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Executive Summary 

 
A program accreditation and finance team from the Iowa Department of Education visited Iowa 
City Community School District (CSD) on May 24-26, 2016, to monitor the district’s compliance 
with state and federal special education law and to conduct a review of the district’s financial 
health with regard to special education receipts and expenditures. The goal of the program 
accreditation and finance team visit was to determine how Iowa City CSD will comply with the 
corrective actions ordered by Grant Wood Area Education Agency (AEA) on January 4, 2016; 
check for additional Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) compliance issues; and 
determine if the district’s special education deficit is impacting student services.  

 
The program accreditation team determined that the corrective actions ordered by Grant 
Wood AEA were correct and necessary citations, and that Iowa City CSD is out of compliance 
with a number of additional areas of IDEA. 

  
The finance team determined that Iowa City CSD needs to add greater oversight of 
expenditures at the building level to make certain those coded as special education are 
appropriate and that changes in procedures are necessary to ensure all contracts and 
agreements are signed by the board president as required by Iowa Code. 
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Introduction and Overview  

 

Legal Authorities and Framework   

 
Iowa Code section 256.11 (2015) contains a process and substantive standards by which the 
Iowa Department of Education and the Iowa State Board of Education accredit school districts.  
Authority for this visit comes from Iowa Code section 256.11 (10)(b)(1)(a), Iowa Code chapter 
257, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) [20 USC § 1412 (11)], and pursuant 
federal regulations. Iowa Code provisions require a site visit to a district whenever “either the 
annual monitoring or the comprehensive site visit indicates that a school or school district is 
deficient and fails to be in compliance with accreditation standards.” In addition, Iowa Code 
requires that the Iowa Department of Education ensure that local districts comply with 
regulations regarding the financing of school programs.  Finally, federal code and regulations 
require that the Iowa Department of Education exercise general supervision over districts in 
guaranteeing students with disabilities access to a free appropriate public education in the least 
restrictive environment. 

 

Background 

 
On January 4, 2016, Grant Wood AEA ordered Iowa City CSD to take corrective action with 
regard to violations of IDEA.  Iowa City CSD subsequently stated to both Grant Wood AEA and 
the Iowa Department of Education an intention to fail to comply on the timeline required.  The 
Iowa City CSD reported the largest special education deficit in the state for fiscal year 2015.  
The district received a simultaneous visit from the finance team and the program accreditation 
team specializing in services for students with disabilities. 
 
Members of the Iowa Department of Education’s Division of Learning and Results and Division 
of School Finance and Support Services conducted a site visit of Iowa City CSD on May 24-26, 
2016.  The site visit included document reviews; classroom observations; and interviews with 
parents, paraeducators, teachers, administrators, and board members.  Evidence of compliance 
with the January 4, 2016, corrective action plan was examined.  Evidence of compliance with 
IDEA requirements and financial information were also examined.  

 

Program Accreditation Team Members  

The Iowa City CSD accreditation team consisted of the following personnel: 
Amy Williamson, Chief, Bureau of School Improvement 
Sarah Brown, Chief, Bureau of Learner Strategies and Supports 
Barbara Guy, Director of Special Education, Bureau of Learner Strategies and Supports 
Cindy Butler, Administrative Consultant, Bureau of School Improvement 
Buffy Campbell, Education Program Consultant, Bureau of School Improvement 
Dee Gethmann, Education Program Consultant, Bureau of Standards and Curriculum  
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Finance Team Members 

The Iowa City CSD finance team consisted of the following personnel: 
Tom Cooley, Chief, Bureau of Finance, Facilities, Operation and Transportation Services 
Bill Roederer, Education Program Consultant, Bureau of Finance, Facilities, Operation and 
 Transportation Services 

Program Status 

Iowa City CSD’s program for students with disabilities has a number of strengths, areas that can 
be improved, and areas that are out of compliance with the requirements of IDEA.  In this 
section we highlight the strengths of the program, provide recommendations for improvement 
that are not required, and provide a table of citations upon which the district must take action. 

Strengths 

1. Staff members were very positive and willing to do what it takes to serve a diverse 

student body. They were very welcoming and open with the visiting team. 

2. Teachers and paraprofessionals are committed to providing services to students. 

3. District staff administering the Iowa Alternate Assessment are appropriately licensed.  

Additionally, Iowa City CSD had the highest participation rate in the alternate 

assessment. 

4. Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) reviewed for students at the Transition 

Services Center explicitly stated the criteria that students needed to accomplish as part 

of their course of study which extended school beyond four years. 

5. District staff interviewed expressed commitment and interest in partnering with the 

AEA. 

6. Board members were concerned about students and families. 

Recommendations 

1. A review of documents uploaded for the site visit revealed continuous notices of 

nondiscrimination on the website, in handbooks, in announcements, and in many 

publications. Most notices did not include the complete contact information for the 

equity coordinator (name and email address). As the district prepares publications for 

the 2016-2017 school year, we recommend that the district refer to updated Iowa 

Department of Education guidance. Annual and continuous notices of nondiscrimination 

will be monitored during the 2016-2017 Desk Audit for all districts in the state. 

2. Interviews and review of documents indicate Iowa City CSD has an active equity 

committee that meets regularly and reviews a number of data sources. Although data 

were provided for course enrollments at the various high schools and junior high 

schools, documentation addressed enrollment demographics by schools and class size 

by department and course. Interviewees could not speak to course enrollment data that 

might identify gender segregation, racial isolation, or disability isolation in high school 

courses. If these issues occur, the district must conduct a review of its policies and 

https://www.educateiowa.gov/pk-12/accreditation-program-approval/equity-education#Equity_Guidance
https://www.educateiowa.gov/pk-12/accreditation-program-approval/equity-education#Equity_Guidance
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practices to ensure they are not contributing to the isolation, segregation, or the denial 

of access to universal instruction for subgroups of students. The Iowa Department of 

Education recommends that the district consider how to include the review of course 

enrollment data by national origin, gender, and disability into the district’s equity review 

processes. Evidence of this type of data review will be monitored during the 2016-2017 

Desk Audit for all districts in the state. 

3. Letters from the district to both Grant Wood AEA and the Iowa Department of 

Education suggest that the district does not understand that the AEA has general 

supervision responsibility in the area of special education.  The AEA that serves Iowa 

City CSD serves as a checks and balances, as well as a resource, related to 

implementation of federal and state special education requirements.  As such, when the 

AEA provides feedback regarding requirements, it is expected that the Iowa City CSD 

implement the AEA recommendations.  When the AEA provides a citation and corrective 

action, the district is expected to comply in a timely manner.  The Iowa Department of 

Education recommends that the district work with Grant Wood AEA to establish ongoing 

processes for understanding and exercising general supervision authority. 

4. Every interview group referenced the required corrective action as merely “procedural 

compliance” or a simple “documentation issue.”  Interviews and document reviews 

indicated that administration viewed these violations as procedural in nature and 

relayed that message to district staff who carried it to parents and in some cases into 

the IEP itself. The potential implication of the violations, however, was more than 

procedural documentation.  Failure to invite parents in a timely manner, failure to notify 

parents of changes in services, failure to fully describe the support services that are to 

be provided and failure to adequately describe why a student needs separate services 

all have potential impact on the delivery of a free appropriate public education.  The 

Iowa Department of Education recommends that the district use the corrective actions 

ordered in this report as an opportunity to clarify the important distinction and 

sometimes causal relationship between procedural and substantive noncompliance with 

IDEA. 

5. IDEA requires local education agencies (LEAs) to develop policies and procedures to 

ensure the provision of a free appropriate public education and the provision of special 

education and related services in the least restrictive environment.  In addition, LEAs are 

required to have procedures to ensure procedural safeguards for children with 

disabilities and their parents.  The underlying assumption of the requirement to have 

policies and procedures is that the district will ensure the policies and procedures are 

implemented.  It is concerning that Iowa City CSD administration did not convey the 

potential implications of the violations and that completion of the corrective action was 

necessary to ensure procedural safeguards for parents and the delivery of a free 

appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment. Additionally, 

numerous interviewees described the district culture as “retaliatory.”  Several people 

interviewed expressed reluctance to express opinions or make requests that were 

known to be different than those of district administration.  We encourage the district 
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to reflect on the message and method of communication to staff and effect on the 

district culture. 

6. The district developed service delivery plan (DDSDP) for the Iowa City CSD identifies 

several different types of placements where eligible individuals may receive their 

services.  The labels and descriptions may be misinterpreted to indicate that students in 

those programs may only receive certain types of services.  Interviews and document 

review, however, indicated that students may receive services across the continuum.  

The district should consider changing the names of the programs (e.g., modified, 

therapeutic) and their descriptions to more accurately reflect the array of services 

available to learners identified as eligible for special education.  

7. Interviews across stakeholder groups indicated that, at times, staffing issues result in 

difficulty in meeting service minutes on IEPs, specifically in regards to paraprofessional 

services.  It is essential that all IEP services be delivered.  This requirement applies to 

both 1:1 and shared paraprofessional services.  If the IEP team has determined a need 

for a shared paraprofessional during a portion of the child’s day, the district must 

ensure the service is available to the learner.  The staff member providing the shared 

paraprofessional services may not be prioritized to do other work during the time 

indicated on the IEP.  We recommend that the district review procedures for scheduling 

and utilizing paraprofessional services and create systems to monitor implementation of 

shared para services. 

Noncompliance Citations and Status 

 
As part of the required corrective action prescribed by Grant Wood AEA, 105 IEPs were 
identified that needed IEP meetings to be completed by June 1, 2016.  As of May 17, 39 percent 
of the 105 IEPs had not yet had new IEP meetings held. Of the 68 IEPs that were completed by 
May 17, 44 percent had errors in one or more of the original areas of noncompliance:  general 
education, meeting notice, prior written notice or description of need for paraprofessional 
services, resulting in a total of 45 new citations.  On May 27, 2016, the AEA informed the Iowa 
Department of Education that Iowa City CSD had notified the AEA that all required IEP meetings 
had been held.  The AEA will be responsible for reviewing the accuracy of the corrected actions 
for all IEP meetings completed after May 17. 

 
In addition to the originally cited IEPs, the Department of Education reviewed an additional 
random sample of 50 IEPs for compliance.  In those IEPs, 68 additional individual citations were 
identified. 

 
The following table provides legal citations for all items of noncompliance discovered through 
IEP reviews, on-site document reviews, and interviews.  Iowa City CSD is required to engage in 
all corrective actions cited below with an implementation advisor to be approved by the Iowa 
Department of Education.  One of the responsibilities of the implementation advisor will be to 
ensure that the district understands the substantive nature of the violations.  Training and/or 
professional learning in the context of the corrective actions below must be done with the 
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assistance and approval of the implementation advisor.  The implementation advisor will be 
contracted with the Iowa Department of Education to provide the services listed in the table 
below and consult with district administration on creating appropriate policies, procedures, and 
practices to ensure that compliance with IDEA can be assured in the future.  The 
implementation advisor will also oversee a comprehensive review of IEPs for which weightings 
have increased in the past three years to determine the reasons for changes and if any audit 
adjustments are necessary. (For specific authority of the Iowa Department of Education to 
order these corrective actions, please consult 20 USC §1416 and IAC 281—41.600 through 
41.608.) 

 
The Iowa Department of Education will follow up on corrective actions in November 2016 and 
again in June 2017 to check for progress toward completion.  This may include random 
selection of IEPs and follow-up interviews with the LEA, AEA, and/or parents. 

 
In addition to the following system-level citations, Iowa City CSD is required to correct all 
individual student instances of noncompliance on IEPs cited in Appendix A. 
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Noncompliance Citations  

Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

1 20 USC § 
1414(3)(D) 
 
20 USC § 
1414(3)(F) 
 
20 USC § 
1415(b)(3) 
 
20 USC § 
1415(c) 

 
Agreement 
to Amend 
without a 
Meeting 

 
Amendment 
Procedures 

 
Prior 
Written 
Notice 

 

(3)DEVELOPMENT OF IEP 
 

(D)AGREEMENT 

In making changes to a child’s 
IEP after the annual IEP 
meeting for a school year, the 
parent of a child with a 
disability and the local 
educational agency may agree 
not to convene an IEP meeting 
for the purposes of making 
such changes, and instead may 
develop a written document to 
amend or modify the child’s 
current IEP. 

(F)AMENDMENTS 

Changes to the IEP may be 
made either by the entire IEP 
Team or, as provided in 
subparagraph (D), by amending 
the IEP rather than by 
redrafting the entire IEP. Upon 
request, a parent shall be 
provided with a revised copy of 
the IEP with the amendments 
incorporated. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROCEDURES 

In reviewing the sample of 
an additional 50 IEPs, 19 IEPs 
referenced email 
correspondence.  Eleven of 
the 19 emails requested 
changes after the IEP 
meeting that were 
substantive in nature. 
Substantive changes to the 
IEP may not be made 
without reconvening the IEP 
team.   
 
An additional 6 
communications were 
located during the site visit 
that requested changes, with 
4 of the 6 changes being 
substantive in nature. 
Substantive changes to the 
IEP may not be made 
without reconvening the IEP 
team.   
 
Six of the additional 50 IEPs 
reviewed by the Iowa 
Department of Education did 
not provide written notice 
prior to the LEA proposing or 
actually initiating changes to 

The LEA is required to: 
1. Correct all individual IEPs by 
holding new IEP meetings at 
which prior notice is given and 
all appropriate IEP team 
members are present and 
afforded opportunity to 
participate. 
2. Provide all district staff who 
write IEPs with professional 
learning on writing and 
implementing IEPs that is 
aligned to AEA and state 
expectations. 
3. Provide coaching to support 
district staff in writing 
compliant IEPs individualized to 
meet student needs. 
4. Discontinue the current 
process for conducting internal 
district reviews of IEPs prior to 
sending them on to the AEA for 
review.  
5. Provide training to district 
“coaches” and “coordinators” 
about required parent 
involvement in IEP 
development. 
6. Review AEA guidance 
regarding policies and 

1. Oct. 1 ,2016 
2. Oct. 31, 2016 
3. May 30, 
2017 
4. Jul. 1, 2016 
5. Sept.1, 2016 
6. Oct. 31, 2016 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

Any State educational agency, 
State agency, or local 
educational agency that 
receives assistance under this 
subchapter shall establish and 
maintain procedures in 
accordance with this section to 
ensure that children with 
disabilities and their parents 
are guaranteed procedural 
safeguards with respect to the 
provision of a free appropriate 
public education by such 
agencies. 
 
(b) TYPES OF PROCEDURES The 
procedures required by this 
section shall include the 
following: 
 
(3)Written prior notice to the 
parents of the child, in 
accordance with subsection 
(c)(1), whenever the local 
educational agency— 
(A)proposes to initiate or 
change; or 

(B)refuses to initiate or change, 
the identification, evaluation, 
or educational placement of 
the child, or the provision of a 
free appropriate public 

students’ IEPs.   
 
Multiple interview 
participants expressed 
confusion on what services 
to implement when the IEP 
validation process extended 
longer than one month. 
 
Eight of 69 IEPs that were 
reconvened because of the 
corrective action ordered by 
Grant Wood AEA failed to 
actually correct the original 
issue, including not providing 
written notice prior to the 
LEA proposing or actually 
initiating changes to 
students’ IEPs; having an AEA 
member present; fully 
describing need for 
segregated music/art; fully 
describing need for or type 
of para supports needed.  
 
Multiple interviewees 
provided anecdotal 
evidence that the practice of 
making changes to IEPs 
subsequent to IEP team 
meetings and without proper 
written notice is a systemic 

procedures around using 
reevaluations, amendments, 
and annual reviews.  Provide 
training to special education 
teachers, coaches, and 
coordinators regarding these 
procedures with the goal of 
maximizing the effectiveness of 
meeting time and decreasing 
confusion regarding current 
services. 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

education to the child. 

and 

 
(c)Notification requirements 

(1)Content of prior written 
notice: The notice required by 
subsection (b)(3) shall include— 

(A) a description of the action 
proposed or refused by the 
agency; 

(B) an explanation of why the 
agency proposes or refuses to 
take the action and a 
description of each evaluation 
procedure, assessment, record, 
or report the agency used as a 
basis for the proposed or 
refused action; 

(C) a statement that the 
parents of a child with a 
disability have protection under 
the procedural safeguards of 
this subchapter and, if this 
notice is not an initial referral 
for evaluation, the means by 
which a copy of a description of 
the procedural safeguards can 
be obtained; 

(D) sources for parents to 

issue. 
 

The Iowa Department of 
Education team was 
provided with multiple 
emails from district staff to 
other district staff requesting 
changes after the IEP 
meeting.  Substantive 
changes may not be made to 
the IEP after the meeting 
without reconvening the IEP 
team. 
 
Multiple reviews of student 
IEPs revealed frequent 
amendments for individual 
students, so that it became 
impossible to determine 
which services were 
continued, discontinued, or 
added.  The Prior Written 
Notices for the individuals 
did not adequately describe 
the changes, nor did the 
dates always align with the 
date of the meeting, making 
it impossible to determine 
what the individual should 
actually receive. 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

contact to obtain assistance in 
understanding the provisions of 
this subchapter; 

(E) a description of other 
options considered by the IEP 
Team and the reason why those 
options were rejected; and 

(F) a description of the factors 
that are relevant to the 
agency’s proposal or refusal. 

2 20 USC § 
1414(e) 
 
20 USC § 
1414(d)(1) 
(A)(i)(VIII) 
(bb) 

 
Placement 
Decisions 

 
Course of 
Study 

(e)EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS 
 

Each local educational agency 
or State educational agency 
shall ensure that the parents of 
each child with a disability are 
members of any group that 
makes decisions on the 
educational placement of their 
child. 

 

(VIII) beginning not later than 
the first IEP to be in effect 
when the child is 16, and 
updated annually thereafter— 
(aa) appropriate measurable 
postsecondary goals based 
upon age appropriate transition 

Multiple interviewees 
reported that placement 
decisions for students with 
disabilities are 
predetermined.   

 For example, as students 
with disabilities served in 
pre-kindergarten become 
eligible for kindergarten, 
their placement in 
kindergarten is 
determined by district 
staff prior to a meeting of 
the IEP team. 

 For example, student 
participation in four-year-
plus programs or 
transition services is 
determined by district 
staff prior to the IEP team 

The LEA is required to: 
1. Address course of study in 

all IEPs of students age 14 
and older by holding IEP 
meetings for all students 
ages 14 and older to ensure 
course of study fully 
addresses projected needs 
and targeted graduation 
date, reflects needs, and can 
be achieved by the 
individual.  

2. Reconvene the IEP team to 
determine actual date of 
graduation and adjust 
course of study as needed 
for those students targeted 
to graduate in May 2017 
whose annual review would 
occur after January 1, 2017. 

 
1. By annual 

review date 
of individual 
IEP. 

2. Jan. 1, 2017 
3. Oct. 31, 2016 
4. Oct. 31, 2016 
5. Jul. 1, 2016 
6. Sept. 1, 2016 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

assessments related to training, 
education, employment, and, 
where appropriate, 
independent living skills; 
(bb) the transition services 
(including courses of study) 
needed to assist the child in 
reaching those goals 
 

meeting to determine 
what transition services 
will be provided. 

 
Interviews and IEP reviews 
(4/4) indicated that courses 
of study for students at 
Transition Services Center 
waited until the last 
trimester of a student’s 
targeted graduation year to 
identify the need for 
continued transition 
services.  This occurred even 
though information in IEPs of 
previous years suggested 
student would not meet the 
targeted graduation date.  
Further, IEPs of the four 
students that were reviewed 
indicated that targeted 
graduation date was 
annually set, at times within 
a month of targeted 
graduation date. 

 

3. Provide all secondary special 
education staff and 
administrators’ professional 
learning related to the 
development of a course of 
study. 

4. Provide all district staff who 
write IEPs and all 
administrators with 
professional learning related 
to the consideration of 
services as part of the IEP 
team meeting, rather than 
made outside of the team 
meeting.  

5. Cease all practices of 
meeting to make 
recommendations of 
placement outside of IEP 
meetings. 

6. Provide principals, LEA 
Special Education Director, 
coordinators, and coaches a 
learning opportunity 
regarding parent 
involvement in placement 
decisions, with an Iowa 
Department of Education 
approved provider. 

3 20 USC § 
1414(d)(1) 

(B) Individualized education 
program team  

Of 53 IEPs reviewed, 14 did 
not provide parents with 

The LEA is required to: 
1. Complete corrective actions 

1. Oct. 1, 2016 
2. Jul. 1, 2016 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

(B) 
 

IEP Team 
Members 

 
The term “individualized 

education program team” or 
“IEP Team” means a group of 
individuals composed of— 

(i) the parents of a child 
with a disability; 

(ii) not less than 1 regular 
education teacher of such 
child (if the child is, or may 
be, participating in the 
regular education 
environment); 

(iii) not less than 1 special 
education teacher, or where 
appropriate, not less than 1 
special education provider of 
such child; 

(iv)a representative of 
the local educational agency 
who— 

(I) is qualified to 
provide, or supervise the 
provision of, specially 
designed instruction to 
meet the unique needs of 
children with disabilities; 

(II) is knowledgeable 
about the general 
education curriculum; and 

timely written notice of a 
meeting.   
 
Interviewees across several 
groups indicated a common 
practice of not providing 
official meeting notice to 
parents prior to the meeting. 
 
In reviewing the sample of 
an additional 50 IEPs, 19 IEPs 
referenced email 
correspondence.  Eleven of 
the 19 emails requested 
changes after the IEP 
meeting that were 
substantive in nature, 
resulting in lack of 
opportunity for the parent(s) 
to participate. 
 
Multiple interviewees, across 
groups, reported being asked 
to make IEP changes after 
IEP meetings, via email, 
during the Review 1 process. 
 

Multiple interviewees 
reported that the LEA 
representatives at IEP 
meetings are unable to 
commit LEA resources to the 

under citation 1 related to 
IEP training for staff, 
coordinators and coaches. 

2. Review state procedures 
requirements for the LEA 
Representative role and 
ensure that invited 
participants in the future can 
fulfill that role. 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

(III) is knowledgeable 
about the availability of 
resources of the local 
educational agency; 

(v) an individual who can 
interpret the instructional 
implications of evaluation 
results, who may be a 
member of the team 
described in clauses (ii) 
through (vi); 

(vi) at the discretion of 
the parent or the agency, 
other individuals who have 
knowledge or special 
expertise regarding the child, 
including related services 
personnel as appropriate; 
and 

(vii) whenever 
appropriate, the child with a 
disability. 

provision of services unless 
the LEA Director of Special 
Education or a special 
education coordinator is 
present.  This sometimes 
results in the postponement 
of the meeting and of 
delivery of services to the 
student. The LEA 
representative must be a 
person who is able to fully 
commit district resources, 
when the IEP team 
determines need, must be 
present at the meeting. 

4 20 USC § 
1414(d)(1) 
(A)(IV) 

 
Services 
Determined 
and 
Delivered 

(d)INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION 

PROGRAMS 
 
(1)DEFINITIONS IN THIS CHAPTER: 
 
(IV)a statement of the 

special education and related 
services and supplementary 

Multiple interviewees 
reported being unable to 
write certain goals or 
services for students 
because they did not match 
the particular services and 
supports available at the 
district.  This gives the 

The LEA is required to: 
1. Cease implementation of the 

paraprofessional request 
process.  IEP teams should 
make the decision regarding 
paraprofessional needs. 

2. Ensure that procedures and 
processes are implemented 

1. Jul. 1, 2016 
2. Sept. 1, 2016 
3. Throughout 
the 16-17 school 
year 
4. Feb. 1, 2017 
5. Oct. 30, 2016 
6. Jan. 1, 2017 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

on the IEP aids and services, based on 
peer-reviewed research to the 
extent practicable, to be 
provided to the child, or on 
behalf of the child, and a 
statement of the program 
modifications or supports for 
school personnel that will be 
provided for the child— 

(aa) to advance 
appropriately toward 
attaining the annual goals; 

(bb) to be involved in and 
make progress in the general 
education curriculum in 
accordance with subclause (I) 
and to participate in 
extracurricular and other 
nonacademic activities; and 

(cc) to be educated and 
participate with other 
children with disabilities and 
nondisabled children in the 
activities described in this 
subparagraph; 

 

appearance that services are 
not determined by the IEP 
team, but by a menu of 
services and supports 
provided by the LEA. 
 
Multiple interviewees 
reported that IEPs that are 
not written to match the 
defined goals, services, and 
supports at the LEA will be 
returned to teachers to be 
rewritten until they are in a 
format that is considered 
approvable by the LEA.   
 
According to interviewees 
and district documents, 
paraprofessional services 
must be requested through a 
formal process that includes 
observation requirements 
and is submitted to special 
education coordinator or 
administration. Completion 
of this process may result in 
a delay of services. 
 
In IEP reviews and 
interviews, it was noted that 
service changes have been 
made after the IEP meeting, 

that define the number of 
minutes a paraprofessional 
may be shared, that this is 
more specifically stated in 
the IEP by each student 
served, and design a 
documentation process to 
track the minutes of time 
each student is served. 

3. Paraprofessional time logs 
will be required to be kept 3 
times (1 week each) 
throughout the 2016-2017 
school year.  These logs will 
be reviewed by the Iowa 
Department of Education, or 
an AEA consultant, to 
determine consistency with 
IEP services. 

4. Revise the DDSDP to reflect 
the procedural changes 
outlined in the corrective 
action summary.  Consider 
changing names of 
programs/services and 
clarify descriptions to ensure 
delivery of a full continuum 
of services. Follow 
implementation guidance 
that includes development 
by committee, review by 
public, and adoption by the 

7. Nov. 15, 2016 
8. Nov. 1, 2016 
9. May 1, 2017 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

sometimes via email and 
without the participation of 
the IEP team. 
 
The team reviewed 50 IEPs 
that contained behavioral 
intervention plans. No 
discernable Functional 
Behavioral Assessment (FBA) 
was found for 29 of these 
(58%), substandard FBAs for 
another 7 (14%) and 
minimally adequate to 
moderate adequacy for 
another 14 (28%). Most of 
the Behavior Intervention 
Plans (BIPs) reviewed did 
contain at least one behavior 
of concern that related to 
observable events that were 
measurable. Most of the BIPs 
reviewed also contained 
research-based functions 
identified (i.e., escape, 
attention, etc.), however, in 
several instances the 
treatment procedures that 
were associated with the BIP 
would tend to reinforce the 
identified problematic 
behaviors. This disconnect is 
likely to lead to the 

Board of Education. 
5. Complete new FBA’s and 

BIPs for individual citations 
(see table). 

6. Review all IEPs with BIPs in 
terms of adequacy.  This 
review must be done by 
either the AEA Challenging 
Behavior Team or the Iowa 
City staff who have received 
training in challenging 
behaviors. 

7. Conduct new FBAs and BIPs, 
if FBA identifies new needs, 
for all learners who have had 
the following restrictive 
procedures as part of their 
BIP:  

○ The use of Out of School 
Suspension for a student 
for more than 5 times in 
a year 

○ The use of Seclusion or 
Crisis Management 
procedures (i.e., holds) of 
3 or more times in the 
school year 

○ If Police Involvement 
specifically for behavior 
has occurred, 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

increased use of restrictive 
procedures. 
 
Five of 7 BIPs (71%) reviewed 
for Grant Wood Elementary 
contained no discernable 
FBA, 1 was substandard 
(14%) and 1 was potentially 
of minimally adequate to 
moderate quality (14%). Five 
of 7 of the BIPs referred to 
the use the highly restrictive 
procedures (i.e., time-out, 
seclusion, suspension) 
contingent upon various 
problem behaviors, however 
the use of such procedures 
in a BIP should be associated 
with the most highly 
sophisticated FBAs (i.e., 
functional analysis), which 
are associated with lower 
usage of such procedures. 
None of the FBAs associated 
with the 7 BIPs reviewed by 
Grant Wood Elementary 
were conducted by either 
the Iowa City CSD or Grant 
Wood AEA CBS teams 

○ If more than 10 Office 
Discipline Referrals have 
occurred for a child. 

○ If a Placement Change is 
being considered due to 
challenging behavior. 

8. Develop policies and 
procedures on the 
development of FBAs and 
BIPs, including when to 
engage the LEA and/or AEA 
challenging behavior team. 

9. Ensure staff who complete 
FBAs have adequate training 
to conduct the behavior 
assessments, and develop 
aligned BIPs based on FBA 
information. 

5 34 CFR 
300.39 

§300.39   Special education. 
(a) General. (1) Special 

Six of 11 IEPs reviewed of 
students at TREC showed 

The LEA is required to: 
1. Cease limiting participation 

1. Jul. 1, 2016 
2. Oct. 31, 2016 



19 

Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

 
20 USC § 
1414(d)(1)(A
)(IV) and 
20 USC § 
1414(d)(1)(A
)(V) 

 
Individuali-
zation 

 
Participatio
n in 
Extracurricul
ar Activities 

 

education means specially 
designed instruction, at no cost 
to the parents, to meet the 
unique needs of a child with a 
disability, including— 

(i) Instruction conducted in 
the classroom, in the home, in 
hospitals and institutions, and 
in other settings; and 

(ii) Instruction in physical 
education. 

(2) Special education 
includes each of the following, 
if the services otherwise meet 
the requirements of paragraph 
(a)(1) of this section— 

(i) Speech-language 
pathology services, or any other 
related service, if the service is 
considered special education 
rather than a related service 
under State standards; 

(ii) Travel training; and 
(iii) Vocational education. 
 

(d)INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION 

PROGRAMS 
 
(1)DEFINITIONS IN THIS CHAPTER: 
 
(IV) 
(bb) to be involved in and 

that students must earn 
participation in 
extracurricular activities 
through the accumulation of 
points or by reintegration 
into the home school. 

in extracurricular activities 
based on program 
placement. 

2. Provide training to district 
special education staff and 
activities advisors/coaches 
regarding participation 
requirements from Office of 
Special Education Programs 
(OSEP), including OSEP’s 
recent Dear Colleague letter 
related to extracurricular 
activities. 
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Citation 
No. 

Legal 
Citation 

Legal Requirement Evidence of Violation Corrective Action Required Date Correction 
Required 

make progress in the general 
education curriculum in 
accordance with subclause (I) 
and to participate in 
extracurricular and other 
nonacademic activities; and 

(cc) to be educated and 
participate with other 
children with disabilities and 
nondisabled children in the 
activities described in this 
subparagraph; 

(V) an explanation of the 
extent, if any, to which the 
child will not participate with 
nondisabled children in the 
regular class and in the 
activities described in 
subclause (IV)(cc) 
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Finance Status 

Iowa City CSD reported a special education funding deficit in each of the last five fiscal years 
(2011 to 2015). While it is not uncommon for districts in the state to record a deficit (nearly 80 
percent did so in fiscal year 2015), the magnitude of that experienced by the Iowa City CSD is of 
concern. During the last two completed fiscal years (fiscal years 2014 and 2015), the district 
incurred the largest deficit in the state, exceeding those of the next highest district by over $1.2 
million each year. The fiscal review focused on identifying factors contributing to this situation. 

Funding for Special Education 

Supplemental funding for special education instruction is included as part of the state’s basic 
foundation plan. Students receiving special education are assigned a weight of 0.72 (Level 1), 
1.21 (Level 2), or 2.74 (Level 3) in addition to the 1.0 count. These three weights are calculated 
to generate sufficient funds to cover the excess cost of instruction for students requiring special 
education.  
 
The 1.0 certified count funding on special education students is divided into a portion that can 
be used for general purposes and the balance which is treated like a “local match” and is 
categorical to special education costs. For Level 3, the general purpose percentage (GPP) is 27 
percent for all districts statewide and for Level 2, 32 percent. However, for Level 1, it varies by 
district from 70 to 100 percent. The Level 1 GPP for Iowa City CSD is 88 percent.  
 
If a district has an unspent balance of special education funds, the balance, in excess of 10 
percent of the special education weighted funds generated, reverts to the state. When a district 
incurs a deficit, it may be granted modified supplemental amount (MSA) by the School Budget 
Review Committee (SBRC) for the amount necessary to cover the deficit. The additional aid is 
generated from local property taxes after the state aid from districts having positive balances 
has been applied.  

 

Special Education Deficit - Trend 

Since fiscal year 2013, the district’s special education deficit (expenditures in excess of 
revenues) has increased 59.8 percent (Figure 1). From fiscal year 2014 to fiscal year 2015, the 
increase was $526,198, or approximately 10.3 percent. 
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Figure 1. Iowa City CSD special education deficit, fiscal years 2013 through 2015  

 
 

 

District Audit Comments/Findings 

Independent Auditor’s Reports for the two most-recently completed fiscal years were reviewed 
for comments and findings related to Iowa City CSD’s special education program. The report for 
fiscal year 2014 was completed by McGladrey & Pullen, while the fiscal year 2015 report was 
completed by RSM US LLP. 
 
There were no findings regarding the program for either year; however, within the 
Management’s Discussion and Analysis section of the audit for fiscal year 2014, the following 
statement was noted. 

“The enrollment increases experienced by the district over the last five years 
have also required additional needs for special education and at-risk programs. 
These needs include significant increases in the number of students requiring 
English language learning programs requiring additional staff with the 
appropriate certifications to serve these students. The District expended 
approximately $1,100,000 more during the year ended June 30, 2014 than prior 
year to provide these services and anticipates additional increases in 
expenditures in future years. The District continues to offer a comprehensive 
special education program. In addition, the number of special education 
students remains relatively stable, however, the number of staff and the 
increases related to the salary and benefits of these staff continue to increase 
at rates greater than the revenues generated for the program [emphasis 
added]. The control of the expenditures for both programs will impact the future 
operations for the district.” 
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Special Education Student Count 

Special education funding is enrollment driven. Iowa City CSD’s overall district special education 
count has shown a gradual decline since 2012. The special education count is completed on the 
last Friday in October, and the associated student weighting is used to determine funding for 
the subsequent fiscal year. For example, the October 2014 count and student weighting 
determined special education funding for fiscal year 2016 (2015-2016 school year). While there 
was a 3.6 percent overall decrease in the district’s total special education student count from 
October 2014 to October 2015 (Figure 2), and students identified as Level 1 and Level 2 
declined by 8.3 percent and 25.4 percent respectively, the number of students identified as 
Level 3 increased by 90.5 percent (from 116 to 221). However, it was noted, as shown in Table 
1, the substantial increase in Level 3 identified student followed a year of significant decrease 
(32.2 percent from October 2013 to October 2014, from 171 to 116). 

 
Table 1. Iowa City CSD special education student count by level and total, 2012 through 2015 
 

Count Date Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Total Count 

Oct-12 772 412 201 1,385 

Oct-13 821 374 171 1,366 

Oct-14 820 323 116 1,259 

Oct-15 752 241 221 1,214 

 
Figure 2. Iowa City CSD October special education total count, 2012 through 2015 
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Figure 3. Iowa City CSD October special education count by level, 2012 through 2015 
 

 
 

Special Education Instructional Staff 

There has been a gradual increase in instructional staff, on a full-time equivalency (FTE) basis, 
as reported in the Fall Basic Educational Data Survey (BEDS). This is primarily a result of 
increased FTEs for paraprofessionals from the 2014-2015 to the 2015-2016 school year. 

 
Table 2. Iowa City CSD special education instructional staff FTE, fiscal years 2013 through 2015 
 

Reporting Period Paraprofessionals/Aides Teacher Total 

Fall 2013 184.1 120.8 304.9 

Fall 2014 180.4 127.2 307.6 

Fall 2015 200.0 120.5 320.4 

 

District Special Education Revenue 

As displayed in Figure 4, total special education revenue for Iowa City CSD declined slightly (1.5 
percent) over the last three completed fiscal years. The significant decrease in students 
identified as Level 3 in the October 2014 count, coupled with the overall decline in students 
identified for special education services, will negatively impact revenue for the current fiscal 
year (fiscal year 2016) and may add to the district’s growing deficit.  
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Figure 4. Iowa City CSD total special education revenue, fiscal years 2013 through 2015 
 

 
 

Medicaid Reimbursement Plan 

Iowa City CSD has participated in the Special Education Medicaid Reimbursement Program 
since the 2002-2003 school year and is currently an enrolled provider.  
 
Federal retained payments, after paying back the state share, in recent years were noted as 
follows: 

 Fiscal year 2016 $1,355,156 (July 2015 through April 2016)  

 Fiscal year 2015, $2,312,833 

 Fiscal year 2014, $2,363,957 

 Fiscal year 2013, $2,673,500 

 Fiscal year 2012, $2,160,301 

The district’s staff members have regularly communicated with the Iowa Department of 
Education with Medicaid questions and addressing state share payments and have regularly 
attended Medicaid webinars. Iowa City CSD has not received a Medicaid audit by the 
Department of Human Services (DHS) staff. Of the 1,534 Iowa City CSD resident students with 
current IEPs, 789 are currently enrolled in Medicaid (51.4 percent). 205 of those 789 have 
Medicaid Billable Paraprofessional Services on their IEP. Review of current IEPs completed by 
the Iowa Department of Education’s Medicaid consultant suggests some additional claiming is 
possible.  
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District Special Education Expenditures 

Total special education expenditures for Iowa City CSD have increased 6.6 percent over the last 
three completed fiscal years, with the largest increase occurring from fiscal year 2013 to fiscal 
year 2014 (Figure 5). 
 
Figure 5. Iowa City CSD total special education expenditures, fiscal years 2013 through 2015  
 

 

Salary and Benefits Expenditures 

As is the case across the state, the majority of the district’s special education expenditures are 
for staff salaries and benefits. Thus, analyzing Iowa City CSD’s salary trends provides insight into 
the district’s deficit situation.  
 
For fiscal year 2015, staff salaries accounted for about 65.1 percent of the district’s total special 
education expenditures. For Iowa City CSD, expenditures for these categories increased 
approximately 8.3 percent from fiscal year 2013 to fiscal year 2015 (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Iowa City CSD special education salaries and benefits, fiscal years 2013 through 2015  
 

 
 
For fiscal year 2015, as shown in Table3, the district reported the highest average special 
education staff salaries and benefits on a per student basis when compared to districts with 
similar special education total student counts. 

 
Table 3. Comparison of district salaries and benefits per student, fiscal year 2015 
 

District 

October 2013 Special Education Count for 
FY15 

Total FY15 
Salaries & 
Benefits 

FY15 
Salaries & 

Benefits Per 
Student 

Level 1 
Count 

Level 2 
Count 

Level 3 
Count 

Total 
Special 

Ed Count 

Cedar Rapids 1,211 507 437 2,155 27,396,964 12,713 

Sioux City 1,100 539 294 1,933 19,450,810 10,062 

Davenport 960 491 400 1,851 21,142,740 11,422 

Waterloo 778 617 408 1,803 19,986,206 11,085 

Dubuque 855 498 266 1,619 21,029,284 12,989 

Iowa City 821 374 171 1,366 18,579,488 13,601 

Council Bluffs 800 277 270 1,347 13,369,645 9,925 

 

Salary Detail 

Disaggregation of district total salaries between paraeducators and educational professionals, 
as displayed in Figure 7, showed salaries for paraprofessionals have increased consistently since 
fiscal year 2015. Total salaries for educational professionals (i.e., teachers) decreased from 
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fiscal year 2014 to fiscal year 2015. On average, salaries for paraprofessionals comprise about 
30 percent of the district’s total special education salary expenditures. 

 
Figure 7. Iowa City CSD paraprofessional and educational professional salaries, fiscal years 2013 
through 2015 
 

 
 

Salary by Level 

A breakdown of Iowa City CSD total salaries paid by level for fiscal years 2013 through 2015 is 
provided in Tables 4 through 6. The largest increase in total salaries during this period has 
occurred for Level 2, as shown in Table 5. Of particular note for this level is the growth in 
expenditures for paraprofessional salaries, which increased 81 percent during this period. Also, 
the percentage of total salaries for Level 3 services comprised of those paid for 
paraprofessionals has consistently decreased (Table 6). 

 
Table 4. Iowa City CSD Level 1 disaggregated salaries, fiscal years 2013 through 2015 
 

Fiscal 
Year Paraprofessional % Paraprofessional 

Educational 
Professional 

% Educational 
Professional 

2013 1,077,330 20.8% 4,107,212 79.2% 

2014 1,332,324 25.1% 3,965,284 74.9% 

2015 1,226,250 24.5% 3,782,268 75.5% 
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Table 5. Iowa City CSD Level 2 disaggregated salaries, fiscal years 2013 through 2015 
 

Fiscal 
Year Paraprofessional % Paraprofessional 

Educational 
Professional 

% Educational 
Professional 

2013 966,020 28.5% 2,423,316 71.5% 

2014 1,524,373 28.3% 3,867,020 71.7% 

2015 1,744,055 31.8% 3,747,958 68.2% 
 

Table 6. Iowa City CSD Level 3 disaggregated salaries, fiscal years 2013 through 2015 
 

Fiscal 
Year Paraprofessional % Paraprofessional 

Educational 
Professional 

% Educational 
Professional 

2013 1,785,374 42.4% 2,427,855 57.6% 

2014 1,208,662 37.1% 2,048,173 62.9% 

2015 1,220,110 36.0% 2,166,481 64.0% 

Non-Salary and Benefits Expenditures 

For fiscal year 2015, non-salary/benefits expenditures, excluding GPP, accounted for 15.1 
percent of Iowa City CSD’s total special education expenditures. Disaggregation of non-salary 
expenditures by category is shown in Figure 8. The categories reflecting highest expenditures 
included transportation and tuition out (this includes special education students who are open-
enrolled out). 

 

Figure 8. Iowa City CSD special education non-salary expenditures, fiscal years 2013 through 
2015 
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Fiscal Observations/Concerns/Recommendations 

1. As a part of the review of program procedures, there were questions about whether the 

levels of service for certain students are appropriate. If the review of procedural issues 

leads to the conclusion that students were improperly assigned a level of service 

(weighting), there may be the need to make an audit adjustment for prior year(s), 

special education revenue. That will be decided by the findings related to procedures to 

determine student weightings and review of IEPs of students whose weightings were 

increased over the last three years, which will be one of the responsibilities of the 

implementation advisor noted on page 7 of this report. 

2. Most tuition-out contracts, and all tuition-in contracts, reviewed during the visit were 

not signed by the district’s board president, as required by Iowa Code section 291.1, and 

some did not include signatures from both participating agencies. While confidentiality 

is a concern, the board has a right to know the student and the proposed contract – as 

they are responsible for paying for it. Nothing is confidential from the board; it is the 

board that must keep information confidential which is protected by law to be 

confidential. Interestingly, those contracts that specified a line for the board president 

to sign were signed appropriately. It would benefit the district to add this specification 

on the contracts it provides to other agencies. 

3. Information regarding the district’s participation in the Wisconsin Early Autism Project 

(WEAP) included invoices for “consultation.” No contract or agreement describing the 

type and duration of this service was found during the review, thus it is unclear whether 

the participation by the district was approved by the board.   

4. Review of district expenditures for fiscal year 2015, as well as the current year, was 

included as part of the district’s onsite visit. Items were selected from the district’s 

general ledger for each year, then matched to invoices and related receipts. While the 

majority of selected items revealed no issues, some supply purchases charged to special 

education were questionable instructional costs (e.g., snack items, candy, and gift bags). 

Others were more appropriate to the General Fund, such as general classroom 

supplies—pens, pencils, toner, highlighters, markers, paper usage, laminating sheets, 

folders, binders, tape, glue, paper towels, facial tissue, and staplers. Nike baseline 

jerseys, Special Olympic basketballs, Nike baseline shorts, and men’s basketballs were 

also noted. Several items (both years) included “transfers” or items that appeared to be 

allocated from a larger district purchase (e.g., Adobe licenses). 

 Many of the items identified above were reimbursed staff member purchases 

and/or purchased with the district’s credit card. Approval, either prior to 

reimbursement or purchase appears to be primarily the responsibility of the building 

principals. Thus, additional training and/or oversite is needed at this level to ensure 

proper account coding. Of particular need is increased awareness of appropriate use 

of special education categorical funding and the need to supplement, not supplant 

General Fund. Not all purchases, regardless of whether special education students 

are solely being served, are special education expenditures. 
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 Although the focus of the fiscal aspect of this visit was on special education, given 

the items noted, it is likely other program areas involving building-level approval of 

use of categorical funds would benefit from the same training/oversite.  

5. Review of the districts staffing and payroll system for fiscal year 2016 revealed four staff 

members where improper coding may have occurred. 

 A portion of an elementary music teacher’s salary was coded to special 

education. After checking the staff member’s assignment and certification with the 

Iowa Board of Educational Examiners (BOEE), this staff member does not hold a 

special education license or endorsement. 

 Three staff members whose assignments were listed as special education 

coordinator are currently being paid using special education funds. Special education 

coordinators cannot be paid using special education funds unless authorized 

through the SBRC approval process. These three staff members were not authorized 

to be paid with special education funds through the SBRC. 

6. As noted under “Medicaid Reimbursement Plan,” it appears additional Medicaid 

claiming may be possible. Additional retained Medicaid dollars would have a dollar for 

dollar reduction in the district’s special education deficit. 

7. Review of student weighting for those attending the Transition Learning Center 

appeared to have changed based on the placement. Specifically, all current students 

currently carry a Level 3 weighting; however, previous weightings for the same students 

varied from Level 1 to Level 3. During an informal interview, a concern was expressed 

that some students’ special education weightings were too low prior to their enrollment 

in the Transition Learning Center, and the program would not be sustainable without 

the additional revenue. Weightings must be based on services to be provided per 

individual student IEPs, never based on anticipated cost. 

8. As a cost saving effort regarding special education transportation costs, the district has 

modified its contract with its service provider (Durham). Previously, the district provided 

any required bus aides through the service provider contract. For the current year, the 

district will provide the bus aides directly. This may be partially responsible for the 

increase in paraprofessional FTEs noted under “Special Education Instructional Staff.” 
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Conclusion 

Iowa City CSD educational staff are committed to providing the best educational services they 

can for learners in the Iowa City CSD.  District procedures and practices, however, hinder their 

abilities to provide those services.  This was evidenced by interviews as well as a large number 

of violations.   Individual violations were found in 94 of the IEPs reviewed by the Iowa 

Department of Education.  Additionally, systemic noncompliance issues were found in five 

major areas: 

1. Development of the Individualized Education Program 

2. Educational Placements 

3. Individualized Education Program Team Members 

4. Determination and Delivery of IEP Services 

5. Individualization of Services 

 

As a result of the pervasive and substantive nature of the findings, the district will be required 

to complete numerous individual and system corrective actions with ongoing direction from an 

external implementation advisor.     


