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Why the Shift?
IDEA 1997 :: Added requirements for
• access to the general education curriculum
• participation in district and statewide
assessments
NCLB 2001 :: Added requirements for
• participation rate for AYP
• assessments at enrolled grade level
• subgroup disaggregation
• AA‐MAS Regulation (2007)
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Linking Special Education and
State Standards
The definition of “specially designed
instruction” clearly indicates that the intent is
for students with disabilities to be provided
with services that allow them to achieve equal
to their same age peers without disabilities.

Definition of
Special Education
“Specially designed instruction, at no cost to
parents, to meet the unique needs of a child with
a disability, including instruction conducted in
the classroom, in the home, in hospitals and
institutions, and in other settings …”
IDEA Part B

Definition of
Specially Designed Instruction
“adapting, as appropriate to the child’s needs, the content,
methodology, or delivery of instruction:
• To address the unique needs of the child that result from
the child’s disability
• To ensure access of the child to the general education
curriculum, so that the child can meet the educational
standards within the jurisdiction of the public agency
that apply to all children.
IDEA Federal Regulations
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Approved by the USED!
“Accelerated growth toward, and mastery of
State‐approved grade‐level standards are
goals of special education.”
U.S. Department of Education
Source: 71 Fed. Reg. 46,653

NAEP :: 2009
Percent of students scoreing at, above proficient,
and advanced
Reading :: Grade 4
All :: 67
SWDs:
Reading :: Grade 8
All :: 75
SWDs:
Math :: Grade 4
All :: 82
SWDs:
Math :: Grade 8
All :: 73
SWDs:

35
38
36
36

See handout for more details

National Longitudinal
Transition Study 2
Secondary students with LD –discrepancy between
tested and actual grade levels:
Reading:
11% = Above, at, or no less than 1 year behind grade level
23%= 1 to 2.9 grade levels behind
45%= 3 to 4.9 grade levels behind
21%= 5 or more grade levels behind
Mean= 3.4 years behind
Source: www.NLTS2.org
See handout for discrepancy for each disability category
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Just over half (56%) of students with disabilities
graduate with a regular diploma. Some states have
graduation rates as low as 17% (Nevada) and 23%
(Mississippi).
One in four (26%) students with disabilities drops
out of school. Some states have drop‐out rates
as high as 50% (Arizona) and 45% (Louisiana). In
some states, more Black students with disabilities
drop out than graduate (FL, LA, MI, NY, SC).
Source: IDEAdata.org

Standards‐based IEP
“ A process and document that is framed
by the state standards and that contains
annual goals aligned with, and chosen to
facilitate the student’s achievement of,
state grade level academic standards. “
Source: Standards‐Based IEPs: Implementation in Selected
States, Project Forum at NASDSE, May 2006

Check with your State!
Several states have begun to
use a “standards‐based” approach
to IEP development.
Be sure to check with your
state or local school district
about any available guidance
on this topic.
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Standards‐Based IEP Implementation
Source: Project Forum, June 2010

Alternate terminology used to
describe this process might be:
•
•
•
•

“standards‐driven”
“standards‐referenced”
“linked to the standards”
“developed in consideration of the
standards and curriculum”

Critical Elements
Curriculum‐based assessment information
 Current performance described in relation to
standards (including state assessment results)
and expectations of peers w/o disabilities
 Goals that address academic content and access
skills necessary to master standards for enrolled grade
(prioritized)
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Standards‐based IEPs
Expectations
• Instruction based on content standards RATHER than on a
student’s deficits
• Instruction focused on closing the achievement gaps
• Instruction must reflect age and grade‐appropriate
academic, behavioral and social expectations
• Specially designed instruction must be specific, directed,
individualized and intensive and result in higher
achievement for students with disabilities.

Standards‐based IEPs
IEP Development
• Knowledge of content standards for
student’s age and grade

+
• Child‐specific information, including impact
of disability and gaps between actual
performance and grade‐level expectations

IEP Team Knowledge Deficit
• Only seven states required that the IEPs of students
with disabilities address state content standards.
• Only 57 percent of special education teachers said
they were “very” familiar with their state’s academic
content for the subjects they teach.
Source: Quality Counts 2004:
Count Me In, Education Week

Page 7 of 12

Advocate Academy Webinar
Standards-based IEPs :: September 28, 2010

State Standards are Not Created Equal!

Standards‐based IEPs
IEP Development
IEP Goals
• Pegged to mastery level of content standards as
the minimum expectation
• Identify underlying access skills needed to reach
specific components of the content standards
• Prioritized based on which will have greatest
impact on student progress

Common misunderstandings
 Goals do not parrot the grade‐level objectives
 Working on grade‐level standards does not mean
that the student has to be working on the same
material as other students in his/her grade.
 Specially designed instruction does not mean
working at a lower level
 Specially designed instruction does NOT weaken
the curriculum or CHANGE the standard
 Specially designed instruction is NOT the same as
accommodations.
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Questions

How many schools currently ensure every
child has the services, supports, and
specialized instruction necessary to succeed in
the grade‐level curriculum?

Standards‐Based Reform Context

--- Everything else
is negotiable --schedules, place, time, structure, curriculum,
instructional methods, methods of assessment. . .
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WHY don’t IEPs typically reflect a
strong GRADE LEVEL commitment?

From McLaughlin, M. (2000). “Access to the General
Education Curriculum: Paperwork and Procedure or
Reinventing Special Education.” Online CASE Journal of
Special Education,
http://members.aol.com/casecec/maggie.htm

Challenges
McLaughlin, 2000
•Many teachers don’t understand the meaning of
“curriculum” (lessons plans? units? textbooks? Scope and
sequence not considered in IEP planning!)
•New subject matter standards and curricular frameworks
very challenging (numbers of skills and concepts, as well as
complexity)
•Competing priorities: content vs. remediation? Content
vs. content? How does a decision now affect opportunities
in the future?

Complicating factors
McLaughlin, 2000

• Professional orientations – functional skills vs.
abstract academics
– Perhaps a false dichotomy?
• Readiness/remediation – developmental
perspective
– “ready means never”
• Finding time for “strategies” while progressing
in general curriculum
• How accommodate the “content” while
building the skills?
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SO WHAT ARE THE SOLUTIONS?
McLaughlin, 2000
• MORE collaboration of general and special education
• Joint understanding of WHAT the general curriculum IS
– Not all facts are equal in implementation
• Must continue to move forward in content PRIOR to every
skill being in place
– Emphasis on instructional accommodations and
differentiated instruction WHILE receiving intensive
instruction on targeted skills

What does access to the general curriculum – [at
grade level] – look like?
McLaughlin (2000)

A collaborative planning process,
parents, students, teachers?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Define critical knowledge and performance expectations in
general curriculum
Identify aids, supports, services necessary
Reflect longitudinal view of learning
Integrate and align content and instruction

Success
One Student at a Time
• System opportunities and challenges
• Student strengths and needs
• CANNOT be done by the IEP team in isolation from the
fully inclusive, standards‐based system
(See handout)

Page 11 of 12

Advocate Academy Webinar
Standards-based IEPs :: September 28, 2010

Resources
“A Seven‐Step Process to Creating
Standards‐based IEPs”
(included in handout)
Project Forum :: June 2007
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
“Standards‐Based Instruction: Is It Possible for
Students with Disabilities?” (Jul 18, 2007)
Schools Moving Up :: Webinar archive
http://www.schoolsmovingup.net/cs/smu/view/e/1968

Advocacy Brief
Understanding the
Standards‐based
Individualized Education
Program (IEP)

Available at
www.LD.org

Alternate Assessments Based on Modified Academic
Achievement Standards

Available at:
www.NCEO.info

• NCLB regulation released April 2007
• State option
• Only modify achievement standards – not
content standards
• AYP limited to proficient and advanced scores
equal to 2% of the total assessed
(district/state levels)
• IEP Team Guidelines
• IEPs must have grade‐level, standards‐based
goals
• Webinar Archive available on
Advocacy Institute & NCEO Web sites!
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NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS (NAEP)
www.nationsreportcard.gov

READING – GRADE 4
ALL STUDENTS

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES*
*Students with IEPs and 504 Plans

READING – GRADE 8
ALL STUDENTS

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES*
*Students with IEPs and 504 Plans

MATH – GRADE 4
ALL STUDENTS

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES*
*Students with IEPs and 504 Plans

MATH – GRADE 8
ALL STUDENTS

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES*
*Students with IEPs and 504 Plans

Prepared by The Advocacy Institute

Exhibit 4-6
DISCREPANCY BETWEEN TESTED AND ACTUAL GRADE LEVELS IN READING AND
MATHEMATICS, BY DISABILITY CATEGORY
Speech/
EmoLearning Language Mental
tional Hearing
DisRetar- Disturb- ImpairImpairability
ment
dation
ance
ment

Reading
Mean discrepancy in years
between tested and actual
grade level
Percentage of students
whose test scores are:
Above grade level, at
grade level, or less than 1
grade level behind
1 to 2.9 grade levels
behind
3 to 4.9 grade levels
behind
5 or more grade levels
behind
Mathematics
Mean discrepancy in years
between tested and actual
level
Percentage of students
whose test scores are:
Above grade level, at
grade level, or less than 1
grade level behind
1 to 2.9 grade levels
behind
3 to 4.9 grade levels
behind
5 or more grade levels
behind

Orthopedic
Impairment

Other
Health
Impairment

Autism

Traumatic Multiple DeafBrain Disabili- BlindInjury
ties
ness

-3.4

-3.2

-6.3

-2.2

-3.6

-2.6

-2.8

-2.4

-4.2

-4.6

-5.8

-5.3

(.2)

(.3)

(.2)

(.3)

(.3)

(.4)

(.3)

(.2)

(.4)

(.5)

(.3)

(.6)

10.8

13.1

0.5

28.6

19.4

28.5

29.5

25.1

18.8

8.7

(2.3)

(3.3)

(0.6)

(4.8)

(3.9)

(6.4)

(4.3)

(3.6)

(4.1)

(4.5)

23.3

24.0

2.7

25.6

13.1

20.2

20.4

28.4

(3.2)

(4.2)

(1.3)

(4.7)

(3.4)

(5.7)

(3.8)

(3.7)

45.1

42.8

32.4

31.3

34.9

36.2

25.4

30.7

(3.7)

(4.8)

(3.9)

(4.9)

(4.8)

(6.8)

(4.1)

(3.8)

20.8

20.0

64.4

14.5

32.6

15.2

24.7

15.8

(3.1)

(3.9)

(3.9)

(3.8)

(4.7)

(5.1)

(4.1)

(3.0)

(5.2)

-3.2

-3.4

-6.1

-2.9

-3.0

-2.7

-3.4

-2.9

(0.2)

(0.3)

(0.2)

(0.3)

(0.3)

(0.4)

(0.3)

(0.2)

13.6

15.2

2.4

14.7

21.7

24.4

23.6

20.1

13.4

9.6

(2.7)

(3.6)

(1.3)

(3.8)

(4.4)

(5.9)

(4.2)

(3.4)

(3.7)

(4.8)

22.8

16.6

4.6

29.0

17.6

26.8

16.0

23.7

(3.3)

(3.7)

(1.8)

(4.9)

(4.1)

(6.1)

(3.6)

(3.6)

43.9

50.4

24.8

37.0

37.8

29.3

28.2

37.7

(4.0)

(5.0)

(3.6)

(5.2)

(5.2)

(6.3)

(4.4)

(4.1)

19.7

17.8

68.3

19.3

22.9

19.5

32.2

18.5

(3.2)

(3.8)

(3.9)

(4.2)

(4.5)

(5.5)

(4.6)

(3.3)

Source: NLTS2 Wave 1 student’s school program survey.
Standard errors are in parentheses.

Visual
Impairment

11.4 16.8
(3.3)

(6.0)

25.9 26.9
(4.6)

(7.1)

44.0 47.6

3.6 12.6
(2.2)

(6.1)

5.8

6.2

(2.7)

(4.4)

33.0 25.6
(5.5)

(8.0)

57.6 55.7

(8.0)

(5.7)

(9.1)

-4.9

-4.4

-5.9

-4.6

(0.4)

(0.5)

(0.3)

(0.7)

3.2 17.3
(2.1)

(7.6)

9.8 13.7

6.8 15.2

(3.2)

(3.1)

(5.6)

24.8 35.4
(4.7)

(7.8)

52.0 41.3
(5.4)

(8.1)

(7.2)

35.0 23.2
(5.8)

(8.5)

54.9 44.3
(6.0) (10.0)

Standards‐Based IEP Implementation

Source: Project Forum, Standards‐Based IEP: Implementation Update, June 2010
www.ProjectForum.org
Prepared by The Advocacy Institute

SB IEP Tool February 2009 version
Success One Student at a Time: What the IEP team does!
Rachel Quenemoen
Over the past 20 years, NCEO has provided technical assistance to many states on their inclusive
assessment and accountability systems. In that process, discussions inevitably arise about what
the “general curriculum” really means in IDEA, and what IEP teams can do to ensure that each
student has the services, supports, and specialized instruction they need to achieve proficiency on
the goals and standards defined by the state for all students. This tool about “what the IEP team
does” is the product of those discussions. Since 2000, this tool has evolved with feedback from
special education and general education teachers, administrators, and state-level staff, and will
continue evolving over the next many years as we continue to learn more about how to ensure
success for every student, one student at a time.
The origins of this tool came from a provocative article in the Journal of Special Education
Leadership where Maggie McLaughlin asked the question in the title, “Access to the general
education curriculum: Paperwork and procedure or reinventing special education?”
(McLaughlin, 1999). She cited a survey of teachers of both general and special educators that
found:
 Many teachers did not understand the meaning of “curriculum” – and many speculated
that curriculum meant lesson plans, units, or textbooks.
 Teachers reported that scope and sequence of the curriculum was not typically considered
in IEP planning.
 Teachers noted that the new (at that time) subject matter standards and curricular
frameworks were very challenging in terms of numbers of skills and concepts as well as
in their complexity.
 Teachers commented on competing priorities, specifying concerns about whether to
move forward on content or remediate past content not as yet mastered; how to set
priorities on some content over other content; and concerns about how these decisions in
a given school year affect opportunities in the future.
McLaughlin identified complicating factors, including:
 Teachers reported professional orientations that were in conflict, with some concerned
about functional skills instruction instead of teaching of academics.
 Developmental perspectives seemed to emerge as well, with a sense that students needed
to be ready to move up a sequence, and instruction in higher content was precluded if
lower skills were not in place.
 Teachers reported that finding time for learning strategy instruction and supports while
the student was progressing in the general curriculum was a challenge; similarly, teachers
reported difficulty in accommodating learning in more challenging content when students
are still building basic skills.
The solutions that McLaughlin identified to ensure that special education practices reflect true
standards-based reform instead of paperwork included the necessity of more collaboration of
general and special education; need for time and resources to build joint understanding of what
the general curriculum is and an understanding that not all skills and knowledge are equal in
implementation; and training on instructional accommodations and differentiated instruction so
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that students can move forward in the content while receiving intensive instruction on targeted
prerequisite skills.
She proposed what she considered to be a best practice collaborative planning process,
involving parents, students, teacher. This process included four steps:
1.Define critical knowledge and performance expectations in general curriculum;
2.Identify aids, supports, services necessary;
3.Reflect longitudinal view of learning;
4.Integrate and align content and instruction. (McLaughlin, 1999)

Application of the McLaughlin article to IEP planning:
This tool for IEP teams is meant to operationalize McLaughlin’s proposal, based on discussions
over almost a decade with educators from across the country. A key consideration in this tool is
the realization that although the IEP team plans for success for one student at a time, success for
any student cannot be achieved in isolation from the fully, inclusive, standards-based system at
the school and district level. That is, if the opportunities at the school and district level (e.g.,
highly skilled teachers instructing in the content areas, regardless of instructional setting) are not
matched to the student’s strengths and needs, then the IEP team has limited capacity to intervene
successfully.
Thus, this planning tool has two columns for action – the first column defines the role of the
school and district in providing key information and resources; the second column defines the
role of the IEP team in identifying the services, supports, and specialized instruction needed for
this student to be successful. In this process, each IEP team must count on the full support and
participation of someone representing the school/district in ways that guarantee system resources
will be in place to support the student’s success.

McLaughlin, M.J. (1999). Access to the general education curriculum: Paperwork and procedure
or redefining special education. Journal of Special Education Leadership, 12(1), 9-14.
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A standards-based planning tool for IEP teams
SYSTEM OPPORTUNITIES AND
CHALLENGES – representatives
from school and district must
provide this information and support
1. What is the required content in the
next grade level?

2. Where and when during the school
year is the required content taught in
Math? ELA? Science? Social Studies?
Other? How is it taught?

3. What instructional and curricular
options are currently available in this
school to allow all students to achieve
proficiency in the goals and standards
set for all students?
4. What array of services does the
school provide to meet the students’
other needs?
5. What is the curricular map into the
future, what are essential
understandings every student needs to
achieve this year?
6. How does all this go together, with
professional development, support,
continuous improvement, community
linkages . . . so that ALL children are
successful?

STUDENT STRENGTHS AND NEEDS – IEP team
grapples with data-based decision-making to identify
services, supports, and specialized instruction so that the
student will be successful
1. What are the student’s current strengths and needs in the
academic content areas? What data do we have to make that
determination? What accelerated or remedial services and
supports are necessary to ensure success in the content for
the next grade level?
2. What adaptations and accommodations can the student
use to access the grade level content regardless of specific
deficit basic skills in reading or mathematics or English
language? What data do we have to support these choices?
How will we determine if their use is effective or needs
changing?
3. What specific instructional strategies work well for this
student? What types of curricular materials work well for
this student? If the needs of this student and the options
available don’t align well, what aids, services, supports, and
instruction does the student need to be successful in spite of
gaps? How can the current options be changed?
4. What specific nonacademic needs does this student
have? What goals and objectives will address those needs?
How do these relate to the student’s academic success?
5. How can we set priorities to ensure the essential
understandings are mastered by this student, but still allow
the TIME the school and the student needs to address all
needs.
6. How do we align curriculum, instruction, supports,
services, and needs so that THIS child is successful at grade
level?

Capture notes as you go on the following topics to ensure you identify opportunities and
barriers that require system support to ensure success.
1.
Specific opportunities for this student, this team
2.
Specific potential barriers for this student, this team
3.
What specifically will empower the members of this team to plan for and carry out
effective educational programming to ensure every child learns to grade level
expectations? e.g., structural support, training, materials, time
Once you have answered these questions in the table above, use your local planning forms
to develop the plan.
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A Seven-Step Process to Creating Standards-based IEPs 1
by Marla Davis Holbrook

Note: This document is a companion to the “Standards-based IEP Examples” tool found at www.projectforum.org.

This document presents a seven-step process for developing IEPs that are aligned with state
academic grade-level content standards. Each step is followed by guiding questions for the IEP
team to consider in making data-based decisions. This process can help school personnel to: (a)
consider each student’s strengths and needs to develop goals focused on closing the gaps
between the student’s levels of academic achievement and grade-level standards; and (b) use data
to make decisions, including selecting the most appropriate assessment option. The goal is to
support IEP teams to develop documents that, when implemented, provide access to the general
curriculum and enable students to demonstrate academic achievement linked to grade-level content.
Prior to developing IEPs, all IEP team members, including parents, need to be familiar with the
general education curriculum including the state’s academic content standards and state
assessments used for calculating adequate yearly progress (AYP). In order to make informed
decisions about each student’s strengths and needs, the IEP team should consider how the student
is performing in relation to the state’s grade-level content standards for the grade in which the
student is enrolled.
The seven major steps that educators can take to develop a standards-based IEP are:
Step 1: Consider the grade-level content standards for the grade in which the student is
enrolled or would be enrolled based on age.
Ask: • What is the intent of the content standard?
• What is the content standard saying that the student must know and be able to do?
Step 2: Examine classroom and student data to determine where the student is functioning
in relation to the grade-level standards.
Ask: • Has the student been taught content aligned with grade-level standards?
• Has the student been provided appropriate instructional scaffolding to attain gradelevel expectations?
• Were the lessons and teaching materials used to teach the student aligned with state
grade-level standards?
• Was the instruction evidence-based?
Step 3: Develop the present level of academic achievement and functional performance.
Describe the individual strengths and needs of the student in relation to accessing and
mastering the general curriculum.
Ask: • What do we know about the student’s response to academic instruction (e.g., progress
monitoring data)?
• What programs, accommodations (i.e., classroom and testing) and/or interventions
have been successful with the student?
• What have we learned from previous IEPs and student data that can inform decision
making?
• Are there assessment data (i.e., state, district and/or classroom) that can provide
useful information for making decisions about the student’s strengths and needs
1

These steps are adapted from materials on the Alabama website regarding standards-based IEPs found at
http://www.alsde.edu/html/sections/section_detail.asp?section=65&footer=sections

A Seven-Step Process to Creating Standards-based IEPs
Project Forum at NASDSE

June 2007
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(e.g., patterns in the data)?
Consider the factors related to the student’s disability and how they affect how the
student learns and demonstrates what he or she knows.
Ask: • How does the student’s disability affect participation and progress in the general
curriculum?
• What supports does the student need to learn the knowledge and attain the skills to
progress in the general curriculum?
• Is the student on track to achieve grade-level proficiency within the year?
Step 4: Develop measurable annual goals aligned with grade-level academic content
standards.
Ask: • What are the student’s needs as identified in the present level of performance?
• Does the goal have a specific timeframe?
• What can the student reasonably be expected to accomplish in one school year?
• Are the conditions for meeting the goal addressed?
• How will the outcome of the goal be measured?
Step 5: Assess and report the student’s progress throughout the year.
Ask: • How does the student demonstrate what he/she knows on classroom, district and state
assessments?
• Are a variety of assessments used to measure progress?
• How will progress be reported to parents?
Step 6: Identify specially designed instruction including accommodations and/or
modifications needed to access and progress in the general education curriculum.
Ask: • What accommodations are needed to enable the student to access the knowledge in the
general education curriculum?
• What accommodations have been used with the student and were they effective?
• Has the complexity of the material been changed in such a way that the content has
been modified?
Step 7: Determine the most appropriate assessment option.
Ask: • What types of assessments are offered in my state?
• What types of responses do different state assessments require?
• What are the administrative conditions of the assessment? (i.e., setting, delivery of
instructions, time allotted, etc.)
• What accommodations are allowed on the assessment(s)?
• Are the accommodations approved for the assessment also used in the classroom?
• Has the student received standards-based, grade-level instruction?
• Was the instruction evidence based?
• What is the student’s instructional level?
• How different is the student’s instructional level from the level of typical peers?
• Can the student make progress toward grade-level standards in the same timeframe as
typical peers? (If no, consider modified academic achievement standards)
• What can be learned from the student’s previous state assessment results?
• Can the student demonstrate what he/she knows on the assessment option under
consideration?

A Seven-Step Process to Creating Standards-based IEPs
Project Forum at NASDSE

June 2007
Page 2

inForum
APPENDIX
LIST OF STATE LINKS TO MATERIALS RELATED TO STANDARDS-BASED IEPS
AK
AL
AZ
CA
GA
IN
KS
MA
NC
ND
NM
OH
OK
PA
RI
SC
TX
WI
WV

http://www.eed.state.us/tls/SPED/Handbook.html
http://www.alsde.edu/html/sections/documents.asp?section=65&sort=16&footer=sections
http://www.ade.state.az.us/ess/publications/IEPAzTAS.pdf and
https://www.ade.state.az.us/ess/programsupport/Monitoring/Guidesteps.pdf
http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/sr/ieptraining.asp
http://gadoe.org/ci_exceptional.aspx?PageReq=CIEXCImpMan and
http://gadoe.org/ci_exceptional.aspx?PageReq=CIEXCElluminate
https://ican.doe.state.in.us/beta/resources/tm/ISTART7/EffectiveGoalProcesses.pdf
http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=2371
http://www.doe.mass.edu/sped/docs.html
http://www.dpi.state.nc.us/ec/policy/presentations
http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/speced/guide/iep/IEP_Guide.pdf and
http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/speced/resource/alternate/index.shtm
http://www.ped.state.nm.us/seo/iep/dl10/NM%20IEP%20Manual.pdf
www.edresourcesohio.org
http://sde.state.ok.us/Curriculum/SpecEd/pdf/Assessment/OAAPManual.pdf
http://www.pattan.net/Standards-BasedIEPs.aspx and
http://www.pattan.net/TrainingMaterials.aspx?ContentLocation=/Standards-BasedIEPs.aspx
www.ritap.org/iep
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/Standards-and-Learning/Exceptional-Children/old/ec/stateregs/documents/812-09FinalPPP.doc
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/special.ed/guidance/sbIEP.html
http://www.dpi.wi.gov/sped/pdf/iepstandardsguide.pdf
http://wvde.state.wv.us/teachiep/
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