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 STUDENT FILE REVIEW CHECKLIST
Disproportionate representation of racial and ethic groups in specific disability categories

as a result of inappropriate identification.
Based on data from the 2009-10 school year, the district’s data indicate disproportionate representation and is required to complete a file review to determine if there is inappropriate identification occurring with respect to the district’s practices, even where policies and procedures are in compliance. If noncompliance is found, corrective actions will be imposed and reported in Connecticut’s Annual Performance Report (APR) submitted to the U.S. Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) on February 1. If there is no noncompliance, there will be no further action. 
Instructions: 

All aspects of the following questions must be answered within the appropriate section depending on the type of evaluation. Not all sections of the file review checklist may be completed. 
Indicate YES or NO. If you answer NO, provide an explanation in the column to the right. Keep explanations clear and concise.  

The completed file review checklist is to be returned to the Bureau of Special Education. Do NOT send student files. The district will be contacted if more information is needed once the file review is submitted.
	Person Completing Form
	Date of file review
	Was this an initial or reevaluation in the 2010-11 school year?


	Student’s Disability in 

2010-11:
	Student’s Race/Ethnicity:


	Item
	Indicate Y or N
	Comments

	34 C.F. R. 300.304
	Complete questions 1 - 21 for ALL evaluations. 
	
	

	
	1
	There is notice to the parents that describes any evaluation procedures the district proposed to discuss. 
	
	

	
	2
	The evaluation included a variety of assessment tools and strategies to gather relevant functional, developmental and academic information. 
	
	

	
	3
	The evaluation included parent input. If not, there is documentation of attempts to seek input.
	
	

	
	4
	 More than one method of assessment was utilized in the evaluation process.
	
	

	
	5
	The evaluation was not discriminatory on a racial or cultural basis and was administered in the child’s native language or in the form most likely to yield accurate information.
	
	

	
	6
	Trained and knowledgeable personnel administered the assessments and other evaluation materials. 
	
	

	
	7
	The assessments and other evaluation materials include those designed to address specific areas of educational need and not just designed to provide a single general intelligence quotient. 
	
	

	
	8
	Assessments ensure that if it was administered to a child with impaired sensory, manual or speaking skills, the results accurately reflect the child’s aptitude or whatever other factors the assessment purports to measure. The assessment does not reflect the child’s impaired sensory, manual, or speaking skills unless that is what the assessment was designed to measure. 
	
	

	
	9
	The student was assessed in all areas related to the suspected disability, including, if appropriate, health, vision, hearing, social and emotional status, general intelligence, academic performance, communicative status and motor abilities. 
	
	

	
	10
	The evaluation was sufficiently comprehensive to identify all of the child’s special education and related services needs, whether or not commonly linked to the disability category in which the child has been classified. 
	
	

	34 C.F.R. 300.305
	11
	The PPT reviewed existing evaluation data including evaluations and information provided by the parents. 
	
	

	
	12
	The PPT reviewed existing evaluation data including current classroom-based, local or state assessments. 
	
	

	
	13
	The PPT reviewed existing evaluation data including classroom-based observations. 
	
	

	
	14
	The PPT reviewed existing evaluation data including related service observations, if appropriate.
	
	

	
	15
	The PPT identified the present levels of academic achievement and related developmental needs of the child. 
	
	

	
	16
	The parents were notified of the determination of special education and related services needs and reason for that determination 
	
	

	
	17
	The child’s parents were notified of their rights to request an independent evaluation. 
	
	

	34 C.F.R. 300.306

	18
	The PPT provided a copy of the evaluation report(s) and documentation of determination of eligibility to the parent. 
	
	

	
	19
	Was the child identified to be eligible for special education due to lack of appropriate instruction in reading, math or Limited English Proficiency? 
	
	

	
	20
	Did the evaluation draw upon information from a variety of sources including aptitude and achievement tests, teacher recommendations, parental input, as well as information about the child’s physical condition, social or cultural background and adaptive behavior? 
	
	

	
	21
	Was the information obtained from question 20 documented and carefully considered? 
	
	

	Complete questions 22 and 23 for REEVALUATIONS only.

	22
	Has the reevaluation occurred at least within the last 3 years, at the request of the child’s parent or teacher, or upon determining that the child’s educational or related services needs warrant a reevaluation? 34 C.F.R. 300.303
	
	

	23
	The PPT reviewed and determined whether any additions or modifications to special education and related services are need to enable the child to meet the measurable annual goals set out in the IEP and to participate, as appropriate, in the general education curriculum. 34 C.F.R. 300.305
	
	

	Complete questions 24 - 43 ONLY if the data of concern is in the category of LEARNING DISABILITIES.  

	
	24
	Did the PPT use the Multidisciplinary Evaluation Form issued September 2010 and eliminate the use of an IQ-achievement discrepancy requirement of a processing disorder? 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	34 C.F.R. 300.308
	25
	Was the student’s general education teacher present at the PPT?             
OR

If the child doesn’t have a general education teacher, was a general education teacher qualified to teach a child of his/her age present? 
	
	

	
	26
	Was there at least one person qualified to conduct individual diagnostic evaluations of children, such as a school psychologist, speech-language pathologist, or remedial reading teacher at the PPT? 
	
	

	34 C.F.R. 300.309
	27
	Did the PPT determine that the child did not achieve adequately for the child’s age or to meet state-approved grade-level standards in any of the following areas:  oral expression, listening comprehension, written expression, basic reading skills, reading fluency skills, reading comprehension, math calculation, math problem solving? 

(September 2010 MER form, II.A) 
	
	

	
	28
	Did the PPT determine that the child did not make sufficient progress to meet age or state-approved grade-level standards in one or more of the areas defined above when reviewing the child’s responses to scientific research- based interventions?

 (September 2010 MER form, II.B)
	
	

	
	29
	Did the PPT consider data that demonstrate that prior to or as part of the referral process, the child was provided with explicit and systematic instruction in the essential components of scientific, research-based reading or math instruction, in general education settings, delivered by qualified personnel, including regular assessments of achievement to document the student’s response to scientific, research-based interventions as part of the evaluation procedures? 

(September 2010 MER form, II.C)
	
	

	
	30
	Did the PPT determine that the learning disability was not primarily the result of a visual, hearing or motor disability, intellectual disability, emotional disturbance, cultural factors, environmental or economic disadvantage, or limited English proficiency? 

(September 2010 MER form, II.D, 2-7)
	
	

	
	31
	Did the PPT consider data-based documentation of repeated assessments of achievement at reasonable intervals, reflecting formal assessment of student progress during instruction (which was provided to the parents) i.e. progress monitoring? 

(September 2010 MER form, II.D, 1)

(Reading, Math, and Writing Worksheets)

(Statement of Assurance H)
	
	

	34 C.F.R. 300.310
	32
	Was the child observed in the general education environment in the area of suspected disability? 

(September 2010 MER form, I.D) 
	
	

	
	33
	Did the PPT use information from an observation in routine classroom instruction and monitoring of the child’s performance that was done before the child was referred for an evaluation?  
OR 

Did at least one member of the PPT conduct an observation of the child’s academic performance in the regular classroom after the child had been referred for an evaluation and with parental consent? 

(September 2010 MER form, I.D)
	
	

	34 C.F.R. 300.311
	34
	Does the eligibility documentation contain a statement explaining the basis for determining the child as having a learning disability? 

(September 2010 MER form, II.F)
	
	

	
	35
	Does the eligibility documentation contain a statement of the relevant behavior, if any, noted during the observation of the child, and the relationship of that behavior to the child’s academic functioning? 

(September 2010 MER form, I.D)
	
	

	
	36
	Does the eligibility documentation contain a statement of educationally relevant medical findings? 

(September 2010 MER form, I.C)
	
	

	
	37
	Does the eligibility documentation contain a statement of whether the child does not achieve adequately for the child’s age or to meet state-approved grade-level standards? 

(September 2010 MER form, II.A)
	
	

	
	38
	Does the eligibility documentation contain a statement that the parents were notified about the state’s policies regarding the amount and nature of student performance data that would be collected and the general education services that would be provided?
(September 2010 MER form, Statement of Assurance I)
	
	

	
	39
	Does the eligibility documentation contain strategies for increasing the child’s rate of learning?
(September 2010 MER form, Statement of Assurance I)

(Reading, Math, and Writing Worksheets)
	
	

	
	40
	Does the eligibility documentation contain the parent’s rights to request an independent evaluation?
(September 2010 MER form, Statement of Assurance I)
	
	

	
	41
	Did each group member certify in writing whether the report reflects his/her conclusion?
(September 2010 MER form, page 2)
	
	

	
	42
	If it does not reflect the member’s conclusion, is there a separate statement presenting that member’s conclusions?
(September 2010 MER form, page 2)
	
	


Was the student appropriately identified? 
 


[image: image1]  Yes 


[image: image2]  No 

If no, provide an explanation. 
If no, what actions has the district already taken to ensure the student is appropriately identified? 
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