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|dentification of a Specific LD and Determining
Eligibility for Special Education

» Student referred to PPT for evaluation as SLD

IDEA 2004 — families/school personnel have right to
refer a student for consideration of eligibility for
special education services by requesting an
evaluation at any time, including prior to completion
of an SRBI process.

PPT must respond to all referrals by holding a
meeting to determine whether a comprehensive
evaluation is warranted.
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|dentification of a Specific LD and Determining
Eligibility for Special Education

» Student referred to PPT for evaluation as SLD

Review existing information to determine if
comprehensive evaluation iIs warranted.

Were “alternative procedures and programs™
Implemented in regular education? (10-76d-7)

EA 2004 regulations require the “rule out” of a
lack of appropriate instruction and documentation
that underachievement is not the reason for a
student’s suspected learning difficulties.



l-' I
|dentification of a Specific LD and Determining
Eligibility for Special Education

» Student referred to PPT for evaluation as SLD

PPT “must ensure that the student was provided
appropriate instruction in regular education
settings, delivered by qualified personnel.”

An evaluation process that includes SRBI/RTI
does NOT replace the need for a comprehensive
evaluation. [OSEP - Federal Register,71[156],
August 14, 2006, page 46647)]
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Designing a Comprehensive Evaluation

» PPT must review existing data, including any
evaluative data gathered during the SRBI process:

SRBI/RTI data;

Curriculum based assessments;

Vision/hearing screenings;

Developmental, educational, medical history;
Statewide academic assessments — CMT/CAPT,;

Additional data, evaluations or attendance/discipline
records.
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Designing a Comprehensive Evaluation

» |IDEA 2004 requires that school personnel collect and
consider parental input when designing an initial
comprehensive evaluation or reevaluation, as well as in
the determination of eligibility for special education .

» Document that families were provided with information
about the district’s SRBI process, including general
education services, intervention strategies, and the
amount and nature of student performance data that is
to be collected.

» Provide a regular education classroom observation in
the student’s area of difficulty.
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Designing a Comprehensive Evaluation

» During the special education evaluation process,
families must receive data-based documentation that
reflects the formal assessment of the student’s progress
during instruction and how such data compare to grade
level benchmarks (i.e., SRBI data).

= Data obtained from previous documentation of early
Intervening services, OR

= From the documentation of a student’s response to
appropriate instruction via the Reading, Writing, or
Mathematics Worksheets.
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Designing a Comprehensive Evaluation

» PPT may conclude, through an analysis of all existing
data, the data that documents a student’s progress
through the use of appropriate, technically adequate
assessments, that a student is making sufficient,
adequate progress through SRBI, and that a
comprehensive special education evaluation therefore is
currently unnecessary.

OR

» Review of ALL existing data may qualify as
comprehensive evaluation required for identification &
writing 1EP.

OR



. —
Identification Process

Referral for Special Education Evaluation —.- Planning & Placement Team (PPT)
Must Meet to Consider Referral

PET Reviews Eded Y

Comprehensive Evaluation Not Needed - Comprehensive Evaluation Needed. Existing Data Review of Existing Data =
No Suspected Disability Not Sufficient to Determine Eligibility B —

Determine Components of * *

Comprehensive Evaluation

* Disability Disability
@in Parental Consent for Evalu@

Administration of Comprehensive
Evaluation & Collection of Data

Y
PRT Reviews Cemprehensive Evaluaiien

Student Eligible for SPED Student has a Disability but not Insufficient Data to Determine Disability NO
Services based on a Disability Eligible for SPED Services Disability
[Section 504 Plan)
I le U B Murual Agreement to Extend Evaluation Timeline for
(limited to 8 weeks) Determining SPED Eligibility for a Student with a

L earning Disability (Form EDG637)
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Designing a Comprehensive Evaluation

» PPT may conduct an individually designed
comprehensive evaluation.

OR

» PPT may determine that a trial diagnostic placement is
appropriate as an evaluation.

OR

» District and parent agree to extend the evaluation
timeline, documented according to the criteria on the
Mutual Agreement to Extend Evaluation Timeline for
Determining Special Education Eligibility for a Student
with a Specific Learning Disability form, ED 637.
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Designing a Comprehensive Evaluation

Comprehensive enough to:

» Distinguish between learning difficulty and disability

» Determine if criteria for SLD are met, AND

If the disability adversely affects the student’s
educational performance AND

As a result, the student requires special education
(specially designed instruction) to address his/her
unique educational needs AND

Be sufficiently comprehensive to identify ALL of a
child’s special education and related service needs.



What is a
Specific Learning
Disability?
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Definition of a Specific Learning
Disabllity

“Specific learning disability means a disorder
In one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or In
using language, spoken or written, which
may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to
listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or to do

29

mathematical calculations . . .. IDEA 2004
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Determining the Existence of a
Specific Learning Disability

» A child may not be determined to be a child
with SLD 1f underachievement is the result of:

A visual, hearing, or motor disability;
Mental retardation [ID];

Emotional disturbance;

Cultural factors; or

Environmental or economic disadvantage.

34 CFR §300.309
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CT Criteria for Determining the Existence
of a Specific Learning Disability

» The child does not achieve commensurate
with the child’s age or meet state-approved
grade-level standards in one or more of the
following areas AND

» The child does not make sufficient progress
toward meeting those standards when
provided with learning experiences based on
scientifically, research-based interventions
appropriate for the child’s age:



l-' N
CT Criteria for Determining the Existence
of a Specific Learning Disability

Oral expression

Listening comprehension
Written expression

Basic reading skills

Reading fluency skills *
Reading comprehension
Mathematics calculation
Mathematics problem solving
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CT Criteria for Determining the Existence
of a Specific Learning Disability

» To ensure that underachievement in a child
suspected of having a SLD is not due to lack of
appropriate instruction in reading or math, the
following must be considered as part of the
evaluation:

Prior to or as part of the referral process, the child
was provided appropriate high-quality, research-
based instruction Iin regular education settings;
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CT Criteria for Determining the Existence
of a Specific Learning Disability

= Such instruction was delivered by qualified
personnel; and

= Data-based documentation of repeated assessments
of achievement at reasonable intervals, reflecting
formal assessment of student progress during
Instruction [progress monitoring], was provided to
the child’s parents.

34 CFR § 300.309(b)
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CT Criteria for Determining the Existence
of a Specific Learning Disability

A child must not be determined to be a child with

a disability if the determinant factor for that
determination is:

= Lack of appropriate instruction in reading, including

the essential components of reading instruction as
defined in NCLB;

= Lack of appropriate instruction in math; or
= Limited English proficiency
34 CFR § 300.306(b)(1)
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Changes in CT SLD ldentification
Procedures

Use of the IQ — Achievement Discrepancy not
permitted after July 2009

Determination of a processing disorder no
longer required

Emphasis on scientific, research-based
Instruction and Intervention
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1Q, Processing and a Comprehensive

Evaluation

The PPT may determine that there is a need for
Individual 1Q test and/or processing measures as part
of a comprehensive evaluation.

IDEA 2004 provides for the option to assess the
relative contribution of cognitive factors in the
determination of eligibility for special education
services disability, such as:
Ruling out Intellectual Disability
Identifying Intellectual Giftedness/High Ability
Assessing specific ability areas (e.g., non-verbal)
Assessing cognitive processes for intervention purposes
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Dual Discrepancy

» A widely accepted method for determining
whether a student has a Learning Disability

under RTI is the “dual discrepancy model”
(Fuchs, 2003)

» A method for analyzing the “GAP” between
where the student 1s and where he/she should be

» Dual discrepancy 1s NOT the same as a
discrepancy between ability and achievement
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Dual Discrepancy/Gap Analysis

» Discrepancy 1: The student is found to be
nerforming academically at a level significantly
nelow that of his or her typical peers
(discrepancy iIn initial skills or performance).

» Discrepancy 2: Despite the implementation of
one or more well-designed, well-implemented
Interventions tailored specifically for the student,
he or she fails to ‘close the gap’ with classmates
(discrepancy in rate of learning relative to peers).
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Figure 2.
Progress monitoring data from child responding to a reading intervention
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Progress monitoring data from child NOT responding to a reading intervention
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Student: Date of Burth: Grade:
School: Diate of Report:

[District Name] Public Schools Multidisciplinary Evaluation Report for Students Suspected of Having a Specific Leaming Disability

The followmg micrmation pmest be reviewead by the Plannmg and Placensent Team and dormmented 1 the appropnate spaces.
I. Required Evaluation Components

A.

Parental Inpnh

Interventions and Instructional Strategies Used Prior to Referral:

[All student-centered infervention and progress monitoring data is abached, inchiding information from math, reading, and/or writineg workshests, as appropriate. Data should inclode
implementers and dates of propress monitaring. |

C.

Educationally Relevant AMedical Findimgs, if ancy: [] WA

D.

Acadenuc sethng Date(s):
Observer(s) -
Behannor observed and the relahonship to acadersc fimehoning:

Regular Clazsroom Observation: Area of Difficulty -

E

‘Aszezzment Information:

Aszeszment Exaluator (ame and Tids)

(e.z, comiculum-based, standardized criteri on-referenced)

I Criteria

Fespond to each croitetia nsed to determine eligibility for students suspected of having a specific leaming disability.

Is shadent achieving adequately for the student™s age or meeting Sate-approved grade-level standards in one or more of the following areas when provided with
leaming experiences appropriate for the stodent’s age or State-approved prade level standards™ WO, indicate in which area(s) student is NOT achieving adequately

A
bslowr Note: Af least gre area must be idenfed ]
O mathematics cakoalation O mathematics problem solving [0 ol expression [0 written expression
[0 listening comprehension O reading comprehension O fuoency [0 Masic reading skills
B 15 snadent making sUTHCTent propress N e area Menbied aDOvE to Mesl AFF of SiE-approven Frage |Eve] SANNATIs, Fven Wil SCIenhn: fesearch- nased =
mierventions?
The student has been provided with explicit and systematic mstmaction m the essential components of soentific, research-based reading insmaction or math from a *
C.

qualified teacher, mchding repular assessments of achisvement to docoment the stodent”s response to scientific research-based intervention as a pant of the evaluation

Page 1 0f2 EDSHL

Eavised Sepimpsbar 7010



D.  Leaming difficulty is grimearily due to: YES NO | wote If 3 of the
1 Lack of instruction in marh, reading or writing™ (Bared on Mark, Reading or Writng Werizheers) (*F's are in the
1 A wisual bearing or modos disability e =
4. Emoticnal Dishabance I D {ie., “leaming]
5 Colhwal faciors difficalty is MOT

vironmeantal CCHNTE Iﬁm? the result of” these

g EI:I. - - = - = other Bcrors).
7. Limited English proficiency

E.  Has NO been (+7"d for all items in D above (£1-T)7

Dwes information gathered through the required evaluation compoments (inchading consideration of a dual discrepancy® *) indicate that a specific leaming disability
F.  exisis in the area identified above (m A)? —If a specific learming disability exists in one of fhe aght areas above (In IT A), gifgch a sommary statement of all
foqmal and informal assessment data wsed to doomment the existence of such a disabilify.

. A special education and related services required to address the specific learming disability identified in F7

*Criteria A-C: The student has been provided with scientific, research-based imterventions in area of concem and repeated measares of progress were wilzed to detenmines the shudent™s
response o the intervention(s).
*Criteria D-1: Math, Beading andfor Writing Werksheets are attached (unless path, reading and‘or writing are not an area of weakness)
**Diaal Thaal discrepancy means that a stadent has BOTH low performance relative to age or grade level standards AND msufficient progress sven when provided with scientific,
DHscrepancy: research-hased inferventions.
Statements of Assuramces:

H  Data-based dooumentation of repeated assessments of achievement at reasonable imtervals, reflecting formal assesoment of student progress during instr hon
(ie., progress momitoring) has been provided to parents.
Dhate(s) information provided:

L Smdent’s parents werne notified sbout state policies for performance, strategies for Increasing the sudent’s rate of leaming and parent’s right to request an evaluation.
Date(s) information provided:
J.  The IQ/discrepancy {ability/schievement’) model was not used o determine eligibility.
K A disorder in one of the bazic psychological processes in nnderstanding or in using spoken or writhen lanpuaze was not requoired zs part of the aligibility decision.
The Flanning and Flacement Team has reviewed the mformation presented and has made fhe determination that the stndent kas a specific learming disability and requires special edocation

SErVicEs: [0 ¥ES [All criteria {A-) have besn met ] O x0
Each team member certifies by his'her sipnature that this repont reflects her'his conchasion. (Bold means required )
Sismature Title

Cemeral education teacher
Examimer/special education imstraction
Examimer/pupd personnel services
Adminictrator

Crher

Criher

If this report does not reflect a team member”s conduosion s'he mest mdicate below herTis reasons and concn=on
MHame- Title- Siznafure:
Eeason{s) and conchrsion:

Page 1 of2 EIW29L Bavised Sepianbar 2010
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Special Considerations: Private Schools

» For students who attend private schools, charter schools, or are home
schooled, the public school district conducting the initial evaluation or
reevaluation may need to:

» Obtain information from parents and teachers about the curricula used and the

child’s progress with various teaching strategies, . . . information from current
classroom-based assessments or classroom observations may also need to be
used.

» On the basis of the available information, the PPT may identify other
information that is needed to determine whether the child’s low achievement is
due to a disability, and not primarily the result of lack of appropriate instruction.

» The requirements for special education eligibility . . . are not affected, and do
not differ, by the location or venue of a child’s instruction.
» Therefore, it is important that the PPT has the information it needs to
ensure that the student’s underachievement is not the result of a lack
of appropriate instruction.
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Special Considerations: Independent
Educational Evaluations (IEE)

» Parents have the right to an IEE at public expense if they
disagree with an evaluation obtained by the school
district; however, parents are entitled to only one IEE at
public expense each time the school district conducts an
evaluation with which the parents disagree.

» The district has the option of either providing the IEE or
Initiating a due process hearing to show that its
evaluation Is appropriate.
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Special Considerations: Independent
Educational Evaluations (IEE)

» The district must first complete its evaluation before a
parent would have the right to obtain an IEE at public
expense.

» The district is not required to provide an IEE at public
expense or initiate a hearing to show that its evaluation is
appropriate simply because the parents disagreed with
district’s decision to use data from a student’s response
to intervention as part of its evaluation to determine if
the student has a specific learning disability.
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Special Considerations: Independent
Educational Evaluations (IEE)

» Whenever an independent evaluation is at public
expense, the criteria under which the evaluation is
obtained, including the location of the evaluation and the
qualifications of the examiner, must be the same as the
criteria that the board of education uses when it initiates
an evaluation.

» PPTs are not required to accept the recommendations of
the IEE, but must, at a minimum, review and discuss the
evaluation.
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Special Considerations: Reevaluations

» The PPT conducts a reevaluation using procedures that are consistent
with the statutory and regulatory requirements of reevaluation,
including the most recent criteria that a student “has been provided
with explicit and systematic instruction in the essential components
of scientific, research-based reading instruction or math from a
qualified teacher, including documentation of regular assessments of
achievement.”

» PPT must review existing evaluation data (e.g., progress-monitoring
data, curriculum-based assessments, common formative assessments,
grades, progress on IEP goals and objectives, State assessments),
which must also include information from the student’s parents as
well as classroom observations to determine if any additional data
are needed.
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Special Considerations: Reevaluations

» A PPT must evaluate a student with a disability before
determining that the student is no longer a child with a

disability.

» As with an initial evaluation for a student with a possible
learning disability, the PPT must complete the
Multidisciplinary Evaluation Report form and any

appropriate worksheets (reading, mathematics, written

expression) to document that the child has received
appropriate instruction and intervention in an area or

areas of difficulty.
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Special Considerations:

> — The obligation to provide
Individually designed special education and related
services to eligible students with disabilities begins at the

age of 3.

> _
Sometimes 1dentified as “twice exceptional,” a diverse
group with an advanced ability in one or more domains;
however, they frequently also require adjustments in the
environment that serves the needs of typical students
their age as a result of their specific learning disability.



Special Considerations:

> — Students
who have been retained or who started kindergarten later
than other students will most likely be older than is
typical and may obtain significantly different scores on
standardized tests depending on whether age or grade
norms are used.

> — Even with highly
competent elementary-level efforts at early identification
and intervening services, a specific learning disability
may surface in some students at later grade levels.
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Special Considerations:

> — Two issues
confront PPTs regarding the evaluation and identification of a
student for a SLD at the secondary level: 1) adequate progress-
monitoring assessments and 2) fewer research-based intervention
methods. However, many older struggling students do have basic
skill weaknesses for which numerous resources for intervention are
available.

> _
Disconnect between secondary and postsecondary institutions with
regard to the nature, recency and comprehensiveness of
documentation data necessary to determine a disability and the
need for accommodations. Transition planning and the Summary
of Performance (SOP) can bridge the gap.



What’s next?



-
Building District Capacity to Implement

Connecticut’'s 2010 Guidelines for Identifying
Children with Learning Disabllities: An Online
Course for Facilitators

“* The self-paced course is free for unlimited staff per district.

¢ Participants will respond to prompts through a SERC online
message board supported by CSDE consultants, and answer
content-based questions.

“» Upon completion, facilitators will receive access to instructional
materials needed to implement team-based professional
development regarding LD eligibility determination in their
respective schools.

To register: http://ctserc.org/ldguidelines
For more information: LDGuidelines@ctserc.org




