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RULE 51
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The students communication shall consistently
core greater than 13 standard deviations (20
standard score points) below the students
overall ability level and it shall affect
communication in the classroom, at home, or
with peers. At least one form of the assessment
instruments used must yield a standard score.
Prognosis, the student's motivation, dialect, and
cognitive abilities must all be considered and
may affect the student's eligibility.
Documentation may be reported by informants
such as parents or teachers or in the form of
language samples.

PRESENT Rule 51

In student to qualify for special
education service in the category of
speech-language impairment, the student must
have a communication disorder such as
stuttering, articulation,  language
impairment or a voice impairment. The disorder
must also adversely affect the child's educational
performance.

order for

impaired

VERIFICATION
GUIDELINE:

Athree-part eligibility
requirement for a child
to be verified as a child

with a speech/language
impairment is as follows:

FOR
CHILDREN
‘WITH DISABILITIES

Teehnical Assistance Document

Nebraska Department of Edueation
Special Education Office
September 2008

Meet verification
criteria (92 NAC
51.006)

Documentation of
adverse effect on
educational
performance

Determination that
a need for special
education is
evident




Where are we now?

4 What is the history of
speech/language
verification procedures?

*

What are other Nebraska
school districts & ESUs
using to guide special
education eligibility
decisions?
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Article Review

2002 - ASHA revised criteria
to reflect current research

and practices to ensure
services are provided to all
individuals in need

The use of cognitive
referencing (cognitive &
language discrepancy) as a
means of diagnosing

formula-based approach.

evaluation process.

Identifying Learning

Disabilitie:
RTE:A

in the Context of
brid Model

impairments is no longer
appropriate in the eligibility
determination process,

Admission/Discharge Criteria

in Speech/Language
Pathology

JOURNAL OF THE
AMERICAN ACADEMY of
'SPECIAL EDUCATION

Inexact guidelines of federal and
state law for the verification of SLI
permits external factors to
detrimentally influence eligibility
decisions.

School administrators pressure
SLPs to verify more students to
replace unavailable academic
intervention programs.

Policy reform may be necessary to
improve the clarity of criteria for
SLI- language.

Supervisory support for SLPs to

consistently and confidently make
decisions based on student need
a5 was intended by IDEA.




History of Severe Discrepancy Model

@ 1977 - EHA was amended to include the mandatory use of the Severe Discrepancy Model to
identify students as eligible for special education (‘a severe discrepancy between achievement and
intellectual ability in one or more areas must be present”).

@ 2002 - ASHA revised Admission & Discharge criteria due to concerns with statements regardmg
the use of “cognitive referencing” that could deny speech-language services based o
student’s ion abilities being with abilitios.

@ 2004 - IDEA reauthorized marking a major change in how schools verify students for special
education. Regulations call for a data- galhermg model based on three primary criteria: 1) the
student low progress to meet age, state, or grade-level
standards; 2) the student shows an lnadequa(e response to effective, research-based
interventions; and 3) a suspected learning disability is not due to a lack of instruction or
language proficiency, or other exclusionary factors.

@ 2008 - Nebraska Dep of Education for Special Education
Programs, Title 92, Nebraska Administrative Code, Chapter 51(92 NAC 51-006), also known as
Rule 51, and the Technical Assistance Document exelude the use of the Severe Discrepancy Model
in evaluation and assessment.
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‘Original Verification Rubric

CNSSP Speech-Language Impairment - Language Rubric
(School-age)
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Verification of a speech/language impairment shall be
based on a pattern of communicative performance
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significant adverse effect on the student’s educational
performance.
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‘O’al Narrative Retell Probes (K-5)

skill

Narrative

mrrative Retell Resources (PK-3)

NLM?® Narrative Language Measures

www.lan, namicsgre .com
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Can a similar structure be
utilized for making
eligibility determinations
for Specific Learning
Disabilities?

Specific Learning Disability Verification Framework DRAFT
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Get out there and

give it a try.

Thank you!

Any questions? Contact us at:

Kristin Watson
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