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INTRODUCTION
	Special education eligibility criteria were revised with input from the public.

A variety of materials and strategies were employed by DPI to assist in application of the revised criteria.
Researchers used a variety of data sources to obtain necessary information.

Research strands were “triangulated” to conduct a meaningful, cross-referenced exploration of related factors.


	On July 1, 2001, revisions to the existing special education eligibility criteria in six disability categories were implemented. The 2001 criteria revisions became the first major changes of some eligibility criteria since the 1970s. The revision development process began in 1996 with a series of broad-based public hearings, followed by task force meetings and legislative review. In response to the public hearings, six of Wisconsin’s disability categories were subsequently revised: Cognitive Disabilities (CD),  Emotional Behavioral Disabilities (EBD), Hearing Impairments (HI),  Specific Learning Disabilities (LD)
, Speech-Language Impairments (S/L), and Visual Impairments (VI).
To promulgate the revised criteria and assist district personnel in appropriate application, Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) consultants in each of the revised categorical areas developed detailed evaluation guides with optional worksheets for IEP team use, created PowerPoint presentations, led workshops throughout the state, and guided district personnel during the 2001-02 and 2002-03 school years. All materials were published through user-friendly Internet links, as well as distributed during workshops. 

In conjunction with the criteria revisions, DPI was directed to study the effects of the modification of special education eligibility criteria made under CHR 98-138 and report to the appropriate committees of the legislature on the results of the study (PI 11.37). A research team from the University of Wisconsin Oshkosh (UW-O) was selected to conduct this research. The Special Education Eligibility Criteria Study (SEECS) team developed a number of research strategies to address items specified under PI 11.37 (2) (a) - (f). 
The bulk of this report presents special education referral and placement rates from 1998-99 to 2003-04 and incidence rates between 1995-96 and 2003-04.  Data used for analysis were provided by DPI and derived from Pupil Count and Child Count Reports.  These reports are submitted by all Wisconsin districts. In addition to analyzing statewide incidence rates, subgroup analyses were conducted by student ethnicity and age, as well as averages according to district size and economic status. 
In accordance with the Request for Proposal (RFP) requirements, a number of additional elements were examined, including an achievement analysis, analysis of dispute resolution mechanisms, consideration of two-part process and paperwork requirements, and other related factors. To examine achievement for all students and for students with disabilities, the research team conducted an extensive analysis of 2002-2003 Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) scores for 4th, 8th, and 10th grade students in the 100 largest districts
. A comparison of the number of due process hearings and complaints filed with the DPI, mediation requests and lawsuits initiated before and after criteria revision used information from DPI databases, Wisconsin Special Education Mediation System (WSEMS) database, and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Law Reporter (IDELR).

In order to explore additional factors related to criteria revision (e.g., paperwork/monitoring, impairments and service decisions), the SEECS team employed a triangulated research strategy. Triangulation involves using multiple research tools to gain insights and confirm findings across factors. Data collection tools for the triangulation included surveys, focus groups, and a review of records. 

This report presents research findings in five sections. Section I investigates special education trends through referral/placement rates, incidence rates, rates within disability categories, and demographic factors. Section II presents findings and discussion of achievement patterns for all students and for students with disabilities. Section III presents trends in dispute resolution mechanism (DRM) through separate analyses of complaints, due process hearings, mediation requests, and lawsuits related to eligibility. Section IV presents findings from surveys, focus groups, and record reviews to explore factors related to incidence trends. The report closes with Section V, in which findings are synthesized into a cohesive discussion of critical elements. 

All of the terms and acronyms used throughout this report are included in a Glossary in Appendix A. Other appendices include district lists, surveys and focus group questions, and the revised criteria.


SECTION I.  SPECIAL EDUCATION RATES AND TRENDS

Special education rates involve the percent of students in special education at a given point in time. Special education trends consider the patterns of increase, decrease, or stability occurring over time, and may include percentages or simple student counts of the following: (a) referrals, placements, and reevaluations, (b) aggregate statewide incidence rates by disability category, student ethnicity, age/grade, and gender, and (c) average district incidence rates by lunch eligibility, district size groups. Findings are presented in either tabular or graphic formats. Shaded cells or areas depict years following eligibility criteria revision.
Referrals, Placements, and Reevaluations

	Referral and placement rates provide direct information about trends in special education. 
	The rate at which students are referred for, and found eligible, for special education is one of the most direct indicators of special education enrollment trends. While incidence rates reflect the cumulative impact of special education enrollment over many years, placement rates document enrollment for only one year. Thus, referral and placement rates offer the most timely and direct information about impending trends. This report begins by examining trends in special education referrals, placements, and reevaluations.


What trends existed in referrals and placements before and after criteria revision?

	Referral and placement rates declined notably in the years immediately before and following criteria revision.
	Table 1 displays referral rates (percent of total state enrollment referred for special education in a given year), placement rates (percent of total state enrollment found eligible for special education in a given year), and eligibility rates (percent of referrals found eligible for special education). The total number of referrals and placements in the state of Wisconsin are also presented. 

Referral, placement, and eligibility rates declined most markedly between 1999-00 (two years before revision) and 2001-02 (first year after revision). Referral rates decreased from 3.14% to 2.84% and placement rates declined from 2.10% to 1.82% during this 2-year period. These declines paralleled a drop in eligibility rates. Nearly two-thirds of all referrals (67.03%) were found eligible for special education in 1999-00, and this rate dropped to 64.05% in 2001-02, the year following criteria revision.

This decreasing trend reversed itself slightly in all three areas by 2003-04. During the two subsequent years, referral rates increased from 2.84% to 2.90% and placement rates climbed from 1.82% to 1.88%. Eligibility rates increased to 65.32% in 2002-03 and declined slightly to 65.03% in 2003-04.  None of these increases reached the levels in the three-year period preceding the revision.

It is inconclusive whether the slight increases in referral and placement rates in 2002-03 and 2003-04 indicate a shift back to the higher rates of earlier years or maintenance at slightly lower rates. An exploration of incidence rates for different disability areas will lend more insight into the implications of these trends. 


Table 1. State referral, placement, and eligibility rates and counts from 1998-99 to 2003-04 

	 
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	Referral Rate
	3.16%
	3.14%
	2.90%
	2.84%
	2.84%
	2.90%

	Placement Rate
	2.13%
	2.10%
	1.91%
	1.82%
	1.85%
	1.88%

	# Referrals
	32,352
	32,113
	29,665
	28,993
	28,855
	29,314

	# Placements
	21,802
	21,524
	19,550
	18,570
	18,847
	19,064

	Eligibility Rate
	67.39%
	67.03%
	65.90%
	64.05%
	65.32%
	65.03%


Note:  Shaded boxes in this and subsequent tables  indicate data after the criteria changes went into effect.
Did the percent of students referred for or placed in special education increase significantly following criteria revision?
	Referral and placement rates declined following revision.
	Both referral and placement rates decreased noticeably since the criteria were revised (see Table 2). Note that rates in the following tables reflect district averages rather than aggregate state rates, and therefore appear greater than the aggregate rates in Table 1.




Table 2.  Comparison of district average referral and placement rates in the three year periods before and after criteria revision

	
	Mean
	N
	Std. Dev.
	SEM

	Referral Rates (District average)
	
	
	
	

	     Before revision *
	3.29%
	425
	1.14
	.05

	     After revision **
	3.07%
	425
	1.09
	.05

	Placement Rates (District average)
	
	
	
	

	     Before revision *
	2.15%
	425
	.76
	.04

	     After revision **
	1.95%
	425
	.71
	.03


*Average rates for 1998-99, 1999-00, & 2000-01

**Average rates for 2001-02, 2002-03, & 2003-04

Did the proportion of students with continued eligibility upon reevaluation change after criteria revision?
	The percent of students continuing in special education after reevaluation dropped in the years following criteria revision.
	All students with disabilities are reevaluated every three years to determine whether they continue to qualify for special education services. Because these reevaluations occur on a regular schedule, the number of reevaluations relies entirely on the number of students already in special education. Thus, the criteria revision could not impact the number of reevaluations, only the proportion of reevaluations found to continue to be eligible for special education.

The continuing eligibility rates, or the percent of reevaluations continuing to meet eligibility criteria after reevaluation, dropped slightly following criteria revision. In the three years before revision, these rates ranged from 82.36% to 82.72%; following revision, rates dropped to an approximate average of 81% over the three-year period. Table 3 depicts this information. 


Table 3. Number of reevaluations, continuations, and continuing eligibility rates from 1998-99 to 2003-04
	 
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	# Reevaluations
	35,988
	38,527
	39,160
	41,656
	42,845
	42,155

	# Continuations
	29,720
	31,868
	32,252
	33,680
	34,818
	34,207

	Continuing Eligibility Rate*
	82.58%
	82.72%
	82.36%
	80.85%
	81.27%
	81.15%


* “Continuing eligibility rate” refers to the proportion of special education students found with continued eligibility after reevaluation. It was calculated by dividing the number of continuations by the number of reevaluations.
Statewide Special Education Incidence Rates

How did special education incidence rates and enrollment change following criteria revision?
	Special education incidence rates continued to increase but annual growth rates were cut in half following criteria revision.
 
	Table 4 shows that total enrollment in Wisconsin public and private schools declined steadily between 1996-97 and 2003-04, dropping by an average rate of two percent each year. The greatest decline in enrollment occurred between 2002-03 and 2003-04, in which total enrollment decreased by 5,219 students from the previous year.

At the same time, enrollment in special education increased steadily, growing from 105,808 students in 1995-96 to 126,937 students in 2003-04. This resulted in an increase of incidence rates from 10.39% in 1995-96 to 12.55% in 2003-04. 

Although incidence rates continued to increase since the criteria were revised, the rate of growth slowed considerably. The special education growth rate prior to criteria revision reached an average of 3.2% per year. After revision, the incidence rates grew by an average of 1.0% per year, with annual growth of 1.7% between 00-01 and 01-02, 0.4% between 01-02 and 02-03, and 1.0% between 02-03 and 03-04.


Table 4.  Total enrollment, special education enrollment, incidence rates, and annual growth rate in the state of Wisconsin from 1995-96 to 2003-04

	
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	Total Enrollment
	1,018,787
	1,029,086
	1,027,198
	1,024,785
	1,023,955
	1,022,807
	1,019,992
	1,016,669
	1,011,450

	Sp. Ed. Enrollment
	105,808
	109,816
	113,050
	115,682
	120,506
	124,468
	126,212
	126,276
	126,937

	Incidence Rate
	10.39%
	10.67%
	11.01%
	11.29%
	11.77%
	12.17%
	12.37%
	12.42%
	12.55%

	Annual Special Education Growth Rate 
	+2.7%

4008 students
	+3.1%

3234students
	+2.6%

2632 students
	4.3%

4824 students
	+3.4%

3962 students
	+1.7%

1744 students
	+0.4%

64 students
	+1.0%

661 students


	Special education growth rates declined following criteria revision.
	In order to determine whether the slowing of special education growth following criteria revision could be due to chance, a dependent t-test was conducted. This test compared the average growth in each district in the three years before criteria revision with the average growth in the three years following revision. The figures differ from the preceding table because district average incidence rates, rather than statewide incidence rates, were used for statistical analysis. The same statistical procedures and clarifications apply to Tables 5, 7, 9, and 11.

Table 5 shows the average annual incidence rates for the three years before and following criteria revision. 


Table 5.  Average annual special education growth rates for all Wisconsin districts in the three years before and after criteria revision*
	Average annual growth rate
	Mean
	# Districts
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	   BEFORE REVISION
	+4.71%
	425
	5.86
	.28

	   AFTER REVISION
	+1.12%
	425
	4.68
	.23


*Growth rates in Table 5 differ from rates in Table 4 because district averages rather than statewide data were used.

Statewide Incidence Rates by Disability Categories
Incidence and growth rates within the six revised criteria categories were examined first in aggregate for the entire state and then as averages among districts.

How did incidence rates in various disability areas change following criteria revision?

Subheadings in this area include Specific Learning Disabilities (LD), Emotional Behavioral Disabilities (EBD), Cognitive Disabilities (CD), Speech/Language Impairments (S/L), Visual and Hearing Impairments (VI, HI). For LD, EBD, CD, and S/L, rates are first presented in aggregate for the entire state, and then as statistical comparisons of growth rates before and after criteria revision. For VI and HI, small cell sizes did not allow valid statistical comparisons, so only aggregate counts and rates are presented. 

Specific Learning Disabilities (LD)

	LD rates declined in the years following revision, after steady increases prior to revision. 
	Following years of steady growth peaking in 2000-01, LD rates began to decline after criteria revision. During the three years prior to revision, incidence rates climbed from 4.76% (48,746 students) in 1998-99 to 5.13% (52,473 students) in 2000-01. After revision, the rates reversed, declining from 5.09% (51,898 students) in 2001-02 to 4.80% (48,587 students) in 2003-04.   (See Table 6).


Table 6.  Enrollment, incidence rates, and annual growth for students with LD from 1995-96 to 2003-04

	
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	   Enrollment
	43,219
	44,726
	46,786
	48,746
	51,055
	52,473
	51,898
	50,245
	48,587

	   Inc. Rate
	4.24%
	4.35%
	4.55%
	4.76%
	4.99%
	5.13%
	5.09%
	4.94%
	4.80%

	Annual Growth
	+1,507
	+2,060
	+1,960
	+2,309
	+1,418
	-575
	-1,653
	-1,658


	The decline in annual LD growth rate following revision was significant. 
	In the three years prior to revision, LD enrollment in Wisconsin school districts increased by an average of 1,896 students per year. Following revision, LD enrollment decreased by an average of 1,295 students per year. 


Table 7. Comparison of annual average growth in the number of students with LD in the three years before and after criteria revision  

	
	Annual average enrollment change
	# Districts
	Std Dev.
	Std. Error of Measurement

	Before Revision
	+1895.67
	425
	19.99
	0.97

	After Revision
	-1297.00
	425
	10.41
	0.51


Emotional Behavioral Disabilities

	EBD rates following criteria revision slightly surpassed rates in earlier years. 
	Although the number of students with EBD increased from 16,038 in 2000-01 to 16,225 in 2001-02, the number had declined to 16,072 by 2003-04 (See Table 8). EBD rates remained virtually unchanged in the three years following criteria revision, though the incidence rate of 1.59% in 2001-02, 02-03, and 03-04 slightly surpassed rates in earlier years.


Table 8.  Enrollment, incidence rates, and annual growth for students with EBD from 1995-96 to 2003-04

	
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	    Enrollment
	16,058
	16,091
	15,971
	15,745
	15,998
	16,038
	16,225
	16,175
	16,072

	    Inc. Rate
	1.58%
	1.56%
	1.55%
	1.54%
	1.56%
	1.57%
	1.59%
	1.59%
	1.59%

	 Annual Growth
	+33
	-120
	-226
	+253
	+40
	+187
	-50
	-103


	EBD rates remained steady.


	Table 9 shows that Wisconsin school districts’ EBD enrollment increased by an average of 22.3 students per year before criteria revision, compared with an average of 3.3 students per year after revision. 


Table 9. Comparison of annual average growth in the number of students with EBD during the three years before and after criteria revision 

	
	Annual average enrollment change
	# Districts
	Standard Deviation
	Std. Error of Measurement

	Before Revision
	+22.3
	425
	6.24
	0.30

	After Revision
	+3.3
	425
	3.64
	0.18


Cognitive Disabilities
	CD rates declined in the years following criteria revision. 
	As revealed in Table 10, CD rates in the state of Wisconsin declined in the years following criteria revision. The number of students identified with CD decreased from 1.30% in 2000-01 to 1.21% in 2003-04. The annual CD growth rate slowed steadily in the years after criteria revision, following fluctuating growth rates in the six-year period preceding the revision.


Table 10.  Enrollment, incidence rates, and annual growth for students with CD from 1995-96 to 2003-04

	
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	Enrollment
	13,014
	13,340
	13,375
	13,138
	13,382
	13,319
	13,098
	12,647
	12,248

	Inc. Rate
	1.28%
	1.30%
	1.30%
	1.28%
	1.31%
	1.30%
	1.28%
	1.24%
	1.21%

	 Annual Growth 
	+326
	+35
	-237
	+244
	-63
	-221
	-451
	-399


	CD growth slowed significantly after revision. 
	As presented in Table 11, Wisconsin school districts’ CD enrollment decreased by an average of about 19 students per year in the three years preceding criteria revision. Following revision, district CD enrollment declined by an approximate average of 357 students per year. 


Table 11. Comparison of annual average growth in the number of students with CD during the three years before and after criteria revision 

	
	Annual average enrollment change
	# Districts
	Standard Deviation
	Std. Error of Measurement

	Before Revision
	-18.67
	425
	2.1
	.10

	After Revision
	-357.33
	425
	5.4
	.26


Speech Language Impairments

	The number of students with S/L  disabilities increased.
	Nearly 30,000 students had S/L as a disability in 2003-04, up from 27,382 before criteria revision. The percent of students with Speech Language Impairments (S/L) increased from 2.68% in 2000-01 to 2.89% in 2003-04. The increases that occurred after the criteria  revision followed years of annual decreases between 1997-98 and 2000-01. Between 2000-01 and 2003-04, however, students with S/L  increased annually. (See Table 12).


Table 12.  Enrollment, incidence rates, and annual growth for students with S/L in the state of Wisconsin from 1995-96 to 2003-04

	
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	    Enrollment
	27,236
	27,956
	27,728
	27,079
	27,048
	27,382
	27,972
	28,406
	29,213

	    Inc. Rate
	2.67%
	2.72%
	2.70%
	2.64%
	2.64%
	2.68%
	2.74%
	2.79%
	2.89%

	Annual Growth 
	+720
	-228
	-649
	-31
	+334
	+590
	+434
	+807


	Enrollment growth for S/L proved to be significant.
	Table 13 reveals that the Wisconsin school districts’ S/L enrollment increased significantly in the years following criteria revision, from an average decrease of approximately 115 students per year before revision to an increase of about 610 students per year after revision. 


Table 13. Comparison of annual average increases in the number of students with S/L during the three years before and after criteria revision.

	
	Annual average enrollment change
	# Districts
	Standard Deviation

	Before Revision
	-115.33
	425
	18.46

	After Revision
	+610.33
	425
	9.09


Visual and Hearing Impairments

	VI rates changed minimally over the nine-year period. 
	Students with VI comprise a very small portion of Wisconsin’s total enrollment. Students with VI accounted for less than 0.5% of the enrollment in 2003-04 (459 students).

Table 14 shows that growth patterns for VI fluctuated very little over the nine-year period. The largest annual growth for students with VI occurred between 1998-99 and 1999-00 (+22 students) and between 2001-02 and 2002-03 (+20 students). The number declined by 15 students between 2002-03 and 2003-04.


Table 14.   Enrollment, incidence rates, and annual growth for students with VI in the state of Wisconsin from 1995-96 to 2003-04 
	
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	    Enrollment
	445
	451
	435
	426
	448
	438
	454
	474
	459

	    Inc. Rate
	0.04%
	0.04%
	0.04%
	0.04%
	0.04%
	0.04%
	0.04%
	0.05%
	0.05%

	Annual Growth
	+6
	-16
	-9
	+22
	-10
	+16
	+20
	-15


	No growth patterns can be observed for HI. 
	Students with HI also represent a very small proportion of Wisconsin enrollment, accounting for <0.17% of total enrollment. Consistent growth patterns cannot be identified in the years preceding or following criteria revision, as displayed in Table 15. For instance, HI grew by 109 students between 1996-97 and 1997-98, but declined consistently until 2001-02. After revision, the number of students with HI fluctuated.  


Table 15.  Enrollment, incidence rates, and annual growth for students with HI in the state of Wisconsin from 1995-96 to 2003-04 
	
	1995-96
	1996-97
	1997-98
	1998-99
	1999-2000
	2000-01
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04

	    Enrollment
	1,420
	1,486
	1,545
	1,565
	1,567
	1,556
	1,611
	1,609
	1,649

	    Inc. Rate
	0.14%
	0.14%
	0.15%
	0.15%
	0.15%
	0.15%
	0.16%
	0.16%
	0.16%

	Annual Growth
	+109
	+77
	+40
	+32
	+20
	+51
	-18
	+48


Incidence Rates by Student Characteristics
The Administrative Rules required an analysis of special education incidence rates by student ethnicity, gender, and age. As such, special education incidence rates and incidence rates within disability categories were calculated and presented for each subgroup. Because of low student enrollment in VI and HI, these categories were not included in subgroup analyses. Incidence rates for different disability categories by student gender were not presented because trends for males and females were similar.

Ethnic rates were calculated by dividing special education counts for public and private schools students in each ethnic group by total ethnic enrollment for public school students only. This means that special education counts did not reflect precisely the same population as total enrollment counts. This was necessary because ethnic information for private school students was not available, but special education ethnic data included both public and private school students. Incidence rates, therefore, may be somewhat inflated in some or all of the ethnic groups because private school enrollment accounts for approximately 14% of total enrollment.
Incidence rates by student age/grade were calculated by dividing the number of students with disabilities in different age groups by total enrollment for students in different grade groups. This means that the disability groups reflect slightly different populations than total enrollment groups. It was necessary to infer age/grade relationships because information about student grade was not available for students with disabilities, and information about age was not available for total enrollment. For this reason, we present both the incidence rates, calculated in the aforementioned manner, and total special education enrollment by age in relevant figures. Incidence rates were not calculated for preschool students because preschool options for non-disabled students are not available in all districts. When special education enrollment counts were presented, the group of students aged 14-21 was divided into two groups: Ages 14-18 and Ages 19-21. It must also be noted that special education incidence rates increase as age levels rise. This occurs because relatively few students exit special education during their years of schooling, but more are continually placed.  Thus, the older age groupings have higher incidence rates. Inferred relationships for calculating age/grade incidence rates are presented as follows: 

	Category
	Age groups for students with disabilities*
	
	Grade groups for total enrollment*

	Primary
	Ages 5-7
	divided by
	Grades K-2

	Intermediate
	Ages 8-10
	divided by
	Grades 3-5

	Middle 
	Ages 11-13
	divided by
	Grades 6-8

	High
	Ages 14-21**
	divided by
	Grades 9-12


*Incidence rates were not calculated for preschool students because preschool options for nondisabled students vary widely among districts.

*When special education enrollment counts were presented, the group of students aged 14-21 was divided into two groups: Ages 14-18 and Ages 19-21.
Did incidence trends differ by student ethnicity after criteria revision?
	Incidence rates stabilized to some extent following criteria revision for all ethnic groups except American Indian students.
	Figure 1 displays state special education incidence rates by student ethnicity. Among African American and American Indian students, incidence rates increased notably between 1998-99 and 2000-01. For all ethnic groups except American Indians, incidence rates stabilized to some extent following criteria revision. Following a slight decline in 2001-02, rates for American Indian students grew at a slightly greater rate than other ethnic groups. It can be seen, however, the African American and American Indian students experienced the highest incidence rates, nearing 20% by 2003-04. 


Figure 1.  Statewide special education incidence rates by student ethnicity*
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Thank you for your time in completing this survey. Please return it in the enclosed envelope
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Your child was referred in Fall 2003 for a special education evaluation.  Subsequently, an IEP team meeting 

was held.  Think about that IEP meeting you recently attended to determine if your child needed special 

education as you respo

nd to the following questions.

 

 

1.

 

What is your RELATIONSHIP to the child who was referred? 

 

 

 

__Mother

 

__Father

 

__Guardian

 

__Other

—

Please describe: 

 

 

2.

 

How OLD was your child at the time of the meeting? 

 

Age: _____

 

Grade: _____

 

 

3.

 

Did YOU make the special educa

tion referral for your child?

 

 

___ Yes        ___ No

 

 

4.

 

CHECK area(s) of suspected disability (for the following revised eligibility categories) for which this 

referral was made: 

 

 

__Learning Disabilities (LD)   

 

 

 

__Cognitive Disability (CD)    

 

__Emotional

 Behavioral Disability (EBD)    

 

__Hearing Impairment (HI)        

 

__Vision Impairment (VI)        

 

 

 

__Speech/Language Impairment (S/L)

 

 

5.

 

Was your child found ELIGIBLE for special education? 

 

  ___ Yes        ___ No

 

If yes, in what disability area/s?     _

__ LD        ___CD       ___EBD       ___HI       ___VI      ___S/L     

___Other

—

What disability area?  _____________________________________________________

 

6.  How did you feel about the eligibility decision? 

 

      ___ Very satisfied

 

     ___ Satisfied

 

  ___ Neutral

 

        ___ Dissatisfied      ___ Very dissatisfied

 

 

7.

 

If you answered NO to #6, WHY was your child found ineligible for special education?

 

 

 

 

 

8.

 

Had your child been referred for special education evaluation previously?                 ___Yes   

___No      

 

a. If yes, in what grade?    ___ grade

 

 

 

I

I

I

I

.

.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

K

K

N

N

O

O

W

W

L

L

E

E

D

D

G

G

E

E

 

 

O

O

F

F

 

 

T

T

H

H

E

E

 

 

R

R

E

E

V

V

I

I

S

S

E

E

D

D

 

 

E

E

L

L

I

I

G

G

I

I

B

B

I

I

L

L

I

I

T

T

Y

Y

 

 

C

C

R

R

I

I

T

T

E

E

R

R

I

I

A

A

 

 

Every disability area has specific criteria that a child must meet in order to qualify for special education.  

The following questions seek input abo

ut your knowledge of these criteria.

 

 

1.

 

CIRCLE THE RATING (numbers 1

-

5) that best reflects your knowledge of the eligibility criteria at the 

time of your child’s IEP team meeting:

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extensive knowledge

 

No knowledge

 

4

 

3

 

2

 

1

 

5
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*Incidence rates may be inflated in some ethnic groups due to the fact that denominators included only public school students.
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	Figure 2 shows LD rates in Wisconsin between 1995-96 and 2003-04. Throughout the nine-year period, LD growth differed by ethnic group. For instance, LD rates for Hispanic and White students declined in the years following criteria revision, but a decline for African American students in 2002-03 was followed by a slight increase in 2003-04. LD rates were the lowest for Asian American students, and a growth pattern throughout the nine-year period slowed slightly following revision. For American Indian students, rates declined in 2001-02 and increased in 2002-03. 
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	EBD rates increased at the greatest rates for American Indian students both before and after criteria revision (See Figure 3). For African American students, EBD rates also increased slightly following criteria revision. In all other ethnic groups, EBD rates remained fairly steady after revision.

	CD rates were highest for African American students, but these rates began to decline following criteria revision. CD rates among American Indian students dropped in 2001-02, and then climbed slightly in 2002-03. For all other ethnic groups, CD rates declined slightly after revision. See Figure 4.
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	For African American students, S/L rates declined steadily from 1996-97 through 2002-03 (See Figure 5).  In 2003-04, these rates increased slightly. For Asian American students, S/L rates continued a steady pattern of increase throughout the nine-year period. For all other ethnic groups, S/L increased after criteria revision following a period of fluctuating or steady rates. 


Did incidence trends differ by student gender following criteria revision? 
	Special education incidence growth trends did not vary between male and females. Figure 6 shows that rates peaked in 2001-02 at 16.2% and 8.4% for males and females, respectively, and remained steady at similar rates through 2003-04. Analyses of different disability areas also revealed comparable trends for males and females.
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Did incidence trends differ by student age/grade following criteria revision?
	Incidence rates for high school students increased over the nine-year period, while rates for middle school and intermediate grade students leveled in recent years. 
	Incidence rates continued to increase for high school students after criteria revision, while they decreased for other age groups. Specifically, incidence rates for primary, intermediate, and middle school students leveled in the three years following criteria revision in ranges of 9.5%-9.7% (primary), 11.4-11.7% (intermediate), and 12.3%-12.4% (middle). Incidence rates for high school students increased from 13.6% to 14.2% over the same period, as is demonstrated in Figure 7.

It must be noted that the increase in incidence rates for high school students does not necessarily relate to the criteria revision. Incidence rates for high school students reflect as many as 12 years of special education placements. If new placements increased among elementary students in the mid-1990s, high school incidence rates would not reflect this trend until several years later. Thus, the cumulative effect of decade-old special education placement patterns may account for the increase in high school incidence rates. 


Figure 7. State special education incidence rates by student age/grade*
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*Note that (a) incidence rates naturally rise as age levels rise due to the cumulative placements over many years, (b) preschool students are not included in the figure because of unequal preschool options for non-disabled students among districts, and (c) calculations are not precisely accurate because age/grade relationships were inferred.

	Special education enrollment continued to increase for students aged 3-4 and 14-21, but declined after revision for students aged 5-7 and 8-10.
	The following figures depict enrollment by disability area and age group. Note that each age group covers a three-year span except ages 15-18, which covers four years. Enrollment will most likely be greatest in this age category because it involves more years. 

Figure 8 depicts state special education enrollment by student age category from 1995-96 to 2003-04. For students under the age of 5, special education enrollment continued a pattern of slight increase, reaching 15,354 students by 2003-04. A similar pattern of increase occurred for students aged 14-18 and 19-21, reaching enrollments of 42,608 and 1,857, respectively. Special education enrollment for students aged 5-7 and 8-10 peaked in 2000-01 (the year before criteria revision), and then declined. For ages 8-10, the decline continued through 2003-04, but increased again for students aged 5-7 in 2003-04. Finally, special education enrollment for students aged 11-13 peaked at 29,175 in the year following revision, then decreased to 28,711 in 2003-04.


Figure 8.  Special education counts for different age groups between 1995-96 and 2003-04
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	The greatest decline in LD enrollment occurred in children aged 9-11, dropping from 14,110 students in 2000-01 to 10,952 in 2003-04. Figure 9 shows that LD enrollment also declined between 2000-01 and 2003-04 among students aged 6-8 and 12-14, decreasing by 1,760 and 976 students, respectively. Among students aged 15-18 and 19-21, LD enrollment grew between 00-01 and 03-04 by 1,993 and 1,854 students, respectively. 

However, the pattern of decline began in 1999-00 for students aged 6-8, in 2000-01 for students aged 9-11, and in 2001-02 for students aged 12-14. This suggests  the decline is not entirely related to the criteria revision, but may also reflect other school-related factors (e.g., increases in pre-referral interventions).   

	Aside from minor fluctuations, Figure 10 shows that EBD enrollment remained fairly steady for all age groups. Between 2000-01 and 2003-04, slight decreases occurred in all age categories (<125 students) except ages 12-14, in which an increase of 219 students occurred following criteria revision.
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	Among students in all age groups from 3-5 to 12-14, CD enrollment declined following criteria revision (See Figure 11). For students aged 3-5, this decline began in the mid-1990s. Among students aged 6-8, 9-11, and 12-14, this decline began within a year or so of the previous age group.  CD enrollment for students aged 15-18 and 19-21 increased over the nine-year period.
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[image: image12.wmf]Figure 12. State S/L enrollment by student age
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	S/L enrollment increased slightly following criteria revision in all age categories, with the greatest increase among students aged 3-5 and 6-8, and 9-11 (+605, +499, and +452 students, respectively, between 2000-01 and 2003-04). For other age groups, enrollment grew by fewer than 200 students during the three years after criteria revision. See Figure 12.


Incidence Rates by District Characteristics
To understand the relationship between district demographic characteristics and special education incidence rates, districts were grouped according to their district size and the proportions of students eligible for free/reduced lunch. 

Did average district incidence rates differ by the economic status of the district?
	Wisconsin school districts were divided into 5 groups based on eligibility for free or reduced lunch.

Special education incidence rates, inversely correlated with eligibility for free or reduced lunch, stabilized following criteria revision.
	Special education research has revealed a strong association between disability rates and economic status. Economically-based differences existed not only within special education as a whole, but also in disability subgroups.
 To explore these patterns in Wisconsin, average incidence rates were calculated for districts in different economic levels.

In order to determine whether the district economic status corresponded with different special education incidence trends, several steps were taken. First, free/reduced lunch eligibility data were gathered for all Wisconsin school districts.  Next, districts were placed into one of the following five groups according to the percent of students eligible for free or reduced lunch in their district: Very Low eligibility (<5%, n=34), Low eligibility (6%-14%, n=112), Moderate eligibility (15%-25%, n=126), High eligibility (26%-40%, n=106), and Very High eligibility (>40%, n=44).  All groupings were based on 2000-01 data, the year preceding criteria revision. (See Appendix C for a complete list of districts in each category). Figure 13 reveals that incidence rates stabilized in all five lunch eligibility groups following criteria revision. Prior to the criteria revision, incidence rates increased more rapidly in districts with higher lunch eligibility rates; following revision, changes were minimal regardless of lunch eligibility group.
In addition to analyzing special education rates in different lunch eligibility groups, rates for LD, CD, EBD, and S/L for the same subgroups were considered. Incidence rate changes were similar in each subgroup following criteria revision. 


Figure 13. Average district incidence rates by lunch eligibility groups from 1995-96 to 2003-04
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	Average LD rates declined at similar rates in all lunch eligibility groups following criteria revision. Prior to revision, LD rates increased in all but the “very low” group, with the greater average growth rates in higher lunch eligibility groups. See Figure 14.
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[image: image15.wmf]Figure 15. Average EBD rates by district lunch 
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	Figure 15 shows that average EBD rates escalated from 1.9% in 1998-99 to 2.4% in 2001-02 among districts with “very high” lunch eligibility rates. Following the 2001-02 peak, rates dropped slightly to 2.3% in 2003-04. For other lunch eligibility groups, rates remained fairly stable throughout the nine-year period.

	CD rates dropped slightly in all district lunch eligibility groups, but the decline was most precipitous among districts with very high lunch eligibility rates (see Figure 16). CD rates in “very high” districts peaked in 2001-02 at 1.75 %, then dropped to 1.54% by 2003-04. In other lunch eligibility groups, rates fluctuated far more minimally and did not peak in 2001-02.
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[image: image17.wmf]Figure 17. Average S/L rates by district lunch 
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	Average S/L rates were greatest in the “very high” lunch eligibility group, ranging from 3.2 to 3.6% over the 9-year period. S/L rates continued a pattern of increase following criteria revision in all subgroups, as is shown in Figure 17.


Did average district incidence rates differ by the enrollment in the district?
	Incidence rates were compared among differently sized districts.

Incidence rates were highest in the smallest districts but declined after revision.
	Districts were grouped according to their enrollment in order to determine whether incidence rates varied by size. Groups were formed according to 2000-01 enrollments, the year preceding criteria revision, as follows: >30,000 (n=1), 10,000-29,999 (n=13), 2,000-10,000 (n=103), 800-1,999 (n=152), and <800 (n=156). A complete list of districts in each subgroup can be found in Appendix C. 

Districts with fewer than 800 students had the highest incidence rates throughout the nine-year period, peaking in 2001-02 at 14.3% (the year immediately following revision) and then declining to 14.0% by 2003-04 (three years after revision). The rate of increase slowed in other district size groups after criteria revision, but average incidence rates among these district size groups did not decline (See Figure 18.)


Figure 18. Average district incidence rates by district size groups from 1995-96 to 2003-04
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SECTION II.  INCIDENCE RATES AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
	Student achievement in districts with high and low special education incidence rates was analyzed.
	PI 11.37 (2) (g) required “an analysis of pupil performance, for example on state assessment measures, and of factors relating to pupil performance for all children and for children with a disability, including a comparison of school districts with the highest rates of identifying pupils as children with a disability and those with the lowest rates of identifying pupils as children with a disability”. To fulfill these requirements, the researchers conducted several analyses of student achievement as measured through student performance on the 4th, 8th, and 10th grade WKCE. 

WKCE results are reported in terms of percentages of students reaching each of four levels: minimal, basic, proficient, and advanced. For the purposes of this study, students reaching proficient and advanced levels are grouped together as “students reaching proficiency.” The term “proficiency rates” refers to the percent of students reaching proficient or advanced achievement levels. 


Do academic proficiency rates differ in districts with higher and lower incidence rates?

	Achievement in Wisconsin’s 100 largest districts was analyzed, involving nearly 70% of total state enrollment.

	The following pages explain this finding and the influence of other interrelated factors on student achievement. Caution is necessary when considering this data, as will be explained as findings are presented. 
To consider the relationship between incidence rates and achievement, 2002-03 reading and math proficiency rates from the 100 largest districts were analyzed. The 2002-03 school year was chosen because the second year after criteria revision provided sufficient time for impact to be revealed.  Only the 100 largest districts were selected because (a) the combined student enrollment in the 100 largest districts comprised nearly 70% of the total state enrollment, and (b) certain disaggregated data from smaller districts were sometimes unattainable due to confidentiality concerns.  Enrollment in the largest 100 districts ranged from 2,413 to 122,728 students (M=7,108), including both students enrolled in public and private schools. Unless otherwise indicated, all data were taken from Wisconsin Information Network for Successful Schools (WINSS) website.  
High- and low-incidence rate groups were calculated for the 2002-03 school year.  First, total special education enrollment was divided by total enrollment to determine each district’s special education incidence rate.  Next, the incidence rates were ranked in ascending order by special education incidence rates.  The 20 districts with the highest rates (incidence rate >13.34%) were identified as “high-incidence,” and the bottom 20 (incidence rate <10.20%) were identified as “low-incidence.” A list of districts included in high - and low-incidence groups can be found in Appendix C.  

	For 4th grade FAY students, higher achievement existed in districts with lower special education incidence rates.
Proficiency rates did not differ between high and low-incidence districts for 4th grade students with disabilities.
	Fourth Grade
Table 16 depicts a comparison of average district proficiency rates in high- and low-incidence districts for 4th grade students with disabilities and students enrolled in the district for the entire school year, known as FAY students. The two categories are not mutually exclusive since a majority of students with disabilities were also FAY students.  

FAY students in low-incidence districts reached academic proficiency more frequently and more consistently than those in high-incidence districts. This was true in all subject areas. For instance, an average of 82.5% of students in low-incidence districts reached math proficiency, compared with 72.3% of students in high-incidence districts (shown in the column headed “M,” for Mean or Average). Among low-incidence districts, the majority of proficiency rates were within 5.8 points of the average, compared with a majority difference of 9.1 points for high-incidence districts (shown in the column headed SD, for standard deviation). Since students with disabilities are included in the FAY proficiency rates, their performance may have partially accounted for greater variation and lower achievement in districts with higher incidence rates.  
For 4th grade students with disabilities, high- and low-incidence districts did not differ significantly. Although the average proficiency rates in low-incidence districts exceeded those in high- incidence districts by as much as five percent in reading, math, and language, they did not reach statistical significance (see Table 16). It can further be observed that variation in proficiency rates, identified in standard deviations, was noticeably higher for both high- and low-incidence districts than that of the FAY students. Thus, the relationship between the WKCE proficiency rates and special education incidence rates is more difficult to explain for students with disabilities than for FAY students. 


Table 16. Comparison of average district proficiency rates for 4th grade FAY students and students with disabilities between high- and low-incidence districts.
	
	
	Low-incidence
	High Incidence
	

	FAY Students
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	

	
	Reading
	89.7
	3.54
	83.40
	5.85
	

	
	Language
	87.4
	3.79
	79.30
	5.67
	

	
	Math
	82.5
	5.82
	72.25
	9.10
	

	
	Science
	86.7
	4.91
	80.25
	8.93
	

	
	Social Studies
	95.2
	2.17
	92.10
	4.39
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Reading
	58.0
	12.78
	52.9
	11.45
	

	
	Language
	52.4
	14.27
	46.9
	10.97
	

	 
	Math
	50.8
	15.75
	43.8
	11.49
	

	
	Science
	58.3
	13.90
	57.8
	15.52
	

	 
	Social Studies
	78.3
	10.85
	77.6
	12.23
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unlike 4th grade results, proficiency rates for 8thgrade students with disabilities were significantly higher in low than in high incidence districts. 
	Eighth Grade

Table 17 compares average district proficiency rates in high- and low-incidence districts for 8th grade students with disabilities and FAY students. Results for 8th grade FAY students were very similar to the patterns revealed for 4th grade students. For 8th grade FAY students, proficiency rates were higher in low- than high-incidence districts by 7%-11%.  Additionally, standard deviation (SD) in high-incidence districts was nearly twice as great as in low-incidence districts. 

Unlike 4th grade results, proficiency rates for 8th grade students with disabilities were significantly higher in low- than in high-incidence districts.  (p<.05). Specifically, proficiency rates for students with disabilities in low-incidence districts were greater than those in high-incidence districts. Variations in proficiency rates were similar for low- and high-incidence districts. 


Table 17. Comparison of average district proficiency rates for 8th grade FAY students and students with disabilities between high- and low-incidence districts
	
	
	Low-incidence
	High Incidence

	FAY Students
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	
	Reading
	92.30
	2.72
	84.65
	6.32

	
	Language
	76.80
	6.07
	64.30
	9.35

	
	Math
	86.55
	4.47
	75.55
	8.39

	
	Science
	86.55
	3.85
	76.70
	9.07

	
	Social Studies
	91.65
	3.48
	84.80
	7.63

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	

	 
	Reading
	54.5
	14.87
	43.7
	14.95

	
	Language
	23.7
	10.53
	16.7
	9.21

	 
	Math
	43.0
	14.76
	30.3
	13.12

	
	Science
	47.0
	13.65
	36.1
	15.22

	 
	Social Studies
	61.5
	13.98
	49.9
	16.80


	Performance differences between high- and low-incidence districts were smaller at the 10th grade level than in 4th and 8th grades.
 
	Tenth Grade

Table 18 compares average district proficiency rates in high- and low-incidence districts for 10th grade students with disabilities and FAY students. 

Proficiency rates for 10th grade FAY students were significantly greater in low- than high-incidence districts for all subjects except reading. These differences, however, were less substantial than at the 4th- and 8th- grade levels. For students with disabilities, science proficiency rates were significantly greater in low- than in high-incidence districts. 


Table 18. Comparison of average district proficiency rates for 10th grade FAY students and students with disabilities between high- and low-incidence districts

	
	
	Low-incidence
	High Incidence

	FAY Students
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	
	Reading
	78.65
	9.46
	74.35
	7.06

	
	Language
	78.85
	8.83
	73.20
	7.82

	
	Math
	78.35
	9.75
	71.50
	8.29

	
	Science
	79.35
	8.36
	71.00
	8.81

	
	Social Studies
	81.45
	7.08
	74.40
	7.26

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	

	 
	Reading
	33.5
	11.35
	29.9
	9.93

	
	Language
	27.3
	10.40
	25.5
	10.74

	 
	Math
	28.8
	8.40
	26.4
	11.28

	
	Science
	37.2
	9.71
	29.7
	11.55

	 
	Social Studies
	35.7
	11.01
	29.3
	10.22


What factors contribute to district proficiency rates for high- and low-incidence districts?
	A multitude of factors influence both WKCE proficiency rates and special education incidence rates. 
A list of “challenge factors” that may influence academic proficiency rates was developed and included demographic, school management, and special education characteristics.


	Analyses in the previous section revealed incontrovertibly that differences in special education incidence rates corresponded with differences in academic proficiency rates. It would be over-simplistic and premature, however, to conclude that high special education incidence rates cause decreases in WKCE proficiency rates. More plausibly, proficiency rates and special education incidence rates intertwine with related factors that both complicate and illuminate district proficiency/achievement trends.
In order to understand the myriad of factors potentially influencing district proficiency rates (hereafter called “challenge factors”), we first examined relationships among these factors. Then, we investigated the relationship of these challenge factors and district reading proficiency rates. Because they are intended as a general depiction of a pattern, diagrams are presented for only one of the three grade levels tested. 
In order to analyze the factors potentially influencing achievement, a broad list of such factors was generated from existing research. The list was then narrowed to include only those factors with information available from state or federal data sources.  The final list of factors included the following:

· Demographic variables, including poverty, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), minority proportion, special education, and mobility rates for each grade level tested.
· School management characteristics, including cost-per-pupil, local revenues, student-teacher ratios, average teacher experience, and average teacher salaries. 

· Special education composition, including proportion of special education enrollment with CD, EBD, LD, S/L, and Low Incidence disabilities. 

Analysis involved the statistical procedures of correlation, simultaneous regression, and stepwise regression. Correlations indicate the degree to which two elements vary in accordance with one another, and do not demonstrate causal relationships. Regressions identify the extent to which one or more factors (in this case, the challenge factors) explain another factor (in this case, achievement). A stepwise regression can be used to discern which of the challenge factors has the greatest explanatory power on achievement.

In order to make significant findings most accessible to readers, diagrams of correlations and regressions were created. The first model (Figure 20) presents correlations demonstrating the complex interrelationships among the challenge factors and their combined impact on academic proficiency. Tenth grade data were used to create the model. Models based on different grades show similar interactive patterns among the three clusters of variables with varying differences in the strength of correlations. The second model (Figure 21) shows the relative importance of individual challenge factors for fourth grade students. 

	The existence of one challenge factor in a district increased the likelihood that other challenges also exist. 

Challenge factors should not be considered in isolation.
The challenge factors explained most of the variation in reading proficiency rates for FAY students. They explained very little for students with disabilities.
	Interactions among the challenge factors

Figure 20 displays interactions among influential factors and 10th grade reading proficiency rates. The bricks symbolize potential challenge factors. The ovals cluster these challenge factors into three groups: demographic, district management, and special education characteristics. The arrows between bricks represent relationships of varying strengths among these challenge factors. The school management and special education characteristics depict district data, but demographic characteristics include data for only the grade level being assessed. 

The relationship of varying strengths is indicated in the key at the bottom of the figure. The “square brick wall” in the center of the illustration represents an amalgam of all of the challenge factors, and the arrows leading from “the wall” depict the potential cumulative and interactive impacts of these factors on district proficiency rates. The percents beside the arrows represent the extent of their relationship with district proficiency rates.

Among 10th grade demographic characteristics, most of the challenge factors corresponded with one another. Higher poverty rates, for instance, corresponded with higher Limited English Proficiency (LEP), disability, mobility, and minority rates. Higher LEP rates were associated with higher minority, mobility, and disability rates.  Similar relationships were found for grades 4 and 8. (See Figure 20).

School management characteristics and special education composition were also related to some extent. Lower per-pupil expenditures correlated with higher student-teacher ratios, lower teacher salaries, and lower local revenue. Lower teacher salaries related with fewer years of teacher experience and higher student-teacher ratios. Some variables corresponded in the opposite direction. For instance, higher LD and CD proportions corresponded with lower proportions of S/L and low incidence disabilities. 

The importance of this model is its depiction of the interplay among challenge factors. Despite the fact that incidence rates related significantly to different achievement rates, it is shown that incidence rates are related to a variety of other challenge factors. Thus, achievement differences may just as easily be explained by factors related to incidence rates as by incidence rates themselves. Caution must be exercised when considering any of the challenge factors in isolation. 

Impact of challenge factors on reading proficiency 

When combined, challenge factors accounted for approximately 75% of the variation in 4th and 8th grade proficiency rates for FAY students, and nearly 60% for 10th grade FAY students. The remaining variation could not be explained by the factors identified in this study. 

For students with disabilities, less proficiency variation could be explained by the challenge factors. For 4th and 8th grade students with disabilities, 52% and 43% of proficiency variation was explained, respectively. For 10th grade students with disabilities, the identified factors explained barely more proficiency variation than could be attributed to chance—less than 9%.
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	Six factors explained 75% of achievement differences for FAY students.
Poverty carried the strongest influence on achievement for FAY students and for students with disabilities.
	Challenge factors and 4th grade proficiency
Figure 21 depicts the percentage of 4th grade reading proficiency variation explained by known and unknown factors and the degree to which each factor explained achievement variation. 

More than 75% of the variation in reading proficiency rates for FAY students was explained by poverty rates, minority rates, costs-per-pupil, CD rates, special education incidence rates, and LEP rates. The remaining disparities cannot be explained by the factors considered. 
For students with disabilities, more than half (56.4%) of the differences in reading proficiency were due to unknown factors. The remaining discrepancy was explained by the same factors as those influencing FAY proficiency rates. The only exception was minority rates, which did not explain achievement for students with disabilities. 

Among the factors considered, poverty accounted most for the achievement for FAY students and for students with disabilities. For FAY students, minority rates, costs, CD rates, and incidence rates are also significantly related to achievement. For students with disabilities, district special education incidence rates carried the greatest potential influence, while the other significant factors were less significant. 

The direction of the relationships warrants attention. For FAY students and students with disabilities, most challenges were related inversely to proficiency rates. In other words, as the challenge (e.g., poverty) increased, proficiency rates decreased. Spending corresponded positively with academic achievement: as costs increased, proficiency rates increased. Incidence rates, however, related to proficiency rates differently for students with and without disabilities. Higher incidence rates correlated with higher proficiency rates for students with disabilities, but the opposite was true for FAY students. 


Figure 21.   4th grade reading proficiency differences by relative impact of individual challenge factors.


[image: image20.wmf]FAY students

Students with Disabilities


SECTION III.  Dispute Resolution Mechanisms

	IDEA complaint
Mediation 
Due process hearing
Lawsuit

Cases involving eligibility were defined as follows: 

“Disputes related to whether the student is or is not eligible for special education according to the criteria and whether the student does or does not need special education services.”
	In Wisconsin, the formal dispute resolution mechanisms are IDEA complaints, mediation, due process hearings, and lawsuits.  

Any individual or organization may file an IDEA complaint with DPI alleging a violation of state or federal laws and regulations pertaining to special education services.  DPI investigates IDEA complaints and issues written decisions within 60 days of receiving the complaint.  If DPI finds a school district has violated special education law or regulations, the district is required to develop and implement a corrective action plan.
A mediation is a voluntary process in which a neutral trained person attempts to help the parties reach an agreement.  Special education mediation has been available to families of children with disabilities and school districts since August 1998, and both sides must agree to participate in the process. 

Parents, adult students, and school districts have the right to request a due process hearing to resolve issues related to the eligibility of a child for special education, the IEP, educational placement, or the provision of a free appropriate public education.   An independent hearing officer is assigned to conduct the hearing and issue a decision.

Either or both parties in a due process hearing case (parents or a school district) may appeal the hearing officer’s decision by filing a lawsuit in either a state or federal court. 

Different sources were tapped for each of the four dispute resolutions mechanisms. Information about complaints and due process hearings were gathered from official databases on the DPI website. Mediation counts were obtained from the official database maintained by the Wisconsin Special Education Mediation System (WSEMS). Lawsuit counts were obtained from the most comprehensive reporting source for special education legal disputes, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Law Reporter (IDELR).  All initial data were gathered by a graduate assistant and verified by a member of the research team who has a law degree and has served as a due process hearing officer in the past.

In order to identify the number of cases related to special education eligibility, legal issues were extracted from each case and categorized according to predefined criteria. Special education eligibility issues were defined as “disputes related to whether the student is or is not eligible for special education according to the criteria and whether the student does or does not need special education services.” We were unable to discern how many mediation cases involved eligibility issues because WSEMS does not gather that type of data.


Did the number of IDEA complaints increase following criteria revision?
	The number of IDEA complaints filed with DPI decreased following criteria revision.


	No. Table 19 shows that the total number of IDEA complaints decreased slightly following criteria revision. In the 4-year period preceding revision, the number of complaints ranged from 65 to 74. In 2001, the year in which the criteria revision was implemented, the number of complaints increased to 96, including 41 cases files after July 1 when the criteria took effect. The number of complaints in 2002 dropped to 66, then declined further to 60 complaints in 2003 and 2004. 

Although the total number of complaints declined, the number of complaints involving eligibility issues increased following criteria revision. Between 1997 and 2002, a total of three cases involving eligibility were recorded, while ten such cases occurred in the most recent two-year period involving EBD (1 case), S/L (1 case), LD (3 cases), and unspecified categories (5 cases).  Despite the increase in eligibility-related complaints, it is important to note that they represented a relatively small percentage of complaints filed in 2003 and 2004 (10% and 7%, respectively). Further, it would be inappropriate to form any trend conclusions based upon only two years of data.


Table 19. Total number of complaints and complaints involving eligibility issues from 1997 to 2004
	Year
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	# Complaints
	72
	74
	65
	69
	96
	66
	60
	60

	# Involving Eligibility Issues
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	6
	4


Did the number of mediation requests increase following criteria revision?
	The number of mediation requests and cases declined since criteria revision.

	In the almost three and one-half years since criteria revision, the number of mediation requests and cases declined. Table 20 displays the number of mediation requests, mediation cases, and the outcomes of these cases between August 1998 and February 2005. Over this period, an average of 82 mediation requests per year were received by WSEMS. Of these requests, an average of 53 per year were accepted as mediation cases.  

The number of mediation requests dropped from an average of 98 per year in the three years preceding revision to 64 in the three full years after revision. Between August 2003 and August 2004, 64 mediations requests were filed, with 40 requests proceeding to a negotiation session. For the partial reporting period between August 2004 and February 2005, 34 mediation requests were filed and 18 of those became cases. The number of mediation cases also declined following revision, although the decline was less marked than the number of requests. An average of 65 mediation requests per year were accepted as cases, compared with an average of 50 per year following revision. 


Table 20. Number of mediation requests and cases and percent reaching agreement from August 1998-February 2005   
	
	8/98- 8/99
	8/99-8/00
	8/00-8/01
	8/01-8/02
	8/02-8/03
	8/03-8/04
	8/04-2/05

	# Requests
	107
	94
	94
	72
	68
	64
	34

	# Cases
	74
	62
	60
	51
	41
	40
	18

	# Reaching Agreement
	59 (80%)
	57 (92%)
	45 (75%)
	45 (88%)
	33 (80%)
	37 (92%)
	15 (83%)


Did the number of due process hearings increase following criteria revision?

	The number of due process cases declined following criteria revision.
	Table 21 shows that the number of due process cases declined from an average of 19 cases per year in the three-year period preceding revision to an average of 11 per year following revision. In 2001, the year in which the revision was implemented, 19 cases were filed. The number of cases ranged from 5 to 24 over the eight-year period, with the lowest number occurring in 2004. 

The number of due process cases involving eligibility issues did not change notably following criteria revision. In the five years preceding revision, a total of four cases involving eligibility were filed; in the four years following revision, two cases were filed.  Both of the due process cases concerning eligibility issues in 2003 involved S/L issues.


Table 21. Number of due process cases and due process cases involving eligibility issues between 1997 and 2004

	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	# Due Process Cases 
	13
	14
	24
	19
	19
	13
	15
	5

	# Involving Eligibility Issues
	2
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0


Did the number of lawsuits increase following implementation of the revised special education eligibility criteria?
	No eligibility-related lawsuits were filed following criteria revision.
	In the three full years following criteria revision, a total of seven lawsuits were filed, compared with ten in the three years preceding revision. Of these lawsuits, only two involved eligibility issues, and both preceded the criteria revision. See Table 22 for a display of this information.-



Table 22. Number of lawsuits and lawsuits involving eligibility issues from 1997 to 2004

	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004

	# Lawsuits
	3
	1
	4
	5
	2
	2
	4
	1

	# Involving Eligibility Issues
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0


As reflected in the foregoing discussion, there have been no increases in special education litigation since the criteria revision. The following section addresses other factors related to criteria revision.

SECTION IV.  Exploration of Related Factors

A variety of strategies were employed to meet the requirement in the administrative rules for “an exploration of related factors” associated with the 2001 special education criteria revision. The following pages summarize methods and findings from the triangulated research procedures used to explore the impact of the revised criteria, including surveys, focus groups, and record review. 

Surveys

Three groups were surveyed over the course of the eligibility criteria study, including special education administrators, school personnel, and parents. Summaries of methods and findings are presented in the following paragraphs according to the sequence in which they were conducted.

Administrator Survey

To elicit their insights related to the revised eligibility criteria, Directors of Special Education/Pupil Services from all Wisconsin school districts were surveyed in Spring 2002. A total of 266 special education/pupil service directors or their delegated representatives received surveys, and 91.4% (n=243) returned their surveys. Of these, 205 (84%) were employed by school districts and 38 (16%) employed through Cooperative Educational Service Agencies (CESAs). Of those employed by CESAs, 32 served multiple districts and 6 served single districts. Most (81%, n=233) served as director, coordinator, or administrator of special services, pupil services, or special education, and others were employed as school psychologists (n=37) or in other positions (e.g., Program Support Teacher, n=15) representing the pupil service director. Three respondents did not state their positions. 

Survey questions were developed through a collaborative process involving the research team, project consultants, and DPI staff. Topics addressed by the survey included the IEP team process, (e.g., team member roles, criteria implementation, and tools utilized) and issues related to the revised eligibility criteria (e.g., the impact of the criteria on special education placements, paperwork, dispute resolution mechanisms). (See Appendix B for complete survey). The following critical findings were revealed through survey analysis. 

Training: Table 23 displays the methods used by special education/pupil service directors to implement the revised eligibility criteria.  Administrators reported training IEP team participants (95.0%), disseminating information related to the new criteria among staff (92.1%), reviewing IEP team records (84.2%), developing a plan to implement criteria (36.9%) and taking other steps to ensure correct implementation (20.2%). 

Table 23. Percent (#) administrators using different methods to implement the revised criteria (n=243)

	Implementation steps
	Respondents 

	Train IEP team participants
	95.0% (229)

	Disseminate information among staff
	92.1% (222)

	Review records
	84.2% (203)

	Develop a district plan/policy
	36.9% (89)


Documentation:  As shown in Table 24, administrators reported that IEP teams determined eligibility through DPI checklists or worksheets (87.6%), narrative reports (47.5%), district-developed checklists (23.6%), used computer programs (19.8%), and employed other tools or methods (<10%), including additional monitoring or IEP team attendance by pupil services personnel, additional record reviews, and checklists developed by CESAs or other districts. Although approximately one-fifth of administrators indicate using a computer program to ensure compliance, many of the computer programs were actually test scoring or IEP generation software. Fewer than 10% of administrators reported use of other compliance tools. 

Table 24. Percent (#) administrators reporting use of different tools to document implementation (n=242)

	Tools
	Respondents**

	DPI checklist or worksheet
	87.6% (212)

	Narrative documentation
	47.5% (115)

	District made checklist
	23.6% (57)

	Computer program
	19.8% (48)

	Other tools or methods*
	9.1% (22)


*Numbers exceed 100% because some administrators reported use of multiple tools.

**Monitoring/attending IEP meetings, reviewing records, and checklists developed by CESAs or other districts

Impact of the Criteria Revision: Table 25 displays the percent and number of special education/pupil services directors perceiving an impact on various factors. Nearly two-thirds perceived an impact on staff training (65.4%), while fewer perceived that there had been an impact on general education services (39.1%), special education services (32.9%), staffing needs (22.2%), parental satisfaction (19.3%), and other areas (8.3%). Administrators revealed through comments that general educators had increased responsibilities for meeting diverse student needs and documenting classroom achievement.

Table 25. Percent (#) of special education/pupil services directors perceiving the impact of revised criteria (n=242)

	Impacts

	Respondents 

	   Training
	65.4% (159)

	   General education services
	39.1% (95)

	   Special education services
	32.9% (80)

	   Staffing needs
	22.2% (54)

	   Parental satisfaction
	19.3% (47)


Paperwork:  Asked whether the criteria revision had impacted paperwork related to the IEP team process, most administrators (60%) reported no impact, 35% believed that paperwork had increased, and 2% indicated a decrease. Those perceiving an increase in paperwork attributed it to greater use of checklists/worksheets (n=41) and increased documentation requirements (n=33), particularly related to the information processing and classroom achievement components of the LD criteria. Although some administrators reported a paperwork increase, their comments suggested that the additional requirements were beneficial or necessary.

Factors contributing to changing incidence rates: In their comments, administrators observed that factors such as student transience or placement in foster/group homes contributed to increasing incidence rates, while building consultation teams and general education initiatives (e.g., literacy/reading programs, class size reduction, differentiated instruction) helped to decrease these rates.

School Personnel Survey
Teachers and other school personnel who had served on IEP teams following the criteria revision were surveyed in Spring 2004. The survey was mailed to 595 teachers and school staff members from 30 school districts selected to represent different district sizes and special education incidence rates. Selected districts provided the research team with a list of school personnel who had participated in an IEP team between August 11 and December 3, 2003. Both on-line and paper surveys were prepared, and each participant had the option of returning either version. A total of 398 acceptable surveys were received, accounting for 66.9% of the original sample. The final response group included 141 general educators, 159 special educators, 60 school psychologists, and 34 other school personnel, including principals, social workers, guidance counselors, reading specialists, program support teachers, school nurses, and  an audiologist. 

Table 26 shows that a majority of respondents had participated in eligibility determination teams for LD (310), S/L (262), and EBD (255), nearly half for CD eligibility (169), and less than 15% for HI or VI determination (60 and 46, respectively). Proportions were similar for participations in reevaluations, with 312 reevaluations for LD, 274 for S/L, 249 for EBD, 198 for CD, 94 for HI, and 54 for VI. The total number of participants exceeds the number of surveys returned because many respondents had participated in multiple IEP teams.

Table 26.  Number of initial eligibility and reevaluation meetings attended by school personnel survey respondents 

	Initial eligibility
	Reevaluations

	Category
	Number of participants*
	Category
	Number of participants*

	LD
	310
	LD
	312

	S/L
	262
	S/L
	274

	EBD
	255
	EBD
	249

	CD
	169
	CD
	198

	HI
	60
	HI
	94

	VI
	46
	VI
	54


*The total number of participants exceeds the number of surveys returned because many respondents had participated in multiple IEP teams.

The survey addressed topics related to IEP team processes, factors contributing to special education placement rates, impact of the revised eligibility criteria, and revised eligibility criteria components. Participants were asked to indicate levels of agreement with a variety of statements related to the aforementioned themes. A complete survey is in Appendix B. Major findings are summarized as follows.
Training: Survey respondents learned about the revised eligibility criteria by reading informational handouts (64.4%), attending training sessions (49.4%), or in other ways (19.1%). Nearly 20% of the respondents reported no training in the revised criteria. General education teachers reported different training from special educators, school psychologists, or other respondents:  91.7% of school psychologists and 66.7% of special educators attended training sessions, compared to 14.3% of general educators.  More than 40% of general educators, on the other hand, reported receiving no training (compared with 0 and 3.1% of school psychologists and special educators, respectively). (See Table 27)

Table 27. Percent of general educators, special educators, school psychologists, and other school staff expressing agreement with statements about special education eligibility criteria training

	
	Gen. Ed.
	Sp. Ed.
	Sch. Psych.
	Other
	All

	
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N

	Attended informational sessions
	14.3%
	20
	66.7%
	106
	38.2%
	13
	91.7%
	55
	49.4%
	194

	Read informational handouts
	38.6%
	54
	81.1%
	129
	61.8%
	21
	81.7%
	49
	64.4%
	253

	None
	40.7%
	57
	3.1%
	5
	29.4%
	10
	.0%
	0
	18.3%
	72

	Other
	22.1%
	31
	15.7%
	25
	14.7%
	5
	23.3%
	14
	19.1%
	75


IEP Team processes:  The majority of school personnel (74%-95%) responded favorably to statements about IEP team processes. Nearly all (85-95%) respondents agreed that the IEP team process allowed adequate input from participants, considered each element carefully, engaged in sufficient discussion of both parts of eligibility criteria (i.e., impairment determination and need for special education services), and reached consensus during the IEP team process. (See Table 28).  Fewer respondents (77%) believed that sufficient rigor was applied to determine continued eligibility during reevaluations. Responses differed somewhat among school personnel groups. For instance, fewer general educators (75-79%) than special educators or school psychologists agreed that sufficient rigor was applied during reevaluations or that other school staff had sufficient opportunities for input. 

Table 28. Percent of respondents expressing agreement with statements about IEP team processes

	Survey statement
	% 

	Provided adequate opportunity for input from SPECIAL EDUCATORS.
	95.4%

	Provided adequate opportunity for input from GENERAL EDUCATORS.
	92.1%

	Provided adequate opportunity for input from PARENTS.
	92.1%

	Engaged in sufficient discussion of whether referred child has an IMPAIRMENT.
	89.5%

	Considered EACH COMPONENT of the relevant eligibility criterion.
	89.0%

	Reached CONSENSUS on eligibility determination decision.
	87.0%

	Engaged in sufficient discussion of whether referred child's impairment requires SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES.
	86.5%

	Engaged in sufficient discussion of student need for special education during REEVALUATIONS.
	85.2%

	Used CHECKLISTS OR WORKSHEETS in eligibility determination.
	84.4%

	Employed sufficient rigor in determining continued placement during REEVALUATIONS.
	77.3%

	Provided adequate opportunity for input from OTHER SCHOOL STAFF.
	74.0%


Factors contributing to declining statewide special education growth: Figure 19 depicts average respondents’ ratings on a 4-point Likert scale of the extent to which various factors contributed to declining special education growth. On average, survey respondents felt that the eligibility criteria revision was the factor most greatly contributing to declining special education growth. However, this is not unexpected since most of the other factors were only indirectly related to special education. In order of decreasing contribution, the remaining factors included enhanced pre-referral options, more differentiated instruction, perceived need to control special education growth, smaller class sizes, increasing competition for limited school resources, and increased accountability via standardized achievement testing. 

In general, school personnel groups responded similarly to each of the potential factors. General educators, however, perceived a greater impact from competition for resources and need to control special education growth than did special educators or school psychologists. This difference in perception between general educators and other respondents proved to be statistically significant.

Figure 22. Degree to which respondents perceived that various factors contributed to declines in special education growth  (1 = Minimal impact, 4 = Maximum impact)
	Minimal Impact
	
	Maximum Impact
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Impact of the revised eligibility criteria:  Figure 20 reveals that respondents believed that the criteria revision had the greatest impact on the difficulty qualifying students for LD (3.2 out of 4.0). In order of decreasing impact, the remaining items included accurate identification of special education students (2.8), range of student abilities in general education classrooms (2.8), documentation of requirements for IEP team meeting (2.7), staff inclination to refer students for special education (2.5), provision of alternate supports for students found ineligible (2.5), and collaboration between general educators, special educators, and related service providers (2.4). General educators rated some impacts differently from other respondents. For instance, general educators perceived that the criteria had a significantly greater impact on the range of student abilities in general education classrooms and a lesser impact on documentation than did other response groups. 
Figure 23. Degree to which respondents perceived that the criteria revision impacted various  educational elements  (1 = Minimal impact, 4 = Maximum impact) 
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Parent Survey
A parent survey was conducted in spring 2004 through which SEECS researchers sought information about parents’ experiences with the IEP team process following criteria revision. All surveyed parents had participated in an IEP team for an initial special education referral for one or more of their children. Parent names were obtained from directors of special education/pupil services in 30 school districts selected to represent different district sizes, locations in the state, and special education incidence rate groups. Confidentiality was assured, and parent and child identities were protected. Survey questions and themes were based on information generated from initial focus groups and the special education administrator survey. Parents were asked about (a) their child’s IEP experience, beginning with the referral itself and ending with the outcome, (b) knowledge of the revised eligibility criteria, and (c) the IEP team process.  (See complete survey in Appendix B) 
A total of 90 parents (30.5%) of the 275 sampled parents responded to the survey. Of these, 82.9% (73) represented districts enrolling more than 2000 students, and similar proportions were from districts with high (n=21) or low (n=19) incidence rates. More than half (51%, n=45) were parents of referred students in grade 2 or lower. The remaining participants represented students referred in grades 3 –5 (23%, n=20), grades 6-8 (16%, n=14), and grades 9-11 (6%, n=5). 
Eligibility findings: Of the 88 initial referrals considered through the survey, 63 (71.6%) were found to be eligible for special education, and 25 (28.4%) were ineligible (two surveys did not provide this information). As shown in Figure 21, most parents were satisfied or very satisfied with the eligibility decision made at their child’s IEP team. However, parents expressed greater satisfaction with the eligibility decision when their child was found to be eligible for special education. More than 90% of parents (n=58) whose child was found eligible for special education reported feeling satisfied or very satisfied, compared with only 36% (n=9) of parents whose child was found ineligible. More than one-third of parents (n=9) whose child was found ineligible for special education expressed dissatisfaction with the eligibility decision, while no parents of children found eligible reported dissatisfaction.
Figure 24.  Level of satisfaction with eligibility decision for parents whose children were found eligible or ineligible for special education and for all parents. 
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Parent perceptions of reasons for ineligibility: Some parents of children found ineligible for special education expressed uncertainty over the reason for ineligibility findings. For instance, one parent wrote, “I really didn’t understand why she wasn’t found eligible.  I would like to have that explained to me better.” Another commented, “I don’t know [why my child was ineligible], because no one informed me.” Other parents ascribed ineligibility findings to the criteria. “She missed the state criteria by one [point], so didn’t qualify!” wrote one parent, while another explained, “They said that she test[ed] too high to qualify for help.”

Criteria knowledge:  Parents were asked to rate their knowledge of the revised eligibility criteria scale on a 5-point scale with 1 representing “No knowledge” and 5 as “Extensive knowledge.” Table 29 depicts the percent of parents learning about the criteria in various ways. Nearly 10% of parents indicated that they had no knowledge of the criteria; conversely, 13.5% marked their knowledge as extensive. Of the remaining respondents, most (60.8% of all respondents) rated their knowledge of the criteria as a “3” or “4.”

Table 29. Percent (#) of parents learning about the eligibility criteria by the manner in which they acquired the information

	Attended general informational session in my child’s school district
	17.9% (15)

	Heard about criteria from an advocate involved in this process/meeting
	22.6% (19)

	Heard about criteria at a parent group meeting 
	3.6% (3)

	Read information about the criteria (e.g., brochure, checklist).
	28.6% (24)

	Informed by school personnel
	67.9% (57)

	I heard about the criteria in another way*
	19% (16)


*Other sources of criteria information included health care providers, friends/colleagues, internet, employment in school district, or through experience with another child with disabilities, 

IEP Team processes:  Parents were asked to rate their agreement with a series of statements regarding recent IEP team experience. Ratings were made on a 5-point scale with 1 being “Strongly Disagree” and 5 representing “Strongly Agree.” Overall, parents responded favorably to the items with average ratings ranging from 3.96 to 4.40, suggesting a positive experience on the IEP team. In particular, parents responded favorably to statements pertaining to their own and the general educators’ opportunities to provide input, understandable language, documentation, and consensus-reaching. 

Focus Groups

In an effort to comprehensively study the implications of the revised eligibility criteria and to explore other factors that may impact special education incidence rates, two series of focus groups were conducted in Spring 2003 and Fall 2004. The initial focus group meetings explored perspectives of IEP team members regarding the revised special education eligibility criteria. The second series of focus groups delved more deeply into specific factors found to be repeated themes in other facets of the study. The following paragraphs summarize methods and findings; more detailed information may be found in Appendix B.

Initial Focus Group Methods
Three school districts were selected for participation in the initial focus groups based on their district size, incidence rates, and location in the state. Four focus group meetings with different participant groups were held in each district, including sessions for general education teachers, special education teachers, other district personnel, and parents, for a total of 12 focus group sessions. An additional session was held with four consultants to the research project, representing school professionals in the areas of HI, VI, and S/L impairments. Sessions were attended by two to ten participants each, and lasted between 60 and 90 minutes. A total of 84 individuals participated in initial focus groups, including 18 general education teachers, 26 special education teachers, 23 LEA representatives, and 17 parents. The parent focus group participants included parents of children evaluated for LD, EBD, CD, and S/L.  Of this group, about two-thirds of the children qualified for special education and one-third was found to be ineligible.

Focus group questions were developed through a multi-step process involving input from parents, school personnel, and team members. The final list of questions for school personnel addressed IEP team experience, training in the revised criteria, referral and placement rates, general and special education factors, two-part eligibility determination, and paperwork. Parent questions paralleled those for school personnel, but also addressed issues related specifically to the IEP team for their own child’s special education eligibility determination (See sample of focus group questions for school personnel and parents in Appendix B). Data were recorded through on-site note-taking supplemented with abridged transcripts from audio recordings. 

Final Focus Group Methods
Four CESA regions representing different geographical areas of Wisconsin were identified as the locations of the final focus groups. Within each CESA region, focus group participants were drawn from four school districts (one district declined participation).  School districts were selected based upon enrollment size (small, medium, and larger districts), incidence rates, and proximity to the CESA office where all of the focus group sessions were conducted.  Within each CESA region, three focus groups were held (elementary school staff, secondary school staff, and parents) for a total of 12 focus group sessions.  An additional session was held with grant project consultants representing the disability categories of HI, VI, and S/L.

A total of 76 individuals participated in the final focus groups, including 11 elementary general education teachers, 9 secondary general education teachers, 10 elementary special education teachers, 16 secondary special education teachers, 9 school psychologists, 5 other school professionals (2 speech/language pathologists, 1 program support teacher, 1 guidance counselor, and 1 assistant special education director), and 16 parents.  The parent focus group participants included parents of children evaluated for LD, EBD, CD, VI, HI, and S/L.  Seven of the parents had children at the elementary school level, ten had children at the secondary level, and four had children who had completed their high school career. A total of four of the parents worked as parent-school liaisons and two worked as teacher aides.  There were three to ten participants at each focus group and sessions lasted between 60 and 90 minutes.

Focus group questions for school personnel addressed three primary issues: (a) eligibility determination (e.g., perceptions about ineligibility, attractive features of special education, and longer period of school failure), (b) criteria implementation (e.g., emphasis on objective data versus subjective professional judgment, LD criteria and consideration of instructional adaptations in determining severe delay in classroom achievement, and eligibility criteria implementation recommendations), and (c) future needs (e.g., levels of professional collaboration, perceptions of a “new reality” for school personnel).  Parent questions explored satisfaction levels with the eligibility determination process, parental input into decisions, suggestions for increasing parent participation, parent supports for their children prior to special education referral, perceptions of students “falling through the cracks” in school, and features of special education that parents desire.  (Focus group questions for school personnel and parents are in Appendix B). Final focus groups data were recorded and analyzed in a similar manner as with the initial focus groups. 

Focus Group Findings
Because the final focus groups expanded and enhanced information from the initial focus groups, data from both have been merged into a single cluster of findings. These have been grouped into (a) perceived advantages of the criteria revision, (b) perceived disadvantages of the criteria revision, (c) mixed perceptions of criteria revision, and (d) continuing challenges.

Perceived Advantages of the Criteria Revision:  There were three perceived advantages of the criteria revisions as follows:
· Renewed focus on eligibility determination processes.  Special education teachers and other district representatives maintained that the revised eligibility criteria have renewed the focus of IEP teams on the need for systematic collection of assessment information and application of evaluation data to the eligibility criteria.  This renewed focus has improved both communication and collaboration among IEP team members and has made the eligibility determination process more accountable.

· More systematic adherence to the two-part process. The renewed focus on eligibility criteria has enhanced IEP team decision-making accountability by stressing the importance of systematic adherence to the two-steps in determining special education eligibility:  (1) determining if there is an impairment(s), and (2) determining if there is a need for special education as a result.
· Increased collaboration and differentiated instruction.  Participants noted a positive change in the amount of collaboration among school personnel and in use of differentiated instruction. Such changes could be related to the criteria revision in the sense the increased general education diversity necessitated different strategies, which are often skills possessed by special education teachers.
Perceived Disadvantages of the Criteria Revision:  Criteria revision included greater numbers of “gray area” students, resulting in:
· Frustration with ineligibility findings. Many focus group participants perceived the IEP eligibility determination process as more stringent since the advent of the revised criteria, limiting the number of students who are found eligible.  This creates frustration for some general education teachers and parents who cannot understand why students who are  struggling in general education classrooms are not found eligible for special education services.
· Increased general education demands. With fewer students found eligible for special education, general education teachers acknowledged the existence of a new reality of greater classroom diversity leading to increased demands.  Such demands, coupled with increased accountability through more rigorous content standards and greater emphasis on test scores, have amplified the stress and workloads of general education teachers.
· Increased need for alternative supports.  Focus group participants expressed a need for additional alternative support services to assist increasing numbers students in small rural communities lacking access to support services.  Many participants argued that the educational system needs to provide more support options other than the standard special education-general education dichotomy.  This issue has percolated up to the attention of more educators as the demands placed on general educators to support marginal students increased.
Mixed Perceptions of the Criteria Revision:
· Fewer special education referrals and placements. A widely held belief among initial and final focus group participants was that fewer students are being referred and served in special education since the criteria revision.  This phenomenon is largely viewed as an advantage because the spiraling costs of special education may be dampened and services are more likely to be preserved for students most in need of special education. Some educators, however, maintain students in need of services do not receive necessary support because they are found ineligible.  Others contend that general education teachers may refrain from referring students due to documentation needs and anticipated ineligibility findings.

· Delayed services for learning disabilities.  A widely held belief is that fewer students are qualifying for special education services (primarily LD) in early grades due to the significant discrepancy component in the revised LD eligibility criteria.  That is, students must experience more severe delays in classroom achievement before they are found eligible for special education.  It should be noted, however, that this concern was not shared by many secondary school participants who maintained the revised criteria increased the accuracy of LD eligibility decisions.

· Standardized test results determine eligibility. Perceptions exist that eligibility determination practices are heavily weighted toward formal, standardized test results. While some view this as a positive step toward objectivity, others perceive this as overshadowing other important information such as day-to-day observations of a student’s behavior and performance. General education teachers and parents argued more assessment focus and weight ought to be given to the student’s experiences in the general education and home environments.  

· Increased emphasis on documentation by general educators. Despite the fact that formal documentation requirements did not change under the revised criteria, it was perceived that general education teachers must maintain more precise data-based records of intervention attempts prior to the IEP team. Specifically, the classroom achievement component for LD eligibility created the perception of increased record-keeping demands. Participants responded both positively (observing that student progress was more closely monitored) and negatively (expressing dismay at the time or training demands of such documentation requirements). 
· Greater objectivity in S/L criteria. The perception was voiced that the revised S/L criteria were more objective than the original criteria with the addition of a norm-referenced measure (i.e., students must score 1.75 SD below their age/grade peers) of language and speech or sound production. Some responded favorably to this quantified cutoff because it allowed more consistency among districts, while others expressed concern some students were found to be ineligible. A few participants observed that the revised S/L criteria had greater clarity and appreciated the more comprehensive attention to oral communication.
· More pre-referral interventions and parental supports.  Both initial and final focus group participants maintained the revised criteria precipitated more pre-referral interventions in general education classrooms and increased parental assistance for their struggling children.  Such interventions are generally viewed as positive steps toward increasing general educator teaching strategies, providing more students with needed help in general education settings, and enhancing parent involvement. Some participants, on the other hand, expressed concern  such “heroic efforts” artificially inflated the assessment performance of many students, thus decreasing the likelihood of special education eligibility. 

Continuing Challenges: 

· “Fix-it” mentality underlies some special education referrals.  A number of special education teachers opined that some general education teachers are easily frustrated by students who struggle in their classes.  This frustration, it was thought, sometimes leads to those general education teachers making a special education referral in an effort to “cure” the student’s learning problems as opposed to making accommodations for specific difficulties.

· Referrals contingent upon teacher and classroom idiosyncrasies. Special education referrals are dependent on a number of factors, including the general education teacher’s skills and comfort levels when teaching to a more diverse group of students and the student’s performance relative to classroom norms.  Some focus group participants confirmed the notion teacher perceptions and skills are determinants in how individual teachers view their responsibility to work with students that experience learning and behavioral problems. 

· Parent and general educator IEP team role ambiguity. Parents expressed some confusion as to how they could contribute to eligibility decisions, despite their desire to actively participate.  Although they expressed an interest in serving as active participants at IEP meetings, many parents felt they were ill prepared for such a role.  Likewise, general educators perceived their role as obligatory with little impact on the outcome of the IEP team.
Record Review
Two record reviews were conducted over the course of the research. The first of these was conducted by the SEECS research team using IEP team records from three school districts during 2002. This review provided rich information to the research team to enhance survey designs and focus group question development, but results are not presented here because the sample was small and non-representative. The second was conducted by DPI consultants to determine the extent to which districts implemented the revised criteria, and is presented in the following paragraphs.

DPI Record Review

In order to ascertain the impact of the revised eligibility criteria, it was necessary to understand how successfully IEP teams were applying the revised criteria. To gauge such application, DPI consultants with responsibilities for the revised criteria categories (CD, EBD, S/L, LD, HI and VI) reviewed IEP records during the 2001-02 and 2002-03 school years. Data are presented in three sections: (a) sample information, (b) documentation, and (c) checklists and worksheets.

Sample information

A total of 960 records representing 169 of Wisconsin’s 426 districts were reviewed, involving early childhood, elementary, middle, and high school students. Table 30 displays the number of records, and districts represented in each disability category. 

Table 30. Number of records reviewed and districts represented by disability category

	
	Records 
	Districts

	CD
	45
	12

	EBD
	285
	38

	HI
	81
	26

	LD
	213
	30

	S/L
	222
	30

	VI
	114
	33

	Total
	960
	169


Documentation 

Table 31 displays the percent of records that adequately document all components of the eligibility criteria for impairment identification and needs determination in each disability category. Overall, 38.4% of records for CD, EBD, HI, and VI provide adequate documentation of an impairment (LD and S/L are presented separately in the paragraphs following the table). The majority of records showed correct consideration in determining the need for special education, ranging from 57% of EBD records to 74% of LD records. (CD-60%, VI-63%, S/L-70%). In HI, just under half (47%) of records addressed needs determination. Of the records not correctly considering needs determination, failure to address the first question (related to needs that cannot be met in general education) accounted for the problem. 
Table 31. Percent of records adequately documenting all components of the eligibility criteria for impairment identification and needs determination in each disability category

	
	Impairment Identification
	Needs Determination

	CD
	49%
	60%

	EBD
	31%
	57%

	HI
	83%
	47%

	LD
	na*
	74%

	S/L
	na**
	70%

	VI
	21%
	63%

	Total
	38.4% (CD, EBD, HI, and VI only)
	64%


*Components of the LD criteria were separately documented. Those findings can be found in the LD paragraph below.

**See S/L paragraph, below, for an explanation of documentation in that category.
Because eligibility criteria within each of the six revised categories are unique, impairment determinations are presented separately in the following paragraphs. Full criteria for each of the revised categories can be seen in Appendix D.

Cognitive Disabilities (CD)

The DPI consultant for CD found that almost half of the records reviewed (49%) included full documentation of the revised criteria components (academic functioning, adaptive behavior, intellectual functioning)
. Of the remaining half that included only partial documentation, the majority (83%) sufficiently supplied evidence of the first criteria component, intellectual functioning. Approximately half (48%) adequately addressed the adaptive behavior or the second component, while very few (4%) addressed the general information requirement of academic functioning required in the final component.

Emotional Behavioral Disabilities (EBD) 

Examination revealed that nearly one third of EBD records adequately addressed the primary components of EBD disability determination (occurrence in school and at least one more setting, severity/chronicity/frequency of the behaviors, eight behavioral characteristics, as well as identification of one of the six adversely-impacted areas)
. Of the remaining partially documented records (43%), approximately two thirds of the evaluations provided adequate proof of the six impact areas, the settings, and severity/chronicity/frequency. The final component, describing eight behavioral characteristics, was adequately documented approximately half of the time (49%).  
Hearing Impairments (HI)
The DPI consultant for HI examined eligibility determination records and found that the majority (83%) of IEP teams fully documented the revised criteria components (audiological evaluation and either academic, speech perception/production, or language/communication)
. Of the remaining 17% with only partial documentation, the majority (79%) included an audiological evaluation. However, only 14% of the reviewed records adequately documented consideration of whether the hearing loss adversely affects academic performance/ speech/language or communication. 

Specific Learning Disabilities (LD) 

The DPI consultant for LD concluded, given the extent of criteria changes in LD, good progress toward integrating the revised criteria had been made. For instance, 52% of the records applied the classroom achievement component, 79% applied the significant discrepancy component, 76% applied the information-processing component, and 83% applied exclusionary factors
. The majority of records revealed that significant discrepancy, information processing, and exclusionary factors were well documented. However, only half of the records indicated that sufficient evidence was provided for classroom achievement. Initial evaluations were more likely than reevaluations to apply these components consistently. More than half (52%) of initial evaluations provided sufficient evidence of classroom achievement deficits, compared with only 37% of reevaluations. Similarly, 76% of initial evaluations documented information processing deficits, compared with 50% of reevaluations.

Speech/Language Impairments (S/L) 

In 2001-02, the DPI consultant for S/L concluded districts understand and use the criteria. This can be seen in the extent to which districts considered each component within the criteria (language, speech or sound production, voice, and fluency)
. Among those records considering each component, some had not correctly applied the criterion.  Documentation of components was complete for 100% of records in which voice and fluency were considered, 78% of records in which language was considered, and 77% of records considering speech and sound production. As has been previously noted, however, an eligibility finding in S/L does not require consideration and identification under all four components. 

Visual Impairments (VI)

An examination of records revealed that 21% of evaluations adequately documented all of the primary components of VI disability determination (functional vision evaluation, medical examination, and orientation/mobility assessment)
. The majority (85%) of records indicated full medical documentation from an eye care professional and over half (54%) noted a functional vision evaluation by a teacher of the visually impaired. However, few records (15%) revealed the necessary consideration of orientation and mobility (O & M). 

Checklist/Worksheet Usage
Worksheet type and use varied widely among disability categories over the course of 2001-02 and 2002-03. Five percent of S/L records included the optional DPI worksheet, 60% of CD records, 36% of LD records, 23% of VI, 20% of HI, and 14% of EBD. Some records showed use of a locally designed worksheet, not all of which proved to be inadequate or incomplete.  When DPI checklists were employed, documentation records varied by disability category, as is shown in Table 32. 

Table 32.  Percent of IEP team records with full eligibility criteria evidence by documentation protocol

	
	CD
	EBD
	HI
	S/L
	LD*
	VI

	DPI Impairment checklist
	73%
	26%
	80%
	56%
	I=27% R=17%
	46%

	Locally designed checklist
	0
	36%
	29%
	0
	NA
	0

	Narrative documentation only
	27%
	45%
	79%
	78%
	I=36%, R=7%
	100%


* I = initial evaluations; R = reevaluations
This concludes the exploration of factors related to criteria revision.  The exploration findings, along with the incidence rates, dispute resolution mechanisms, and achievement data, are synthesized in the following section.
SECTION V.  SYNTHESIS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

The following sections present an integration of findings from data analysis and exploration factors. Information is presented in response to four questions asked in the original Request for Proposals: 
(1) How did special education growth change following criteria revision?
(2) How did the number of dispute resolution mechanisms change after criteria revision?
(3) How did paperwork requirements change following criteria revision?
(4) How did special incidence rates interact with student achievement? 
A brief summary then closes the report.  
How did special education growth change following criteria revision?

After criteria revision, the proportion of students referred for and placed in special education each year declined. Special education growth slowed, most notably in LD and to a lesser extent in CD. Annual growth in the number of students with S/L increased, and growth for EBD, HI, and VI remained unchanged. Growth was similar for students in different ethnic groups and for districts with higher or lower economic levels. However, disparity of incidence rates between various ethnicity groups as well as different economic levels remained. 

Special education enrollment changes differed by student age. For instance, the number of special education students aged 15-18 grew following revision, while the number aged 6-8 and 9-11 declined. However, special education enrollment among older students represents new placements that were made when the students were younger. Thus, it cannot be presumed that the increase in special education enrollment among older students relates solely to the criteria revision.

Incidence rates varied among different-sized districts. Incidence rates in districts larger than 800 students continued to increase, but at a slower rate than preceded revision. In districts enrolling fewer than 800 students, however, incidence rates increased in the year immediately following revision but declined in the subsequent two years. Thus, the smallest districts experienced declines rather than slowing growth following revision.

In addition to criteria revision, survey respondents and focus group participants suggested several other factors that may have contributed to slowing special education growth and declining referral rates. Some of these factors related to general education practices. For instance, general education teachers may have become more adept at teaching diverse classrooms through techniques like differentiated instruction, thereby reducing the need for special education to support lower-performing students. Schools may have changed the way they utilized support staff such as school psychologists, allowing these individuals to work more directly with general education teachers and students. An increase in pre-referral intervention teams might have offered general education teachers a greater array of intervention options, providing low-performing students with support options that did not involve special education.
Additionally, perceptions about the revised criteria may have contributed to slowing special education growth. Some teachers described a feeling of futility associated with special education referrals, believing students were not likely to be found eligible. Others believed that the interventions and additional parent support (e.g., tutoring) inflated student performance to the point they would not qualify under the revised criteria. 

A circular relationship existed among factors contributing to declining incidence rates and those emerging from the criteria revision. For instance, greater use of pre-referral interventions contributed to declining rates, but the criteria revision may have been the impetus to expand the number of intervention options. Likewise, differentiated instruction techniques may have allowed greater service provision in general education classrooms, but the perception that the revised criteria were more stringent may have prompted the use of new instructional and behavior management strategies. 
How did the number of dispute resolution mechanisms change after criteria revision?

Although four different mechanisms exist through which special education disputes can be addressed (i.e., complaints, mediations, due process hearings, and lawsuits), none increased following criteria revision. In fact, the frequency with which any of the dispute resolution mechanisms were used declined following revision. The number of lawsuits and due process hearings related to eligibility determination, very low to begin with, also decreased after revision. The number of eligibility-related complaints increased slightly following revision, but cannot be considered a trend because only two years of data were available. Additionally, eligibility-related complaints account for a very small proportion of all complaints filed. Thus, the criteria revision has not negatively impacted the frequency of dispute resolution mechanisms in the state.
How did paperwork requirements change following criteria revision?
Paperwork requirements were considered on two levels for the purposes of this study: (a) documentation of achievement or behaviors by general education teachers, and (b) documentation of eligibility requirements at the time of the IEP team meeting. The criteria revision did not directly address either type of paperwork, so any changes in paperwork bear only indirect relations to the eligibility criteria.

First, paperwork associated with classroom documentation emerged as a topic. A perception has been manifested that general educators must now gather and maintain more detailed records of student behaviors or achievement to bring to the IEP team meeting. This notion seems to have been fostered by the emphasis on classroom achievement in the LD criteria. 
Second, paperwork associated with documentation of eligibility determination criteria generated mixed reactions. Many individuals responded favorably to the use of worksheets or checklists to document consideration of criteria components because they enhanced the clarity and ease with which an IEP team could reach an eligibility decision. Some practitioners, however, perceived worksheets as additional paper burdens. The extent to which such worksheets are used in districts also remains somewhat ambiguous. Despite the fact that most administrators claimed worksheets were used for eligibility determination, records reviewed by DPI consultants revealed that relatively small proportions of IEP team reports included worksheets. In records not using worksheets, alternate documentation of eligibility components often proved to be sketchy and inadequate. Thus, a contradiction exists between the benefits derived from worksheet use and their actual utilization by IEP teams. 

How did special education incidence rates interact with student achievement?
As expected, students enrolled for a full academic year (FAY students) in districts with lower special education incidence rates demonstrated higher academic proficiency in most subjects and all grade levels. Conversely, FAY students in high incidence districts experienced lower academic proficiency rates. For students with disabilities, the same patterns could not be observed. For 4th grade students with disabilities, incidence rate bore no relationship with academic proficiency rates, and the relationship indicated for 8th and 10th grade students with disabilities was weaker than for FAY students. Incidence rates combined with other challenge factors (e.g., poverty, mobility) explained as much as 75% of the achievement variation for FAY students and nearly half for students with disabilities.
These findings generate interesting questions but demand cautious interpretation. First, special education incidence rates are not an isolated factor. As has been shown in the study, incidence rates correlate strongly with other factors such as poverty and minority enrollment. Therefore, any correspondence between achievement and incidence rates will also reflect relationships with other challenge factors. Second, special education composition may vary widely among districts. Some special education populations may be composed mainly of students with mild disabilities, while others may have relatively larger proportions of students with severe disabilities. For instance, the proportion of students with CD explained more achievement variation in a district than did the overall special education incidence rate of that district. Therefore, a cursory appraisal of the relationship between student achievement and incidence rates may be misleading.

Thus, most achievement variation for FAY students can be explained by a combination of challenge factors including incidence rates and special education composition. For students with disabilities, achievement differences remain largely unexplained by the challenge factors identified in this study.   

Summary
The 2001 special education eligibility criteria revision did not correspond with increases in any identified areas of concern (i.e., incidence rates, dispute resolution mechanisms, paperwork). Rather, special education growth slowed, and rates in some disability areas declined after revision. The frequency with which dispute resolution mechanisms (e.g., due process hearings) were utilized after the revision also declined. Paperwork requirements did not increase after revision, and many individuals appreciated the additional clarity provided by eligibility determination worksheets. Special educators and school psychologists received substantial training in the revised criteria, and many records demonstrated consistent documentation of eligibility requirements.  While some issues continue to present formidable challenges (e.g., needs for alternate supports for low-performing students, parent and general educator IEP role ambiguity), these needs did not emerge solely from the criteria revision but from a multitude of social and educational trends. 

Appendix A:
GlossarY OF TERMS
	Term
	Definition

	Aggregate
	Calculations made based on total enrollment for the entire state. For instance, incidence rates were aggregated for the state, meaning that the total number of special education students in Wisconsin was divided by total enrollment in Wisconsin. This differs from district averages, in which the incidence rates for each district were summed and divided by the number of districts. Aggregates were used whenever data were available for individual students, including referral, placement, and incidence rates as well as analysis of incidence by ethnicity, gender, and disability area.

	Average
	Calculations are made for each individual district, and the sum of all district calculations are divided by the number of districts. For instance, district averages were used to demonstrate differences in incidence rates between large and small districts. Averages rather than aggregates were used whenever data were available by district rather than student characteristics, including for this study analyses by district size and district free-reduced lunch eligibility rates.

	Continuation
	Number of students with continuing special education status following a three-year reevaluation. 

	Due Process Hearing
	A complaint resolution process in which an independent hearing officer is appointed to decide the request filed by either the parent/adult student or the school district.  Any of
these parties has the right to request a due process hearing whenever there is a dispute between the parent and the school district over the district's proposal or refusal to initiate or change the identification, evaluation, proposed IEP or portion thereof, the implementation of the IEP, educational placement, or the provision of a free  appropriate public education (FAPE).

	Eligibility rate
	Number of students found eligible for special education in a given year divided by number of students referred for special education during the same year. Aggregated for entire state.

	Growth
	Refers to the change in enrollment in a particular disability area from one year to the next. 

	IDEA Complaint
	A process in which DPI investigates whether a public agency has violated state requirements under Chapter 115, Wis. Stats., or PI 11 Wis. Admin. Code, or federal requirements under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) when providing special education programs.

	Incidence rate
	Number of students with an IEP in Wisconsin divided by number of students enrolled in public or private school in Wisconsin during the same year. Based on information reported for December 1 federal child counts.

	Lawsuit
	A formal appeal from a due process hearing officer's decision brought by either the parents, adult student, and/or the school district.  A legal action that can be initiated in either the state or federal court systems.

	Mediation
	A voluntary, facilitated negotiation in which a neutral mediator attempts to help parties resolve their disputes.

	Placement rate
	Number of students found eligible for special education during a given year divided by number of students enrolled in public or private schools in Wisconsin during the same year. 

	Placement
	Number of students found newly eligible for special education during a given year.

	Reevaluation
	Number of students whose special education status was formally reevaluated during a given year. Such reevaluations are required every third year the child is in special education. 

	Referral rate
	Number of students referred for special education during a given year divided by number of students enrolled in public or private school in Wisconsin during the same year. Based on information provided in district Special Education Plans. Aggregated for entire state.

	Referral
	Number of students newly referred for special education during a given year. Referrals can be made by teachers, parents, or any other school professionals with whom the child works. 

	Trend
	Patterns of increases or declines in the number of special education students or the incidence rates in a given category.


Appendix B: 

SURVEY AND FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS 

Special Education Eligibility Criteria Administrator Survey

Thank you for your time in completing the following survey related to special education eligibility criteria.

Your confidentiality is assured. This information will be used for research purposes only.

Please return to the individual administering the survey or mail to:

Dr. Bert Chiang, N/E 505, UW-Oshkosh, 800 Algoma Blvd., Oshkosh, WI 54901
BACKGROUND

1. District name/s:  ___________________________________________________________________

2.  Your job title:  ______________
    3. Years in present position: ______________________

NOTE: For the following questions, please supply only information about initial referrals. Use your best estimate if  precise information is unknown

ROLES

4. Rank the frequency with which each of the following individuals serve as LEA representative in IEP meetings (‘1’=most frequent; ‘5/6’ = least frequent; ‘x’ = never used).

___ Special education director     ___School psychologist   ___Program support teacher 

___ Building principal         ___ Special education teacher  ___ Other: ​
5. Which of the following steps have you, as special education director, implemented to ensure appropriate application of eligibility criteria?

__ Train IEP team participants     __ Review IEP team records   __Develop a district plan/policy    

 __ Disseminate information among staff     __ Other:__________________________________ 

6. What tools are used in your district to ensure compliance with eligibility criteria?

· State or DPI checklist/worksheet
· District-made checklist
· Narrative documentation
· Computer program: Please describe: __________________________________
· Other: Describe: ____________________________________________________

CRITERIA IMPACT


7. Have the revised criteria impacted special education placement or incidence rates in any of the following areas? 

Increase

Decrease
        No effect

SLD




_______

_______

_______

EBD




_______

_______

_______

CD




_______

_______

_______

Speech/Language


_______

_______

_______

VI




_______

_______

_______

HI




_______

_______

_______

Other: ________________

_______

_______

_______



8. In addition to the revised eligibility criteria, what other factors have influenced special education incidence or placement rates in your district?

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
9. Have the revised eligibility criteria impacted frequency of eligibility-related litigation, complaints, due process hearings, or mediation requests in your district?

(  Frequency significantly increased

(  Frequency significantly decreased


(  About the same as before


(  Unsure


10. Explain any areas checked in question 9.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
11. as the implementation of the revised eligibility criteria impacted paperwork for IEP team members in your district?

(  Paperwork significantly increased
(  Paperwork significantly decreased
(  About the same as before

(  Unsure


12. Describe the nature of any changes noted in question 11.

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
13. Check any of the following areas that have been impacted by the revised eligibility criteria 

· General education services

· Special education services

· Parental satisfaction

· Training requirements

· Staffing needs

· Other:  ____________________________________________________________________

14. Explain any areas checked in #13.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Special Education Eligibility Criteria Study (SEECS)

IEP Team Survey for School Personnel

Thank you for your time in completing this survey related to special education eligibility criteria.

Please return in the enclosed envelope to:

Dr. Bert Chiang, NE 505, UW Oshkosh, 800 Algoma Blvd., Oshkosh, WI 54901
I.  BACKGROUND

1. CHECK disability areas in which you participated in IEP teams for INITIAL REFERRALS after July 2001.

___ Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)

___ Speech/Language Impairments (S/L)

___ Emotional Behavioral Disabilities (EBD)

___ Visual Impairments (VI)

___ Cognitive Disabilities (CD)


___ Hearing Impairments (HI)

2. CHECK disability areas in which you participated in IEP teams for REEVALUATIONS after July 2001.

___ Specific Learning Disabilities


___ Speech/Language Impairments

___ Emotional Behavioral Disabilities


___ Visual Impairments

___ Cognitive Disabilities



___ Hearing Impairments

3. CHECK types of training you received on the new eligibility criteria for areas checked above.

___ Attended training session/s     


___ Read informational handouts      

___ None
     




___ Other –describe: ___________________
II.  IEP TEAM PROCESSES

Consider IEP teams involving the six revised criteria areas (CD, EBD, SLD, HI, VI, S/L) that you have attended over the past two years.  CIRCLE the letter that best rates your degree of agreement to the following statements based on your recollections from these meetings. 

(SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; N = Neutral; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; NA  = Not applicable)

	Most IEP team meetings I have attended over the past two years have:
	Degree of Agreement

	1.   Provided adequate opportunity for input from GENERAL EDUCATORS.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	2.   Provided adequate opportunity for input from SPECIAL EDUCATORS.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	3.   Provided adequate opportunity for input from PARENTS.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	4.   Provided adequate opportunity for input from OTHER SCHOOL STAFF.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	5.   Used CHECKLISTS OR WORKSHEETS in eligibility determination.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	6.   Considered EACH COMPONENT of the relevant eligibility criterion.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	7.   Engaged in sufficient discussion of whether referred child has an IMPAIRMENT.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	8.   Engaged in sufficient discussion of whether referred child’s impairment requires 

      SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	9.  Engaged in sufficient discussion of student need for special education during 

     REEVALUATIONS.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	10. Employed sufficient rigor in determining continued placement during  

      REEVALUATIONS.
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA

	11. Reached CONSENSUS on eligibility determination decision.  
	NA
	SD   D   N   A   SA


III.  FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO SPECIAL EDUCATION PLACEMENT RATES
In the state of Wisconsin, the number of students found eligible for special education each year has declined since 2000-01. Following is a list of factors that may have contributed to this decline. CIRCLE the number that best rates the extent to which you believe each factor contributed to this decline.

	Factor
	Level of contribution

	
	None
	Minimal
	Moderate
	Maximum

	1. Enhanced pre-referral intervention options
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. More differentiated instruction
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Revised special education eligibility criteria 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	4. Smaller class sizes
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Increasing competition for limited school resources 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	6. Perceived need to control special education growth
	1
	2
	3
	4

	7. Increased accountability via standardized achievement testing
	1
	2
	3
	4

	8. Other:  
	1
	2
	3
	4

	9. Other:  
	1
	2
	3
	4


IV.  IMPACT OF THE REVISED ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
School personnel have suggested that the revision of special education eligibility criteria may have impacted a variety of instructional or service provision variables. Following is a list of variables that may have been impacted by the revised eligibility criteria. CIRCLE the number that best rates the impact of the criteria on each variable.

	Variable
	Impact of the criteria

	
	None
	Minimal
	Moderate
	Maximum

	1. Difficulty for students to qualify for Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Provision of alternate supports for students found ineligible 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Staff inclination to refer students for special education 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	4. Accurate identification of special education students
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Information gathering prior to IEP Team meeting
	1
	2
	3
	4

	6. Documentation of requirements during IEP team meeting
	1
	2
	3
	4

	7. Range of student abilities in general education classrooms
	1
	2
	3
	4

	8. Collaboration between general educators, special educators, and related service providers
	1
	2
	3
	4

	9. Other impact—Define:


	1
	2
	3
	4


V.  REVISED ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA COMPONENTS

Which components of the criteria receive GREATEST CONSIDERATION in determining special education eligibility?  Based on your experiences in IEP teams for initial referrals, complete the following:

1. CIRCLE the number that best reflects the level of consideration given to each component. 

2. Rate ONLY those components A-F in which you have IEP team experience.
	
	Level of Consideration

	A.  Specific Learning Disabilities:
	Minimum
	Moderate
	Maximum

	· Student displays severe classroom achievement delay
	1
	2
	3

	· Student demonstrates significant discrepancy between ability and achievement based on regression formula
	1
	2
	3

	· Student displays information processing deficits
	1
	2
	3

	· Exclusionary Factors (e.g. limited English proficiency)
	1
	2
	3

	B.  Emotional Behavioral Disabilities:
	Minimum
	Moderate
	Maximum

	· Student displays behaviors adversely affecting one or more of 6 areas
	1
	2
	3

	· Student’s behavior problems are severe, chronic, and frequent
	1
	2
	3

	· Student’s behavior problems occur at school and at least one other setting
	1
	2
	3

	· Student displays one or more of the eight characteristics
	1
	2
	3

	C.  Cognitive Disabilities:
	Minimum
	Moderate
	Maximum

	· Student performs 2 or more SD below mean in intellectual ability
	1
	2
	3

	· Student performs 2 or more SD below mean in at least 2 adaptive behavior skill areas
	1
	2
	3

	· Student performs 2 or more SD below mean in at least 2 academic functioning skill areas
	1
	2
	3

	D.  Speech/Language Impairments:
	Minimum
	Moderate
	Maximum

	· Student displays delays of -1.75 SD below mean in articulation, language (receptive and expressive), fluency, or voice
	1
	2
	3

	· Delays significantly affect educational performance, social/emotional, or vocational development
	1
	2
	3

	· Exclusionary factors (e.g. dialectical differences)
	1
	2
	3

	E.  Hearing Impairment:
	Minimum
	Moderate
	Maximum

	· Student displays significant permanent impairment or pattern of chronically fluctuating impairment in hearing
	1
	2
	3

	· Delay adversely affects academics, and /or speech, and /or language and communication
	1
	2
	3

	· Delay based on audiologist evaluation
	
	
	

	· Audiology evaluation completed
	1
	2
	3

	F.  Visual Impairment:
	Minimum
	Moderate
	Maximum

	· Student displays educational and curricular needs based on functional vision evaluation
	1
	2
	3

	· Needs based on ophthalmologist or optometrist findings
	1
	2
	3

	· Student displays related mobility needs based on orientation and mobility evaluation
	1
	2
	3


VI.  ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Please share any additional comments or insights you may have related to the revised eligibility criteria or special education trends. Use back of sheet if needed.
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If familiar, HOW DID YOU BECOME FAMILIAR with the eligibility cri

teria? Check all that apply.

 

__ Attended general informational session in my child’s school district

 

__ Heard about criteria from an advocate involved in this process/meeting

 

__ Heard about criteria at a parent group meeting

—

What group? 

 

__ Read informati

on about the criteria (e.g., brochure, checklist).

 

__ Informed by school personnel

 

__ I heard about the criteria in another way

—

Please describe: 

 

 

2.

 

What other steps could the school have taken

 

to ensure that you understood the eligibility criteria?
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Instructions: Consider your recent IEP team meeting.  CIRCLE the rating that best reflects your agreement 

with the following statements based on your recollections from these meetings.

 

SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; N = Neutral; A =

 Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; NA = Not Applicable

 

 

The IEP Team I recently attended . . .

 

Degree of Agreement

 

1.  Provided me with adequate opportunity to give input.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA

 

2.  Used language I understood when discussing my child.

 

NA

 

S

D    D    N    A    SA

 

3.  Explained concepts with which I was unfamiliar.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA

 

4.  Provided adequate opportunity for input from my child’s regular teacher.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA

 

5.  Provided adequate opportunity for input fro

m special education teacher.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA

 

6.  Provided adequate opportunity for input from other school staff.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA

 

7.  Provided adequate discussion of my child’s need for special education.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA

 

8. Reached consensus on eligibility determination decision.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA

 

9. Provided sufficient written documentation of my child’s eligibility decision.

 

NA

 

SD    D    N    A    SA
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Please share any additional comm

ents or insights you may have related to the revised eligibility criteria and 

its impact. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

 

 



Initial Focus Group Questions – School Personnel
1. Opening Question. This question is answered by all participants, and will not be analyzed.

Please tell us your name, a little information about your professional position in the __________School District, and the most positive aspect of your job.

2. Introductory Question. To receive special education services, the IEP team must evaluate a child and decide whether s/he meets the special education eligibility criteria.  Think about the typical IEP team meetings to determine special education eligibility that you have attended during the 2002-03 school year.

3. Briefly describe your experience as a participant in those meetings. 

4. Transition Question. Compare your experience in attending IEP eligibility determination meetings under the previous special education eligibility criteria versus meetings employing the revised criteria during the 2002-03 school year.  


What differences have you noted between those two experiences?

Key Questions

5. Training.
a. Briefly describe your experience in receiving information and training on the revised special education eligibility criteria.

b.     Did you participate in any specific training event on the revised special education eligibility criteria?  If so, were you satisfied with that training?

6. Referral rates.
a. Do you think that more or fewer children in your school district are being referred for special education evaluations this year (2002-03) than in previous years?  

b. What information did you use to reach that conclusion?  

c. Do you think that once a child is referred for special education evaluation, it is a foregone conclusion that the child will be placed into special education?  Why or why not?

7. [Increasing/Decreasing] number of special education placements. Data from your school district reveal that there has been an (increase or decrease) in the number of children placed in special education during the past two years.

8. Do you have any ideas on what factors might contribute to this [increase/decrease] in the number of newly placed special education students?

9. General education factors. Some schools offer general education services such as Title 1, lower class size, at-risk programs, differentiated instruction, or behavior management services.
10. Do you think that the IEP team decisions about placing children in special education are influenced by whether these additional services are available in your school?

11. Special education factors. Special education services offered within each school may vary depending upon such factors as lower caseloads, availability of paraeducators, fully licensed and experienced special education teachers, and a variety of special education programming options.

12. Do you think the IEP team decisions about placing children in special education are influenced by such factors in your school?

13. Special education qualifications. Please consider the following scenario:
Sometimes children do not meet the exact qualifications under the special education eligibility criteria and IEP teams use other data as evidence of a child’s qualification.  For example, consider this situation.  A student being evaluated for SLD exhibits classroom achievement and information processing delays, but requires a score lower than 77 to indicate a significant discrepancy between achievement and ability.  The student scores a 78 in reading comprehension. Using additional information such as test-taking skills, the IEP team exercises professional discretion and judgment and determines that the student qualifies for specific learning disabilities even though s/he did not quite meet the discrepancy cut-off.

Have you been part of an IEP team that involved a similar scenario?  If so, please describe the situation.

14. Two-part eligibility. IEP teams determine special education eligibility in two parts.  The first part determines whether or not a child has an impairment such as SLD, EBD, CD, etc.  The second part determines whether a child needs special education services. 
Were you satisfied that the IEP team appropriately followed this two-part process and clearly documented the special education eligibility determination? Explain your response.

15. Change recommendations. What changes, if any, would you suggest in the IEP eligibility criteria and determination process? 

Ending Questions
16. Most important issue. Of all the topics we have discussed today, what one factor or issue do you think is the most important in influencing how IEP teams determine a child’s eligibility for special education services?

17. Other thoughts. Is there any other information pertaining to the revised special education eligibility criteria that you would like to share with us?

Initial Focus Group Questions - Parents

1. Opening Question. This question is answered by all participants, and will not be analyzed.

Please tell us your name, your child’s grade or age, and one thing you would like us to know about your child with special needs—one thing that your child does that makes you smile. 

2. Introductory Question. To receive special education services, the IEP team must evaluate your child and decide whether s/he meets the special education eligibility criteria.  Think about the last IEP team meeting where your child’s eligibility for special education services was discussed.

a. Briefly describe your experience during this part of the IEP meeting. Include you’re the approximate date of the IEP team, the disability for which your child was evaluated, and whether or not s/he was placed in special education. 

b. 
Did you help decide if your child was eligible to receive special education services?
3. Transition Question. In order to be identified with a disability, your child would have needed to meet certain criteria, such as having a reading ability far below his/her expected level.  

a. Before your child’s IEP team meeting, did you have a notion of what characteristics or academic standards your child would have to meet in order to be identified with a disability?  

b. Did these criteria make sense to you?  

c.
How did you learn about these criteria?  
Key Questions

4. Eligibility Criteria Change.
a. Before you attended an IEP meeting to decide if your child had a disability, did you know that the eligibility criteria had been changed in 2001?  

b. What did you know about the changes to the eligibility criteria?  

c. How did you learn about the changes?  

d. 
Under the revised special education eligibility criteria, is it your perception that it is now easier or more difficult to qualify for special education services?  Explain your response.
5. Referral rates.
a. Do you think that more or fewer children in your school district are being referred for special education evaluations this year (2002-03) than in previous years?  

b. What information did you use to reach that conclusion?  

c. Do you think that once a child is referred for special education evaluation, it is a foregone conclusion that the child will be placed into special education?  Why or why not?

6. [Increasing/Decreasing] number of special education placements. Data from your school district reveal that there has been an (increase or decrease) in the number of children placed in special education during the past two years.

Do you have any ideas on what factors might contribute to this [increase/decrease] in the number of newly placed special education students?
7. General education factors. Some schools offer general education services such as like Title 1, lower class size, at-risk programs, differentiated instruction, or behavior management services.
Do you think that the IEP team decision about placing your child in special education was influenced by whether or not these types of services are available in your school?
8. Special education factors. Special education services offered within each school may vary depending upon such factors as lower caseloads, availability of paraeducators, fully licensed and experienced special education teachers, and a variety of special education programming options.

Do you think that the IEP team decision about placing your child in special education was influenced by such factors in your school?

9. Special education qualifications. Please consider the following scenario:
Sometimes children do not meet the exact qualifications under the special education eligibility criteria and IEP teams use other data as evidence of a child’s qualification.  For example, consider this situation.  A student being evaluated for SLD exhibits classroom achievement and information processing delays, but requires a score lower than 77 to indicate a significant discrepancy between achievement and ability.  The student scores a 78 in reading comprehension. Using additional information such as test-taking skills, the IEP team exercises professional discretion and judgment and determines that the student qualifies for specific learning disabilities even though s/he did not quite meet the discrepancy cut-off.

Did your child’s IEP team involve a similar scenario?  If so, please describe the situation.

10. Two-part eligibility. IEP teams determine special education eligibility in two parts.  The first part determines whether or not your child has an impairment such as SLD, EBD, CD, etc.  The second part determines whether your child needs special education services. 
Were you satisfied that your child’s IEP team appropriately followed this two-part process and clearly documented the special education eligibility determination? Explain your response.

11. Change recommendations. What changes, if any, would you suggest in the IEP eligibility criteria and determination process? 

Ending Questions
12. Most important issue. Of all the topics we have discussed today, what one factor or issue stands out in your mind as the most important in influencing how IEP teams determine a child’s eligibility for special education services?

13.
Other information.  Is there any other information pertaining to the revised special education eligibility criteria that you would like to share with us?

Final Focus Group Questions for School Personnel 

I.  Eligibility Determination Issues

1. Some professionals believe that the criteria revision allows IEP teams to more accurately identify students who are truly disabled. Do you believe that identification of “truly disabled” students has been made more accurate? Explain your position.

2. Some professionals believe that special education criteria finds too many students ineligible and therefore without adequate support. 

a. In your observation or experience, have the revised special education criteria contributed to creating more “gray area students” that are falling through the cracks in the educational services system?  

b. If so, in what disability areas? 

c. What needs to be done to address those students’ needs?

3. Parents and educators sometimes express dissatisfaction when a referred child is found ineligible for special education. 

a. What specific features of special education services cause so many parents and general education teachers to push for eligibility and placement?


b. For students who are referred for special education evaluation and placement but are found ineligible, do you believe that specialized and individualized support services can be successfully provided to those students as they remain in general education classrooms?  

c. If so, under what circumstances/conditions?  If not, why not?

4. Under the revised special education eligibility criteria, will more students have to experience a longer period of school failure before they are deemed eligible for special education services? Explain the experiences that lead you to your conclusion.

II.  Criteria Implementation Issues

5. Have the revised special education eligibility criteria placed appropriate emphasis on objective data in relation to subjective professional judgment?  Do you think the revised special education eligibility criteria balance the decision-making role of special education personnel (including school psychologists) with those of general education teachers and parents?  Explain your response.

6. The revised LD criteria require consideration of three components: classroom achievement, IQ/achievement discrepancy, and information processing. A severe delay in classroom achievement (in part) means the student cannot meet instructional demands of the classroom and achievement commensurate with his or her age and ability levels even when instructional adaptations are provided (e.g., modified curricular materials or assignments). 

a. In your experience, to what extent are instructional adaptations actually taken into consideration in determining a severe delay in classroom achievement? 

b. Are there any other alternatives that should be considered when determining a severe delay in classroom achievement?

c. What recommendations would you offer for improving implementation or application of the revised special education eligibility criteria (SLD. EBD, CD, S/L, VI, HI)?

III.  Future Needs

7. In the IEP eligibility determination process, do you see more or less special education/general education collaboration since the revised special education eligibility criteria went into effect? Explain your response. 

8. What kind of professional development can promote more balanced roles and responsibilities between general educators and special education/pupil service staff in the IEP eligibility determination process?

9. Some professionals believe that decreasing availability of special education creates a “new reality” for general and special education classrooms. (By “new reality” we are referring to changes in the composition of students in both general and special education classrooms, changes in the instructional demands placed upon both general and special education teachers, and changes in collaborative relationships between general and special education teachers.) 

a. Do you perceive a new reality since the criteria revision? 

b. If so, how would you describe the change? 

c. What steps, if any, do you believe will be necessary to assist school personnel in successfully responding to this “new reality.”  For instance, how extensive should the school’s responsibility be in addressing student and family support needs (e.g., explain the concept of wraparound services or full service schools)?

10. In addition to the themes described above, are there other areas that require consideration as we strive to meet the needs of all students in general and special education settings?  

Focus Group Questions for Parents 
QUESTIONS (about 10 minutes per question)

1. From your experiences (anytime after July 2001), how would you describe your (or other parents’) satisfaction with the eligibility determination process?  How would you describe your (or other parents’) satisfaction with the eligibility determination outcome(s)?

2. Is sufficient parent input taken into consideration by the IEP team in making special education eligibility decisions?  In your experience, who among the school staff (special education teacher, school psychologist, or general education teacher) served as the most influential decision maker on the team or was there relatively equal input and authority exercised by all of the school professionals?

3. If you or other parents were dissatisfied with the level of parental input into IEP team special education eligibility decisions, what suggestions do you have for school professionals to support more active parent participation in this decision making process?

4. Please reflect upon the following data from 2003:

· the number of students placed in special education has continued to increase since the special education eligibility criteria revision (July 2001), but the rate of increase has slowed considerably; and

· the number of students with learning disabilities (LD) placed in special education has declined notably since the special education eligibility criteria revision (July 2001), especially the placement rates for elementary students.

What do you believe has caused this change in special education placement rates since the eligibility criteria were revised in July 2001?

5. In your experience, did you or the other parents attempt to provide the child with any specific supports prior to the formal referral and evaluation?  If so, what supports were provided by the parents?  

6. Since the special education eligibility criteria were revised in July 2001, do you believe there are more or fewer struggling students “falling through the cracks” in schools?  If you see this as a problem, what services should schools provide to those struggling students?  Further, if you see this as a problem, what kind of supports should the school provide to families of those struggling students?

7. Parents of children who are not found eligible for special education often are very frustrated and disappointed.  As you reflect upon this statement, please tell us what you think is “special” about special education? What are the “key features” of special education services that make it desirable? Could those key features reasonably be provided in a general education classroom?  Why or why not?

Appendix c: 

lists of schools by economic and district size groups 

Districts by District Size Groups* 

*Districts in italics were included in achievement analyses using only the 100 largest districts.
30,000 or more (n=1): Milwaukee
10,000 to 29,999 (n=13): Appleton, Eau Claire, Elmbrook, Green Bay, Janesville, Kenosha, Madison Metropolitan, Oshkosh, Racine, Sheboygan, Waukesha, Wausau, West Allis
2,000 to 9,999 (n=103): Adams-Friendship, Antigo, Arrowhead UHS, Ashland, Ashwaubenon, Baraboo, Beaver Dam, Beloit, Berlin, Burlington, Cedarburg, Chippewa Falls, Cudahy, D C Everest, De Forest, De Pere, Delavan-Darien, East Troy, Edgerton, Elkhorn, Fond du Lac, Fort Atkinson, Franklin, Germantown, Grafton, Greendale, Greenfield, Hamilton, Hartford J1, Hayward, Holmen, Hortonville, Howard-Suamico, Hudson, Jefferson, Kaukauna, Kettle Moraine, Kewaskum, Kimberly, La Crosse, Lake Geneva J1, Little Chute, Luxemburg-Casco, Manitowoc, Marinette, Marshfield, Medford, Menasha, Menomonee Falls, Menomonie, Mequon-Thiensville, Merrill, Middleton-Cross Plains, Milton, Monona Grove, Monroe, Mosinee, Mukwonago, Muskego-Norway, Neenah, New Berlin, New London, New Richmond, Oak Creek-Franklin, Oconomowoc, Oconto Falls, Onalaska, Oregon, Pewaukee, Plymouth, Port Washington-Saukville, Portage , Pulaski , Reedsburg, Rhinelander, Rice Lake, River Falls, Saint Francis, Sauk Prairie, Seymour , Shawano-Gresham, Shorewood, Slinger, South Milwaukee, Sparta, Stevens Point, Stoughton, Sun Prairie, Superior, Tomah, Two Rivers, Verona, Watertown, Waunakee, Waupaca, Waupun, Wauwatosa, West Bend, West De Pere, Whitefish Bay, Whitewater, Whitnall, Wisconsin Rapids
800 to 1,999 (n=152): Algoma, Altoona, Amery, Arcadia, Auburndale, Baldwin-Woodville, Barron, Belleville, Beloit-Turner, Black River Falls, Bloomer, Bonduel, Boscobel, Boyceville , Brillion, Brodhead, Brown Deer, Cadott, Cambridge, Cameron, Campbellsport, Cedar Grove-Belgium, Central/Westosha UHS, Chetek, Chilton, Clinton , Clintonville, Colby, Coleman, Colfax, Columbus, Crandon, Crivitz, Cuba City, Cumberland, Darlington, Denmark, Dodgeland, Dodgeville, Durand, Elk Mound, Ellsworth, Evansville, Fall Creek, Fennimore, Florence, Fox Point J2, Freedom, Galesville-Ettrick-Trempealeau, Gillett, Glendale-River Hills, Glenwood City, Grantsburg, Hartford UHS, Hartland-Lakeside J3, Horicon, Howards Grove, Hurley, Iola-Scandinavia, Iowa-Grant, Kewaunee, Kiel, Ladysmith-Hawkins, Lake Country, Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS, Lake Mills, Lakeland UHS, Lancaster, Lodi, Lomira, Manawa, Maple Dale-Indian Hill, Maple, Marathon City, Markesan, Marshall, Mauston, Mayville, McFarland, Menominee Indian, Mineral Point, Mishicot, Mondovi, Montello, Mount Horeb, Necedah, Neillsville, Nekoosa, New Holstein, Nicolet UHS, North Fond du Lac, Northern Ozaukee, Northland Pines, Oconto, Omro, Oostburg, Osceola, Osseo-Fairchild, Palmyra-Eagle, Pardeeville, Park Falls, Parkview, Peshtigo, Phillips, Pittsville, Platteville, Prairie du Chien Poynette, Prescott, Random Lake, Reedsville, Richland, Ripon, River Valley, Riverdale, Rosendale-Brandon, Rosholt, Saint Croix Central, Saint Croix Falls, Salem J2, Sheboygan Falls, Shiocton, Somerset, Southern Door, Spencer, Spooner, Stanley-Boyd, Stratford, Sturgeon Bay, Thorp, Tomahawk, Tomorrow River, Tri-County, Unity, Valders, Viroqua, Washburn, Waterford Graded J1, Waterford UHS, Waterloo, Wautoma, West Salem, Westby, Westfield, Weyauwega-Fremont, Whitehall, Wilmot UHS, Winneconne , Wisconsin Dells, Wisconsin Heights, Wittenberg-Birnamwood, Wrightstown 
800 or fewer (n=156): Abbotsford, Albany, Alma Center, Alma, Almond-Bancroft, Argyle, Athens, Augusta, Bangor, Barneveld, Bayfield, Beecher-Dunbar-Pembine, Belmont, Benton, Big Foot UHS, Birchwood, Black Hawk, Blair-Taylor, Boulder Junction J1, Bowler, Brighton #1, Bristol #1, Bruce, Butternut, Cambria-Friesland, Cashton, Cassville, Clayton, Clear Lake, Cochrane-Fountain City, Cornell, De Soto, Deerfield , Dover #1, Drummond, Edgar, Elcho, Eleva-Strum, Elkhart Lake-Glenbeulah, Elmwood, Erin, Fall River, Flambeau, Fontana J8, Frederic, Friess Lake, Geneva J4, Genoa City J2, Gibraltar, Gilman, Gilmanton, Glidden, Goodman-Armstrong, Granton, Green Lake, Greenwood, Herman #22, Highland, Hilbert, Hillsboro, Hustisford, Independence, Ithaca, Johnson Creek, Juda, Kickapoo, Kohler, La Farge, Lac du Flambeau #1, Lake Holcombe, Laona, Lena, Linn J4, Linn J6, Loyal, Marion, Mellen, Melrose-Mindoro, Mercer, Merton , Minocqua J1, Monticello, Neosho J3, New Auburn, New Glarus, New Lisbon, Niagara, North Cape, North Crawford, North Lake, Northwood, Norwalk-Ontario-Wilton, Norway J7, Oakfield, Owen-Withee, Paris J1, Pecatonica, Pepin, Phelps, Plum City, Port Edwards, Potosi, Prairie Farm, Prentice, Princeton, Randall J1, Randolph, Raymond #14, Rib Lake, Richfield J1, Richmond, Rio, River Ridge, Royall, Rubicon J6, Seneca, Sevastopol, Sharon J11, Shell Lake, Shullsburg, Silver Lake J1, Siren, Solon Springs, South Shore, Southwestern Wisconsin, Spring Valley, Stockbridge, Stone Bank, Suring, Swallow, Three Lakes, Tigerton, Trevor Grade, Turtle Lake, Twin Lakes #4, Union Grove J1, Union Grove UHS, Wabeno, Walworth J1, Washington-Caldwell, Washington, Wausaukee, Wauzeka-Steuben, Webster, Weston, Weyerhaeuser, Wheatland J1, White Lake, Wild Rose, Williams Bay, Wilmot Grade, Winter, Wonewoc-Union Center, Woodruff J1, Yorkville J2

Districts by Economic Groups (based on 2001-02 eligibility rates)

Highest SES: (F/R lunch <5%, n=34): Brighton #1, Elmbrook, Cedarburg, Kettle Moraine, Elmwood, Erin, Geneva J4, Germantown, Grafton, Arrowhead UHS, Kimberly, Kohler, Richmond, McFarland, Mequon-Thiensville, Swallow, Merton, Stone Bank, Mukwonago, Muskego-Norway, Lake Country, New Berlin, Paris J1, Pewaukee, Randall J1, Richfield J1, Friess Lake, Rubicon J6, Union Grove UHS, Washington, Waterford UHS, Washington-Caldwell, Waunakee, Whitefish Bay.

High SES: (F/R lunch 6-14%, n=112): Albany, Argyle, Ashwaubenon, Barneveld, Belleville, Beloit Turner, Wisconsin Heights, Pecatonica, Brillion, Bristol #1, Brown Deer, Cambridge, Campbellsport, Cedar Grove-Belgium, Columbus, Darlington, Deerfield, De Forest, Denmark, De Pere, East Troy, Edgerton, Elkhart Lake-Glenbeulah,Elkhorn, Ellsworth, Evansville, Fall River, Fontana J8,Fox Point J2, Maple Dale-Indian Hill, Franklin Public, Northern Ozaukee, Freedom, Gibraltar, Nicolet UHS, Greendale, Green Lake, Hamilton, Saint Croix Central, Hartford UHS, Hartland-Lakeside J3, Hilbert, Hortonville, Howard-Suamico, Hudson, Hustisford, Iola-Scandinavia, Johnson Creek, Kaukauna, Kewaskum, Kiel, Lake Mills, Linn J4, Linn J6, Little Chute, Lodi, Lomira, Luxemburg-Casco, Manitowoc, Marathon City, Marshfield, Mayville, Menomonee Falls, Middleton-Cross Plains, Milton, Mineral Point, Monona Grove, Monticello, Mount Horeb, Neenah, Neosho J3, New Glarus, New Holstein, New Richmond, Norway J7, Oak Creek-Franklin, Oakfield, Oconomowoc, Omro, Oostburg, Oregon, Osceola, Plymouth, Port Washington-Saukville, Poynette, Prescott, Pulaski, Raymond #14, Reedsville, River Falls, Rosendale-Brandon, Central/Westosha UHS, Salem, Wilmot Grade, Sheboygan Falls, Shorewood, Slinger, Somerset, Stockbridge, Stoughton, Union Grove J1, Valders, Verona, Big Foot UHS, Waterford Graded J1, Waterloo, Wauwatosa, West Bend, Whitnall, Williams Bay, Wilmot UHS, Winneconne

Medium SES: (F/R lunch 15-25%, N=126): Alma, Amery, Tomorrow River, Appleton, Baldwin-Woodville, Bangor, Baraboo, Beaver Dam, Belmont, Benton, Berlin, Bloomer, Brodhead, Burlington, Cambria-Friesland, Cassville, Chilton, Chippewa Falls, Clear Lake, Clinton, Cochrane-Fountain City, Colfax, Cuba City, Dodgeville, Northland Pines, Edgar, Eleva-Strum, Elk Mound, Fall Creek, Fennimore, Fond du Lac, Fort Atkinson, Galesville-Ettrick-Trempealeau, Genoa City J2, Gillett, Glendale-River Hills, Glenwood City, Black Hawk, Greenfield, Hartford J1, Southwestern Wisconsin, Herman #22, Highland, Holmen, Horicon, Independence, Iowa-Grant, Ithaca, Janesville, Jefferson, Dodgeland, Kewaunee, Lake Geneva J1, Lancaster, Lena, Manawa, Marinette, Markesan, Marshall, Medford, Melrose-Mindoro, Menasha, Minocqua J1, Mishicot, Monroe, Mosinee, New London, North Fond du Lac, Oconto, Oconto Falls, Onalaska, Parkview, Oshkosh, Palmyra-Eagle, Pardeeville, Park Falls, Plum City, Portage, Port Edwards, Potosi, Princeton, Randolph, Random Lake, Reedsburg, Rib Lake, Rice Lake, Richland, Rio, Ripon, Rosholt, D C Everest, Saint Croix Falls, Saint Francis, Sauk Prairie, Sevastopol, Seymour, Shiocton, Silver Lake J1, Southern Door County, Spencer, River Valley, Spring Valley, Stevens Point, Stratford, Sturgeon Bay, Sun Prairie, Three Lakes, Tomahawk, Twin Lakes #4, Two Rivers, Walworth J1,Watertown, Waukesha, Waupaca, Waupun, West Allis, Westby, West De Pere, Weston, West Salem,Weyauwega-Fremont, Wheatland J1, Whitehall, Whitewater, Wisconsin Rapids, Wrightstown

Low: (F/R lunch 26-40%, N=106): Abbotsford, Algoma, Alma Center, Almond-Bancroft,Altoona, Antigo, Arcadia, Athens, Auburndale, Unity, Barron, Birchwood, Black River Falls, Blair-Taylor, Bonduel, Boulder Junction J1, Boyceville, Butternut, Cadott, Cameron, Cashton, Chetek, Clayton, Clintonville, Colby, Coleman, Crivitz, Cudahy, Cumberland, Delavan-Darien, De Soto, Dover #1, Durand, Eau Claire, Royall, Florence, Frederic, North Crawford, Granton, Grantsburg, Green Bay, Greenwood, Hillsboro, Howards Grove, Juda, Kenosha, La Crosse, Lake Geneva-Genoa City UHS, Lake Holcombe, Luck, Madison Metropolitan, Maple, Marion, Mauston, Mellen, Menomonie, Mercer, Merrill, Lakeland UHS, Mondovi, Montello, Riverdale, Neillsville, Nekoosa, Niagara, Norwalk-Ontario-Wilton, Osseo-Fairchild, Owen-Withee, Beecher-Dunbar-Pembine, Pepin, Peshtigo, Phelps, Phillips, Pittsville, Platteville, Prairie du Chien, Prairie Farm, Prentice, Racine, Rhinelander, River Ridge, Trevor Grade School, Seneca, Sharon J11, Shawano-Gresham, Sheboygan, Shullsburg, South Milwaukee, Sparta, Spooner, Suring, Tigerton, Tomah, Turtle Lake, Kickapoo, Viroqua, Washburn, Wausau, Wautoma, Wauzeka-Steuben, Westfield, Wild Rose, Wisconsin Dells, Wittenberg-Birnamwood, Wonewoc-Union Center, Woodruff J1

Lowest SES: (F/R lunch above 40%, N=44): Adams-Friendship, Ashland, Augusta, Bayfield, Beloit, Boscobel, Bowler, Bruce, Cornell, Crandon, Drummond, Elcho, Lac du Flambeau #1, Gilman, Gilmanton, Glidden, Goodman-Armstrong, Hayward, Hurley, Ladysmith-Hawkins, La Farge, Laona, Loyal, Menominee Indian, Milwaukee, Northwood, Necedah, New Auburn, New Lisbon, Tri-County, South Shore, Shell Lake, Siren, Solon Springs, Stanley-Boyd, Superior, Thorp, Flambeau, Wabeno, Wausaukee, Webster, Weyerhaeuser, White Lake, Winter
Appendix D:
revised eligibility criteria

Cognitive Disability

PI 11.36 (1):
(1) COGNITIVE DISABILITY.  (a)  Cognitive disability means significantly subaverage intellectual functioning that exists concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and that adversely affects educational performance.

(b)  The IEP team may identify a child as having a cognitive disability if the child meets the criteria under subd. 1.a. or b., 2. and subd. 3.a. or b. as follows:

1. a. The child has a standard score of 2 or more standard deviations below the mean on at least one individually administered intelligence test developed to assess intellectual functioning.

b.  The child has a standard score between 1 and 2 standard deviations below the mean on at least one individually administered intelligence test, the child has been documented as having a cognitive disability in the past, and the child’s condition is expected to last indefinitely.

2.  The child has deficits in adaptive behavior as demonstrated by a standard score of 2 or more standard deviations below the mean on standardized or nationally-normed measures, as measured by comprehensive, individual assessments that include interviews of the parents, tests, and observations of the child in adaptive behavior which are relevant to the child’s age, such as:

a.  Communication.

b.  Self-care.

c.  Home living skills.

d.  Social skills.

e.  Appropriate use of resources in the community.

f.  Self-direction.

g.  Health and safety.

h.  Applying academic skills in life.

i.  Leisure.

j.  Work.

3.a.  The child is age 3 through 5 and has a standard score of 2 or more standard deviations below the mean on standardized or nationally-normed measures, as measured by comprehensive, individual assessments, in at least 2 of the following areas:  academic readiness, comprehension of language or communication, or motor skills.

b.  The child is age 6 through 21 and has a standard score of 2 or more standard deviations below the mean on standardized or nationally-normed measures, as measured by comprehensive, individual assessments, in general information and at least 2 of the following areas: written language, reading, or mathematics.

NOTE:  Cognitive disabilities typically manifest before age 18.  An etiology should be determined when possible, so that the IEP team can use this information for program planning.

Emotional Behavior Disability

PI 11.36 (7):
(a) Emotional behavioral disability, pursuant to s. 115.76 (5) (a) 5., Stats., means social, emotional or behavioral functioning that so departs from generally accepted, age appropriate ethnic or cultural norms that it adversely affects a child’s academic progress, social relationships, personal adjustment, classroom adjustment, self-care or vocational skills.

(b) The IEP team may identify a child as having an emotional behavioral disability if the child meets the definition under par. (a), and meets all of the following:

1. The child demonstrates severe, chronic and frequent behavior that is not the result of situational anxiety, stress or conflict.

2. The child’s behavior described under par. (a) occurs in school and in at least one other setting.

3. The child displays any of the following:

a. Inability to develop or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships.

b. Inappropriate affective or behavior response to a normal situation.

c. Pervasive unhappiness, depression or anxiety.

d. Physical symptoms, pains or fears associated with personal or school problems.

e. Inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory or health factors.

f. Extreme withdrawal from social interactions.

g. Extreme aggressiveness for a long period of time.

h. Other inappropriate behaviors that are so different from children of similar age, ability, educational experiences and opportunities that the child or other children in a regular or special education program are negatively affected.

(c) The IEP team shall rely on a variety of sources of information, including systematic observations of the child in a variety of educational settings and shall have reviewed prior, documented interventions. If the IEP team knows the cause of the disability under this paragraph, the cause may be, but is not required to be, included in the IEP team’s written evaluation summary.

(d) The IEP team may not identify or refuse to identify a child as a child with an emotional behavioral disability solely on the basis that the child has another disability, or is socially maladjusted, adjudged delinquent, a dropout, chemically dependent, or a child whose behavior is primarily due to cultural deprivation, familial instability, suspected child abuse or socio-economic circumstances, or when medical or psychiatric diagnostic statements have been used to describe the child’s behavior.

Hearing Impairment
PI 11.37 (4):
Hearing impairment, including deafness, means a significant impairment in hearing, with or without amplification, whether permanent or chronically fluctuating, that significantly adversely affects a child’s educational performance including academic performance, speech perception and production, or language and communication skills. A current evaluation by an audiologist licensed under ch. 459, Stats., shall be one of the components for an initial evaluation of a child with a suspected hearing impairment.

Specific Learning Disability
PI 11.37 (6):
(a) Specific learning disability, pursuant to s. 115.76 (5) (a) 10., Stats., means a severe learning problem due to a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in acquiring, organizing or expressing information that manifests itself in school as an impaired ability to listen, reason, speak, read, write, spell or do mathematical calculations, despite appropriate instruction in the general education curriculum. Specific learning disability may include conditions such as perceptual disability, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia and developmental aphasia.

(b) The IEP team shall base its decision of whether a child has a specific learning disability on formal and informal assessment data on intellectual ability, academic achievement, and learning behavior from sources such as standardized tests, error analysis, criterion referenced measures, curriculum-based assessments, student work samples, interviews, observations, and an analysis of the child’s response to previous interventions, classroom expectations, and curriculum in accordance with s. 115.782, Stats. The IEP team may identify a child as having a specific learning disability if all of the following are true:

1. Classroom achievement. Upon initial identification, the child’s ability to meet the instructional demands of the classroom and to achieve commensurate with his or her age and ability levels is severely delayed in any of the following areas:

a. Oral expression. 
b. Listening comprehension. 
c. Written expression. 
d. Basic reading skill. 
e. Reading comprehension. 
f. Mathematical calculation. 
g. Mathematical reasoning.

2. Significant discrepancy. Upon initial identification, a significant discrepancy exists between the child’s academic achievement in any of the areas under subd. 1. a. to g. and intellectual ability as documented by the child’s composite score on a multiple score instrument or the child’s score on a single score instrument. The IEP team may base a determination of significant discrepancy only upon the results of individually administered, standardized achievement and ability tests that are reliable and valid. A significant discrepancy means a difference between standard scores for ability and achievement equal to or greater than 1.75 standard errors of the estimate below expected achievement, using a standard regression procedure that accounts for the correlation between ability and achievement measures. This regression procedure shall be used except under any of the following conditions:

a. The regression procedure under this subdivision may not be used to determine a significant discrepancy if the IEP team determines that the child cannot attain valid and reliable standard scores for intellectual ability or achievement because of the child’s test behavior, the child’s language, another impairment of the child that interferes with the attainment of valid and reliable scores or the absence of valid and reliable standardized, diagnostic tests appropriate for the child’s age.

b. If the IEP team makes such a determination under subd. 2. a., it shall document the reasons why it was not appropriate to use the regression procedure and shall document that a significant discrepancy exists, including documentation of a variable pattern of achievement or ability, in at least one of the areas under subd. 1. a. to g. using other empirical evidence.

c. If the discrepancy between the child’s ability and achievement approaches but does not reach the 1.75 standard error of the estimate cut-off under subd. 2. (intro.), the child’s performance in any of the areas in subd. 1. a. to g. is variable, and the IEP team determines that the child meets all other criteria under subds. 1. and 3., the IEP team may consider that a significant discrepancy exists.

NOTE: Appendix A specifies the recommended regression formula for calculating significant discrepancy scores.

3. Information processing deficit. The child has an information processing deficit that is linked to the child’s classroom achievement delays under subd. 1. and to the significant discrepancy under subd. 2. An information processing deficit means a pattern of severe problems with storage, organization, acquisition, retrieval, expression, or manipulation of information rather than relative strengths and weaknesses. The IEP team shall document the reasons for and data used to make its determination that the child has an information processing deficit.

(c) 1. The IEP team may not identify a child as having a specific learning disability if it determines that the significant discrepancy between ability and achievement is primarily due to environmental, cultural or economic disadvantage or any of the reasons specified under s. 115.782 (3) (a), Stats., or any of the impairments under s. 115.76 (5), Stats., except s. 115.76 (5) (a) 10.

2. If the IEP team is concerned that a child has a significant discrepancy in oral expression or listening comprehension, the IEP team shall include a person qualified to assess speech and language impairments.

3. A child who is found to have a significant discrepancy between ability and achievement in the single area of oral expression or listening comprehension and who meets criteria for speech and language impairment under sub. (5) shall be considered to have a primary impairment in the area of speech and language.

4. At least one observation in the general classroom setting by a team member other than the classroom teacher shall be conducted.

(d) Upon reevaluation, a child who met initial identification criteria under par. (b) and continues to demonstrate a need for special education under s. PI 11.35 (2), including specially designed instruction, is a child with a disability under this section, unless the provision under par. (c) 1. now applies. If a child with a specific learning disability performs to generally accepted performance expectations in the general education classroom without specially designed instruction, the IEP team shall determine whether the child is no longer a child with a disability.

Speech-Language Impairment
PI 11.37 (5):
(a) Speech or language impairment means an impairment of speech or sound production, voice, fluency, or language that significantly affects educational performance or social, emotional or vocational development.

(b) The IEP team may identify a child as having a speech or language impairment if the child meets the definition under par. (a) and meets any of the following criteria:

1. The child’s conversational intelligibility is significantly affected and the child displays at least one of the following:

a. The child performs on a norm referenced test of articulation or phonology at least 1.75 standard deviations below the mean for his or her chronological age. 

b. Demonstrates consistent errors in speech sound production beyond the time when 90% of typically developing children have acquired the sound. 

2. One or more of the child’s phonological patterns of sound are at least 40% disordered or the child scores in the moderate to profound range of phonological process use in formal testing and the child’s conversational intelligibility is significantly affected.

3. The child’s voice is impaired in the absence of an acute, respiratory virus or infection and not due to temporary physical factors such as allergies, short term vocal abuse, or puberty. The child exhibits atypical loudness, pitch, quality or resonance for his or her age and gender.

4. The child exhibits behaviors characteristic of a fluency disorder. 

5. The child’s oral communication or, for a child who cannot communicate orally, his or her primary mode of communication, is inadequate, as documented by all of the following: 

a. Performance on norm referenced measures that is at least 1.75 standard deviations below the mean for chronological age.

b. Performance in activities is impaired as documented by informal assessment such as language sampling, observations in structured and unstructured settings, interviews, or checklists.

c. The child’s receptive or expressive language interferes with oral communication or his or her primary mode of communication. When technically adequate norm referenced language measures are not appropriate as determined by the IEP team to provide evidence of a deficit of 1.75 standard deviations below the mean in the area of oral communication, then 2 measurement procedures shall be used to document a significant difference from what would be expected given consideration to chronological age, developmental level, and method of communication such as oral, manual, and augmentative. These procedures may include additional language samples, criterion referenced instruments, observations in natural environments and parent reports. 

(c) The IEP team may not identify a child who exhibits any of the following as having a speech or language impairment:

1. Mild, transitory or developmentally appropriate speech or language difficulties that children experience at various times and to various degrees.

2. Speech or language performance that is consistent with developmental levels as documented by formal and informal assessment data unless the child requires speech or language services in order to benefit from his or her educational programs in school, home, and community environments.

3. Speech or language difficulties resulting from dialectical differences or from learning English as a second language, unless the child has a language impairment in his or her native language.

4. Difficulties with auditory processing without a concomitant documented oral speech or language impairment.

5. A tongue thrust which exists in the absence of a concomitant impairment in speech sound production.

6. Elective or selective mutism or school phobia without a documented oral speech or language impairment.

(d) The IEP team shall substantiate a speech or language impairment by considering all of the following:

1. Formal measures using normative data or informal measures using criterion referenced data. 

2. Some form of speech or language measures such as developmental checklists, intelligibility ratio, language sample analysis, minimal core competency.

3. Information about the child’s oral communication in natural environments.

4. Information about the child’s augmentative or assistive communication needs. 

(e) An IEP team shall include a department-licensed speech or language pathologist and information from the most recent assessment to document a speech or language impairment and the need for speech or language services.

Visual Impairment
PI 11.37 (3):
Visual impairment means even after correction a child’s visual functioning significantly adversely affects his or her educational performance. The IEP team may identify a child as having a visual impairment after all of the following events occur:

(a) A certified teacher of the visually impaired conducts a functional vision evaluation which includes a review of medical information, formal and informal tests of visual functioning and the determination of the implications of the visual impairment on the educational and curricular needs of the child.

(b) An ophthalmologist or optometrist finds at least one of the following:

1. Central visual acuity of 20/70 or less in the better eye after conventional correction.

2. Reduced visual field to 50 degrees or less in the better eye.

3. Other ocular pathologies that are permanent and irremediable.

4. Cortical visual impairment.

5. A degenerative condition that is likely to result in a significant loss of vision in the future. 

(c) An orientation and mobility specialist, or teacher of the visually impaired in conjunction with an orientation and mobility specialist, evaluates the child to determine if there are related mobility needs in home, school, or community environments.
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Figure 20.  Relationships among challenge factors and district reading proficiency rates
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� The acronym “LD” rather than “SLD” will be utilized throughout this report to avoid confusion with “S/L,” the acronym for Speech Language Impairments.


� A complete list of the 100 largest districts can be found in Appendix C


� NOTE:  Data for 1995-96 through 2000-01 is prior to criteria revision; data from 2001-02 through 2003-04 is after revision.  This is the case for all figures in this report.


�  Oswald, Donald P., Coutinho, Martha J., Best, Al  M., Singh, Nirbhay, N.  � HYPERLINK "http://web24.epnet.com.www.remote.uwosh.edu:2048/citation.asp?tb=1&_ug=sid+9E261EBE%2D56E7%2D4C12%2DA59B%2D6584F3182CC5%40sessionmgr4+dbs+afh+cp+1+6CEB&_us=frn+31+hd+False+hs+False+or+Date+fh+False+ss+SO+sm+ES+sl+%2D1+dstb+ES+mh+1+ri+KAAACBUC00089366+1D14&_uso=tg%5B2+%2D+tg%5B1+%2D+tg%5B0+%2D+db%5B0+%2Dafh+hd+False+clv%5B0+%2DY+op%5B2+%2DAnd+op%5B1+%2DAnd+op%5B0+%2D+cli%5B0+%2DRV+st%5B2+%2D+st%5B1+%2Ddemographic+st%5B0+%2Dspecial++education+mdb%5B0+%2Dimh+F392&fn=31&rn=37" \o "Ethnic representation in special education: the influence of school-related economic and demographic variables." �Ethnic representation in special education: the influence of school-related economic and demographic variables.�   Journal of Special Education,  Winter 1999, Vol. 32, No. 4.


� Additional information about CD criteria can be found in “Cognitive Disability Evaluation and Decision Making Guide” available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/cdguide.pdf" ��http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/cdguide.pdf� 


� Additional information about EBD criteria can be found in “Educational Evaluation of Emotional Behavioral Disability” available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/ebdguide.pdf" ��http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/ebdguide.pdf�  


� Additional information about HI criteria can be found in “Students who are Deaf or Hard of Hearing:  Eligibility Criteria Guidelines” available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/dhhguide.pdf" ��http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/dhhguide.pdf� 


� Additional information about LD criteria can be found in “� HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/doc/elgguideld.doc" �Specific Learning Disabilities Assessment and Decision-Making Technical Assistance Guide�” available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/doc/elgguideld.doc" ��www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/doc/elgguideld.doc� 


� Additional information about the S/L criteria can be found in “Speech and Language Impairments Assessment and Decision Making” available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/slguide.pdf" �http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/slguide.pdf�


� Additional information about the  VI criteria can be found in “Eligibility Criteria for Visual Impairment” available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/viguide.pdf" ��http://www.dpi.state.wi.us/dpi/dlsea/een/pdf/viguide.pdf� 
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