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ALL Students Proficient 

and Showing Growth in All 

Assessed Areas

EVERY Student Graduates 

from High School and is Ready 

for College and Career

EVERY Child Has Access 

to a High-Quality Early 

Childhood Program

EVERY School Has Effective 

Teachers and Leaders

EVERY Community Effectively 

Uses a World-Class Data System to 

Improve Student Outcomes

EVERY School and District is 

Rated “C” or Higher
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2State Board of Education STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS



To create a world-class 

educational system that gives 

students the knowledge and 

skills to be successful in 

college and the workforce, 

and to flourish as parents 

and citizens

VISION

To provide leadership 

through the development of 

policy and accountability 

systems so that all students 

are prepared to compete in 

the global community

MISSION
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4Learner Outcomes

Participants will:

• Understand the function of the Multidisciplinary Evaluation 

Team (MET).

• Determine how to help the IEP team make valid eligibility 

decisions.

• Learn speech-language dismissal criteria and process

• Learn how to analyze caseloads to determine workload. 



5Definitions

Caseload – the number of students with Individualized Education 

Programs (IEPs) that a Speech Pathologist (215) or Speech 

Therapist (216) is serving directly

Workload – caseload in addition to a number of associated job 

demands



6Contributors to High Caseloads

• Critical shortage of Speech-Language Pathologists in the 

school setting

• Over-identification of students with speech-language disabilities

• Misunderstanding by the Multidisciplinary Evaluation Team 

(MET) and the IEP Committee of service provision guidelines

• Lack of knowledge regarding the role of related service 

providers



The Effects of High 
Caseloads 
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ASHA Data 
on Caseload 
Caps



102016 MS Speech-Language-Hearing Association (MSHA) Survey

How many children do you average on your workload (ALL 

required and performed activities) during the school year?



112016 MS Speech-Language-Hearing (MSHA) Survey

Rank your greatest challenges as a school-based clinician:



12Effects of High Caseloads

Participants in one study indicated that large caseloads interfered 
with their professional responsibilities:

• 25% of the participants stated that they provided less than the 
needed amount and type of therapy for their students. 

• 7% stated that they provided group therapy when individual 
therapy was more appropriate.

• 5% routinely canceled sessions.

• 6% altered IEP objectives to meet their busy schedules. 

(Chiang & Rylance, 2000, p. 33)



13Effects of High Caseloads

A 2008 study that polled 634 full-time SLPs from 49 states set out 
to:

• Identify the current mean caseload size for school-based SLPs.

• Identify a threshold at which SLPs begin to report that their 
caseloads are unmanageable.

• Identify other variables that seem to contribute to an SLP's 
sense of caseload manageability.

Katz et al.: Caseload Manageability (2009)



14Effects of High Caseloads

Katz, et al, found that:

• School-based SLPs continue to endure larger caseloads than are 
considered reasonable (see ASHA, 1993, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006b, 
2008, 2010).

• The mean caseload size reported in this study (M = 48.8) is notably 
lower than the mean caseload size reported in Blood, et al. (2002; M 
= 56.3) and in Dowden, et al. (2006; M = 59) and was on par with the 
2008 Schools Survey by ASHA (M = 48).

• ASHA’s recommendation (1993) of no more than 40 students per 
caseload is still highly appropriate.



15Effects of High Caseloads



16Significant Findings

For SLPs with large caseloads (>47):

• Years of experience

• Those with fewer years of experience were more likely to perceive their 

caseloads as manageable.

• Level of collaboration

• SLPs felt caseloads were more unmanageable where increased 

collaboration was required.



17Significant Findings

For SLPs with smaller caseloads (≤47):

• Caseload numbers alone impacted the sense of manageability



18Effects of High Caseloads

What other factors do you 

perceive as the biggest 

predictors of caseload 

manageability?
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Effects of 
High 
Caseloads

High 
caseloads

Decreased 
SLP time & 
enthusiasm

Decreased 
quality of 
services

Decreased 
retention



Referral and Assessment 
Considerations



21Child Find

• Any infant or toddler from birth to 34 months who has been 

identified through Child Find activities or for whom a request for 

an evaluation has been received must be referred to the 

Mississippi State Department of Health Early Intervention 

Program (EIP) within seven (7) calendar days.

• No policies, procedures, or practices, including Response to 

Intervention, may result in delaying or denying a child access to 

the Child Find process.  



22Child Find

• Requests for initial evaluation and responses to such requests are not 

limited by the number per year or the time of year requests are 

received.  

Rule 74.19, § 300.301

• “… it would generally not be acceptable for the Local Education 

Agency (LEA) to wait several months to conduct an evaluation or to 

seek parental consent for an initial evaluation if the public agency 

suspects the child to be a child with a disability.” 

Federal Regulations, Comments at § 300.301, p. 46637



23Speech-Language Therapy Scholarship

The law requires that the LEA: 

• Adopt a policy to ensure that students will be screened by a 

215AA licensed Speech-Language Pathologist by the end of 

grade 1 in the areas of articulation, language, voice, and 

fluency.

• Notify parents if the student fails the screener.



24Speech-Language Therapy Scholarship

• If a student fails the screener, the school district, at its 

discretion, may perform a comprehensive speech-language 

evaluation.

• If the parent chooses to get an outside evaluation by a qualified 

professional, the district must consider the evaluation for 

purposes of determining eligibility.

• Parents may opt out of the screening if they choose. 



25Screening - General

• Parental permission must be obtained before individual 

students are screened, unless the district has a policy stating 

otherwise. 

• Children who fail a hearing screening, or cannot be conditioned, 

must be referred to a professional to obtain a formal hearing 

evaluation before assessments are administered.

• With parental permission, preschoolers who are identified 

through Child Find may be screened before the MET meeting to 

gather information. 



26Definitions of Language



27Documenting Referrals



28Red Flags for Reading and Speech-Language Disorders



29Standardized Test Selection



30Definition of Current Data



31Child Find and Eligibility

• Fourteen calendar days from verbal or written referral to MET meeting

• Written Notice of Invitation to Committee Meeting to parents, and child if 
applicable

• Committee members:

• Parent and/or student

• General education teacher

• Special education teacher

• Agency representative

• Speech-Language Pathologist

• Anyone else with knowledge of and interest in the child



32Child Find and Eligibility

• The MET must consider all documentation presented and 

decide if a comprehensive evaluation is warranted. 

• Prior Written Notice (PWN) is given within seven days to 

document the MET decision.

• Prior to an initial evaluation, the district must obtain informed 

parental consent.



33Part C to Part B Transition

• Children who are transitioning from Part C to Part B are entitled to an 
evaluation by the Local Education Agency (LEA).

• The Multidisciplinary Evaluation Team (MET) should meet to initiate 
the evaluation process.

• Once informed parental consent is obtained, the LEA has up to 60 
days to evaluate and up to 30 days to write the child’s IEP, if 
applicable. However, the IEP must be in place by the child’s third 
birthday regardless of timelines. 

• If the IEP is written before the child’s third birthday, the 
implementation date is the child’s birthday. 



34Part C to Part B Transition

First Steps 
(Part C) 
notifies 

LEA

LEA 
requests 

files

First Steps 
(Part C) 

invites LEA 
and HS/CC to 

Transition 
Conference

Transition 
Conference

Must occur at least 
90 days before child 

turns 3

LEA (Part B) 
evaluates 

child & 
determines 

eligibility

LEA (Part B) 
writes 

child’s IEP

LEA 
Provides a 

Free 
Appropriate 

Public 
Education 

(FAPE)

60 
days

30 
days

27 months               33 months                                                                                36 months



35Request and Referral Process

1. Prior Written 
Notice of Refusal 
with an 
Explanation     

2. Procedural 
Safeguards

1. Prior Written 
Notice of Referral 
for Evaluation                 

2. Informed 
Parental Consent

3. Procedural 
Safeguards14 

Days
7 

Days

MET
Meeting

Oral or 
Written 

Request for
Evaluation       



36Assessment Report Components

• You should make recommendations based on findings, such as 

classroom accommodations and/or suggestions for parents and 

teachers.

• SLPs may also document a diagnosis language and articulation 

disorders in the assessment report.

• Do NOT include a statement of eligibility.

• The MET will reconvene, analyze all data collected, and come 

to an eligibility decision as a team.



37Summary Statement Example

“According to test results and all data collected, Julie has an 

articulation disorder that causes her to have difficulty making 

letter/sound associations when reading and spelling. Her speech 

is difficult to understand, especially to unfamiliar listeners, 

causing her to be unable to fully participate in classroom 

discussions with her teachers and peers.” 



38Evaluation and Eligibility

Parent 
Consents to 
Evaluation

60 
Days

Evaluation 
Report 

Completed

14 
Days

Eligibility 
Meeting



Eligibility Determinations



40Eligibility Categories under IDEA

1. Autism (AU)

2. Deaf-Blind (DB)

3. Developmentally Delayed 

(DD)

4. Emotional Disability (EmD)

5. Hearing Impairment (HI)

6. Language/Speech 

Impairment (L/S)

7. Intellectual Disability (ID)

8. Multiple Disabilities (MD)

9. Orthopedic Impairment (OI)

10. Other Health Impairment 
(OHI)

11. Specific Learning Disability 
(SLD)

12. Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)

13. Visually Impaired (VI)



41Eligibility Determination

Eligibility categories 

that do not require L/S-

Language as a 

secondary eligibility 

are listed here. The 

IEP team may decide, 

based on all data 

collected, whether the 

student needs 

language therapy as a 

related service.

• AU

• HI

• DD (Communication)

• TBI

• SLD – Oral Expression

• SLD – Listening 
Comprehension



42Eligibility Determination

Under 34 C.F.R. § 300.8, a 

child must meet a two-prong 

test to be considered a child 

with a disability: 

(1) have one of the specified 

impairments (disabilities); AND

(2) because of the impairment, 

need special education and 

related services. 



43IDEA Definition of Related Services

IDEA specifies that the child receives needed related services in 
his or her IEP. This appears at § 300.320(a)(4) and stipulates that 
each child’s IEP must contain:

(4) A statement of the special education and related 
services and supplementary 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 to enable the child—

• (i) To advance appropriately toward attaining the annual goals;



44IDEA Definition of Related Services

• (ii) To be involved in and make progress in the general education 
curriculum in accordance with paragraph (a)(1) of this section, and to 
participate in extracurricular and other nonacademic activities; and

• (iii) To be educated and participate with other children with 
disabilities and nondisabled children in the activities described in this 
section … [§ 300.320(a)(4)]

IDEA’s definition of related services should guide how a child’s 
IEP team considers what related services the child needs and the 
detail with which the team specifies them in the IEP.



45Educational Impact

Adverse educational impact is evident when a student’s disability 

negatively impacts his/her:

• Involvement and advancement in the general education 

program (academic impact);

• Education and participation with other students without 

disabilities (social/behavioral impact);

• Participation in extracurricular and other non-academic activities 

(vocational impact);



46Non-Academic Adverse Effect



47Educational Benefit

• Under the IDEA, Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) is 

defined as an educational program that is individualized to a specific 

child, designed to meet that child's unique needs, provides access to 

the general curriculum, meets the grade-level standards established 

by the State, and from which the child receives educational benefit.

• Since the statute is silent as to what constitutes educational benefit, 

the standard is defined in Federal regulations and by ongoing case 

law. Most courts in addressing the issue have found that in order to 

show a FAPE is being provided, the child must make some 

educational progress. 



48Educational Benefit

IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act) of 2004 

gave us conceptual refinements: 

• having high expectations for all children,

• ensuring access to the general education curriculum and standards 

in the general classroom, to the maximum extent possible,

• preparing children with disabilities to lead productive and 

independent adult lives, and

• providing effective transition services to promote successful post-

school employment or education.



49Educational Benefit

• In Board of Education v. Rowley (1982), the U. S. Supreme Court ruled 

that IDEA does not require states to develop IEPs that "maximize the 

potential of handicapped children."

• Another important ruling established by a case called Walczak v. Florida 

Union Free School District (1998) asserts that children are not entitled to 

the best education that money can buy; they are only entitled to an 

appropriate education.

• Did the district comply with procedural requirements in developing the IEP?

• Is the district’s IEP “reasonably calculated to confer educational benefit?”



50

• The 2017 decision by the Supreme Court 

ruled that the progress the child receives be 

meaningful or more than de minimis.

• Even if a general education setting is not 

appropriate for a child, his educational 

program must be “reasonably calculated 

and appropriately ambitious in light of his 

circumstances.”

Educational Benefit and Endrew F. v. Douglas County



51Educational Benefit

It is critical that we analyze what we are doing over time for 
individual children to truly measure educational benefit. 

• It is not just a snapshot at the time of a single IEP meeting. 

• Analyze what assessments/present levels say about needs, 
what goals, supports & services were agreed to in response to 
identified needs, was the IEP implemented, and did the student 
make progress or gain educational benefit.

• True analysis looks back through years or the span of time 
between triennials.



52Measuring Educational Benefit

• Curriculum-based measures – brief, frequent assessments that 

measure progress toward annual goals

• Progress toward annual IEP goals for three consecutive years; 

did goals change over time to show progression?

• Progress monitoring data

• Therapy log



53Educational Benefit Review Process

1. Is the assessment complete and does it identify the student’s 
needs? 

2. Does the present level of performance include all of the needs 
identified in the assessment, including behavioral and English 
learner?

3. Are all of the student’s educational needs addressed by 
appropriate goals and objectives?

4. Do the services support the goals and objectives, including English 
learners, where appropriate?

5. Did the student make yearly progress inclusive of grades and 
standardized test scores? 



54Educational Benefit Review Process

6. If the student did not make progress, were the goals and 
objectives changed in the next IEP to assist the student to make 
progress? 

7. If the student did not make progress, were the services changed in 
the next IEP to assist the student to make progress? 

8. Were sufficient services provided to ensure that the student would 
make progress? 

9. For overall compliance, considering the answers to each of the 
above, was the IEP reasonably calculated to result in educational 
benefit?



55Educational Benefit: Yes or No?

F. Evans v. Rhinebeck Central School District

• 15-year-old diagnosed with dyslexia was assessed and found to 
have a high I.Q., anxiety and poor self-image. 

• After his IEP was in place, Frank failed every major academic 
subject of his seventh grade year and performed poorly on 
educational achievement tests, despite accommodations and 
modifications provided.

• The special education teacher who provided “intensive one-on-one 
instruction eight times a week” had no specialized training in 
dyslexia.

• Frank’s parents placed him in a private school that specialized in 
dyslexia and requested reimbursement from the school district. 



56IEP Documentation of Educational Benefit

Possible areas for documentation:

• PLAAFP

• Annual Goals

• Special Considerations

• Transition (if applicable)

• Least Restrictive Environment



Language-Speech Dismissal 
Procedure and Criteria



58Language-Speech Dismissal Procedure

• Reevaluation procedures must be followed to dismiss a child from 

L/S, whether it is the primary disability or a related service.

• The IEP Committee may decide, based on current performance, 

assessment data, and IEP progress data, that formal assessment is 

not needed.

• The IEP Committee must accommodate a parental request for a 

formal evaluation.

• Reevaluation is not required for dismissal if the student is graduating 

or has exceeded the age limit for FAPE (20) under State law.



59Dismissal Criteria

Students should be dismissed from L/S therapy when one of the 

following criteria is met:

• they no longer have a disability; and/or

• they no longer require L/S services due to their disability.



60Dismissal Criteria

The IEP Committee determines that L/S services are no longer 

warranted due to:

A. The student no longer meets eligibility criteria for L/S services 

when:

o He/she has mastered IEP goals/objectives.

o L/S skills are within normal limits.



61Dismissal Criteria

B. The student’s progress has plateaued and/or the student no 

longer benefits from L/S services.

o IEP shows lack of progress, and reevaluation data supports this.

o Lack of progress is due to:

• Limited ability to self-monitor communication

• Poor attendance

• Lack of motivation

• Limited potential for significant change.



62Dismissal Criteria

C. Communication skills no longer have an adverse impact on academic, 

social/behavioral, or vocational performance.

D. The student no longer requires L/S services due to their disability.

o Skills can be monitored and maintained in the student’s environment.

o Skills are being addressed by others in the student’s environment 

(i.e., special education teacher, general education teacher, parent, 

etc.).



63

Language-Speech 
Dismissal Form

This form is located in the 

Handbook for 

Speech-Language Pathologists’ 

in Mississippi Schools, page 102.



64What Can We Do?

• Increase recruitment/retention efforts.

• Identify needs and intervene through the Multi-Tiered System of Support 
process.

• Make eligibility decisions based on the two-pronged letter of the law:

• Does the child have a disability?

• Does the disability have educational impact?

• Educate administrators on the SLP scope of practice and workload vs. 
caseload approach.

• Dismiss students when the IEP Committee determines they are no 
longer receiving educational benefit from services.



65Increase Retention and Recruitment Efforts

• Join MSHA to support advocacy for the profession.

• Answering questions/addressing concerns

• Outreach to outside agencies, such as MS Department of Education 

and Institutes of Higher Learning

• Legislative measures

• Be a mentor for current graduate students.

• Mentor 216A therapists.

• Promote your profession at career fairs, etc.



66Intervene Through the MTSS Process

• Participate as a member of the Teacher Support Team in a 
consultative, collaborative, and/or support role as an expert in 
language development.

• Analyze universal screening data to help pinpoint student deficits, 
such as phonics vs. phonological awareness vs. fluency.

• Assist teachers in prescribing targeted interventions in deficit areas.

• Co-teach speech- and language-enhancing strategies in classrooms 
with L/S students.

• Model for classroom teachers, assistants, and/or parents how to 
target mild articulation deficits.



67Eligibility/Dismissal Decisions

• Differentiate between a language disorder and difference.

• Use dynamic assessment to help make decisions.

• Use the two-prongs of the law when making decisions.

• Document educational impact.

• Demonstrate educational benefit over time.



Caseload vs. Workload 
Approach



69

Caseload v. 
Workload



70Caseload Approach

• Nationally, the caseload approach is most widely used 

(American Speech-Language Hearing Association, 2014). 

• When implementing this approach, educational agencies merely 

assign a certain number of children to an SLP for services. The 

administration does not factor in the time needed for other work 

that is spelled out in the SLP's job description. 

• In 2010, an ASHA survey showed the vast majority (80%) of 

SLPs are assigned children using the caseload approach. 



71Workload Approach

• Jointly endorsed by The American Occupational Therapy 
Association (AOTA), American Physical Therapy Association 
(APTA), and ASHA (2014).

• Under this approach, educational agencies ensure SLPs have 
enough time in their workweek to complete all their workload 
duties as well as provide appropriate services and interventions.

• In order to achieve a reasonable workload, educational 
agencies first assign SLPs their workload duties, and then with 
the remaining time determine who will be placed on the SLPs' 
caseloads.



72Analyze This



73ASHA’s Position Statement of Workload

“The total workload activities required and performed by school-

based Speech-Language Pathologists (SLPs) must be taken into 

account to set caseload standards. A workload analysis approach 

to setting caseload standards is necessary to ensure that 

students receive the services they need, instead of the services 

SLPs have time to offer or services based on administrative 

convenience.



74ASHA’s Position Statement on Workload (continued)

"The following principles underlie this position:

1. Each student added to the caseload increases the time 

needed not only for direct and indirect services and evaluations, 

but also for mandated paperwork, multidisciplinary team 

conferences, parent and teacher contacts, and related 

responsibilities.



75ASHA’s Position Statement of Workload (continued)

"2. Caseloads must be of a size to allow SLPs to provide 

appropriate and effective intervention, conduct evaluations, 

collaborate with teachers and parents, implement best practices 

in school speech-language pathology, carry out related activities, 

and complete necessary paperwork and compliance tasks within 

working hours.



76ASHA’s Position Statement on Workload (continued)

"3. Education agencies must implement a workload analysis 

approach to setting caseload standards that allow SLPs to 

engage in the broad range of professional activities necessary to 

meet individual student needs.”



77

Caseload Calculator

How Does It Work?



78Direct Services to Students

• Screening

• Evaluate/reevaluate students

• Intervention through MTSS

• Direct intervention through a continuum of service delivery 

models to students with IEPs



79Indirect Services

• Meeting and planning with teachers

• Lesson planning

• Develop IEPs

• Program communication devices

• Documentation for individual students

• Observe students in the classroom

• Third party billing, if applicable
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Work Parameters

Considers:

• Total contract days

• Hours in a workday

• Sick days

• Personal leave

• Other days away (e.g. jury 
duty, inclement weather)
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Standard 
Deductions

Include minutes per week for:
Lunch
Workload analysis
School duties
Staff meetings
Supervision activities
Transitions between 
students/settings
Travel between buildings/jobsites
Prep and delivery of RtI activities
Other standard deductions
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Planning

Include minutes per week for:
Designing work for students
Progress monitoring
Conferencing and team 
planning
Collaborative planning
Ongoing professional 
development
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Workload Duties

Include minutes per 4-week period:
Assessments
Secondary transition service 
planning
Conferences/meetings
Documentation for individual 
students
Third party billing requirements
Screenings
Other workload duties
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Services and 
Interventions

Include minutes per 4-week period:
Direct student services

Evaluate/reevaluate students
Provide direct intervention through 
a continuum of service delivery 
models

Indirect student services
Develop IEPs/IFSPs
Program communication devices
Attend teacher/service provider 
meetings
Observe students in the classroom
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Services and 
Interventions

Include minutes per 4-week period:
Direct student services

Evaluate/reevaluate students
Provide direct intervention through 
a continuum of service delivery 
models

Indirect student services
Develop IEPs/IFSPs
Program communication devices
Attend teacher/service provider 
meetings
Observe students in the classroom
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Weighted Caseload 
Calculations

• 1.6 weight to school-aged children 
who fall in the categories of 
Multiple Disabilities, Hearing 
Impairment, Orthopedic Handicap, 
Autism, Other Health Impairment.

• 1.6 weight to all preschoolers.
• Weight of 1 for all other categories
• For this example, classify 

Developmental Delays as preschool. Actual caseload

for this example

was 52 students.
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Weekly Workload 
Summary



88

Monthly Workload 
Summary



89

Yearly Workload 
Summary
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Workload Approach

Pros and Cons
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Limitations of a Utilizing a Workload Approach 

Funding 

• There might be reluctance on the part of administrators to 

conduct a workload analysis that can potentially highlight the 

need for more funding and/or additional SLPs. 

• Workload analyses might expose inadequate staffing issues 

when budgets are so restricted that districts are unlikely to be 

able to fund additional positions. 
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Limitations of a Utilizing a Workload Approach 

Resistance to change 

• Administrators might not appreciate the full range of responsibilities 
of the SLP that would necessitate an alternative approach like 
workload. 

• Administrators may prefer a traditional model of teacher/student 
ratios. 

• There may be resistance to specific models of service delivery; for 
example, some general education staff and principals might voice 
concern about the 3:1 model in which the SLP has a week to "do 
paperwork and not see students." 
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Benefits of a Utilizing a Workload Approach

• School districts have reported that reasonable workloads 
increase retention and recruitment of SLPs.   

• The ability to provide a Free Appropriate Public Education 
(FAPE) is strengthened within the workload framework, as it 
identifies and accommodates the wide range of both direct and 
indirect services necessary to support students with IEPs. 

• A workload approach provides support for the SLP to deliver 
services using a wide range of dynamic service delivery options 
to support students and respond to their changing needs (Cirrin, 
et al., 2010).



94
Benefits of a Utilizing a Workload Approach 

• Workload scheduling supports collaboration and consultation 

efforts, which allows for extended support of speech-language 

and academic goals by all team members. 

• Workload scheduling facilitates individualization of services, 

thus providing the proper amount of services driven by the 

student's ever changing individual needs.

• Fewer services are cancelled due to meetings, 

supervision/trainings, etc. 
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Benefits of Utilizing a Workload Approach

• Each child added to an SLP caseload may add up to 10 meetings 
and 52 forms (ASHA, 2002) which results in less time for direct 
intervention and collaboration with teachers and families. 

• It is easier for districts to recruit and retain qualified SLPs and 
audiologists when caseloads and associated workload 
responsibilities are manageable.

• Increased IDEA funding to states and local districts could be used to 
offset the costs associated with improved caseload/workload as 
could Medicaid payments for services provided by ASHA-certified 
SLPs and audiologists.
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Benefits of Utilizing a Workload Approach

• To help children with speech, language and hearing disorders 

achieve academic success, Speech-Language Pathologists and 

Audiologists providing services need manageable caseloads.

• High caseloads mean that children receive less service and 

progress more slowly.

• Reducing caseload and associated workload requirements 

enables SLPs to provide quality services.
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98Resources

• Handbook for Speech Pathologists in MS 

• MDE Procedures Manuals 

• Teacher Questionnaire for Nonacademic Impact 

• Educational Benefit review, page 28 

• ASHA Workload Calculator

• ASHA Workload Analysis Implementation Guide

https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/Offices/MDE/OAE/OSE/Info-and-Publications/Handbook_speech_lang_path.pdf
https://www.mdek12.org/OSE/PP
https://www.thespeechstop.com/doc/articulation/Teacher%20Questionnaire_Nonacademic%20Adverse%20Effect.pdf
https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/documents/vol-ii-final-draft-8-29-15-b_v12_20160708142156_280765.pdf
https://www.asha.org/slp/schools/workload-calculator/
https://www.asha.org/slp/schools/implementation-guide/
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