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December 7, 2017 
 


Questions and Answers (Q&A) on U. S. Supreme Court Case Decision 


Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District Re-1 


 


On March 22, 2017 the U.S. Supreme Court (sometimes referred to as Court) issued a unanimous 


opinion in Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District Re-1, 137 S. Ct. 988. In that case, the 


Court interpreted the scope of the free appropriate public education (FAPE) requirements in the 


Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The Court overturned the Tenth Circuit’s 


decision that Endrew, a child with autism, was only entitled to an educational program that was 


calculated to provide “merely more than de minimis” educational benefit. In rejecting the Tenth 


Circuit’s reasoning, the Supreme Court determined that, “[t]o meet its substantive obligation 


under the IDEA, a school must offer an IEP [individualized education program] that is 


reasonably calculated to enable a child to make progress appropriate in light of the child’s 


circumstances.” The Court additionally emphasized the requirement that “every child should 


have the chance to meet challenging objectives.” 


The Endrew F. decision is important because it informs our efforts to improve academic 


outcomes for children with disabilities. To this end, the U.S. Department of Education 


(Department) is providing parents and other stakeholders information on the issues addressed in 


Endrew F. and the impact of the Court’s decision on the implementation of the IDEA. Because 


the decision in Endrew F. clarified the scope of the IDEA’s FAPE requirements, the Department’s 


Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) is interested in receiving 


comments from families, teachers, administrators, and other stakeholders to assist us in 


identifying implementation questions and best practices. If you are interested in commenting on 


this document or have additional questions, please send them to OSERS by email at 


 Endrew F@ed. gov. 
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The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparedness for global competiveness by 


fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access. 
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 


 
OVERVIEW 


 


1. What were the facts surrounding the Endrew F. decision? 


Endrew, a child with autism, attended public school from kindergarten through fourth grade. In 


April of 2010, Endrew’s parents rejected the 5
th 


grade individualized education program (IEP) 
proposed by the Douglas County School District. Endrew’s parents believed the proposed IEP 
was basically the same as the previous IEPs under which their child’s academic and functional 
progress had stalled. Endrew’s parents subsequently withdrew him from public school and 


placed him in a private school that specialized in the education of children with autism. Endrew’s 


behavior in the private school setting improved significantly; his academic goals were 


strengthened and he thrived. This case arose because Endrew’s parents were unable to obtain 


tuition reimbursement for the cost of the private school placement. 


Endrew’s parents sought reimbursement for the private school tuition payments at a due process 


hearing, and subsequently sought judicial review of the hearing decision in the U.S. District 


Court for the District of Colorado after the hearing officer did not grant the relief they were 


seeking. The District Court affirmed the hearing officer’s decision, and they appealed to the U.S. 


Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit. In these proceedings, Endrew’s parents argued that the 


IEP proposed by the public school was mostly unchanged from his previous IEPs, under which 


he made “minimal progress.” The Tenth Circuit rejected the parents’ arguments and concluded 


that Endrew had received FAPE through the district’s IEPs because they were calculated to 


provide educational benefit that is merely more than de minimis (i.e., more than trivial or minor 


educational benefit). Endrew’s parents then appealed the case to the U.S. Supreme Court. The 


Court overturned the Tenth Circuit’s decision. 
 


2. What is the crucial issue that was addressed in the Endrew F. decision? 


Endrew F. clarified the substantive standard for determining whether a child’s IEP – the 


centerpiece of each child’s entitlement to FAPE under the IDEA – is sufficient to confer 


educational benefit on a child with a disability. 
 


3. What was the Supreme Court’s final decision in Endrew F.? 


The Court held that to meet its substantive obligation under the IDEA, a school must offer an IEP 


reasonably calculated to enable a child to make progress appropriate in light of the child’s 


circumstances. In clarifying the standard, the Court rejected the “merely more than de minimis” 


(i.e. more than trivial) standard applied by the Tenth Circuit. In determining the scope of FAPE, 


the Court reinforced the requirement that “every child should have the chance to meet 


challenging objectives.”
1


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 


1 
137 S.Ct. at 1000. 
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CLARIFICATION OF IDEA’s FAPE REQUIREMENT 
 


4. How is FAPE defined in the IDEA? 


Under the IDEA, FAPE is a statutory term.
2 


It is defined to include special education and related 


services that 


(1) are provided at public expense, under public supervision and direction, and without charge; 


(2) meet the standards of the State educational agency (SEA), including IDEA Part B 


requirements; 


(3) include an appropriate preschool, elementary school, or secondary school education in the 


State involved; and 


(4) are provided in conformity with an IEP that meets the requirements of 34 CFR §§300.320 


through 300.324. 


Further, each child with a disability is entitled to receive FAPE in the least restrictive 


environment (LRE).
3


 


5. Prior to Endrew F., what did the Court say about the substantive standard for FAPE? 


Prior to Endrew F., courts relied on the landmark case Board of Education of Hendrick-Hudson 


Central School District v. Rowley. 458 U.S. 176 (1982) (“Rowley”). In Rowley, the Court held 


that Amy Rowley, a child with a disability involved in the case, would receive FAPE if her IEP 


was “reasonably calculated to enable the child to achieve educational benefits.” In Rowley, the 


Court did not establish any one test for determining educational benefit provided to all children 


covered by the IDEA. The Court did, however, discuss what appropriate progress would be for a 


child with a disability who was performing above average in the general education classroom 


with the supports included in her IEP. In Rowley, the Court emphasized that an IEP had to be 


reasonably calculated to enable the child to achieve passing marks and advance from grade to 


grade. 
 


6. What does “de minimis” mean and why did the Tenth Circuit Court apply the 


“de minimis” standard in the Endrew F. case? 


“De minimis” is a Latin term which means too trivial or minor to consider. Because the Supreme 


Court in Rowley did not establish one particular test for educational benefit, lower courts 


(Federal District Courts and Circuit Courts) disagreed over how to determine educational benefit 


and applied different substantive standards. For example, prior to Endrew F., six U.S. Court of 


Appeals Circuit Courts applied a “merely more than de minimis” standard when considering 


educational benefit. One of those courts was the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit, 


where Endrew and his parents lived. Therefore, initially the court applied the “de minimis” 


standard to Endrew’s case. This meant that in order to meet its FAPE obligations, the school 


district only had to show that the child’s IEP was designed to provide a child with a disability 


more than trivial or minor educational benefit. 
 


 


 
 


2 
20 U.S.C. 1401(9) and 34 CFR §300.17. 


3 
20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(5) and 34 CFR §§300.114-300.117 
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137 S.Ct. at 999. 
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7. How did Endrew F. clarify the standard for determining FAPE and educational benefit? 


With the decision in Endrew, F., the Court clarified that for all students, including those 


performing at grade level and those unable to perform at grade level, a school must offer an IEP 


that is “reasonably calculated to enable a child to make progress appropriate in light of the 


child’s circumstances.” This standard is different from, and more demanding than, the “merely 


more than de minimis” test applied by the Tenth Circuit. As the Court stated, “[t]he goals may 


differ, but every child should have the chance to meet challenging objectives.” 
4


 


8. Does the standard in Endrew F. apply prospectively to IDEA cases? 


Yes. The Supreme Court decisively rejected the “merely more than de minimis” standard used by 


the Tenth and other Circuits; therefore that standard is no longer considered good law. The Court 


explained, “[a] student offered an educational program providing merely more than de minimis 


progress from year to year can hardly be said to have been offered an education at all…The 


IDEA demands more.” Now, as a result of Endrew F., each child’s educational program must be 


appropriately ambitious in light of his or her circumstances, and every child should have the 


chance to meet challenging objectives. 
 


9. Does the standard in Endrew F. only apply to situations similar to the facts presented in 


Endrew F.? 


No. The standard that the Court announced in Endrew F. clarifies the scope of the FAPE 


requirements in the IDEA and, as such, applies to the provision of FAPE to any IDEA-eligible 


child with a disability, as defined by the law. The standard in Endrew F. applies regardless of the 


child’s disability, the age of the child, or the child’s current placement. 


 
CONSIDERATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 


 


10. What does “reasonably calculated” mean? 


The “reasonably calculated” standard recognizes that developing an appropriate IEP requires a 


prospective judgment by the IEP Team. Generally, this means that school personnel will make 


decisions that are informed by their own expertise, the progress of the child, the child’s potential 


for growth, and the views of the child’s parents. IEP Team members should consider how special 


education and related services, if any, have been provided to the child in the past, including the 


effectiveness of specific instructional strategies and supports and services with the student. In 


determining whether an IEP is reasonably calculated to enable a child to make progress, the IEP 


Team should consider the child’s previous rate of academic growth, whether the child is on track 


to achieve or exceed grade-level proficiency, any behaviors interfering with the child’s progress, 


and additional information and input provided by the child’s parents. As stated by the Court, 


“any review of an IEP must consider whether the IEP is reasonably calculated to ensure such 


progress, not whether it would be considered ideal.”
5
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11. What does “progress appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances” mean? 


The essential function of an IEP is to provide meaningful opportunities for appropriate academic 


and functional advancement, and to enable the child to make progress. The expectations of 


progress in the IEP must be appropriate in light of the child’s unique circumstances. This reflects 


the focus on the individualized needs of the particular child that is at the core of the IDEA. It also 


reflects States’ responsibility to offer instruction “specially designed” to meet a child’s unique 


needs through an IEP.
6
 


While the Court did not specifically define “in light of the child’s circumstances,” the decision 


emphasized the individualized decision-making required in the IEP process and the need to 


ensure that every child should have the chance to meet challenging objectives. The IDEA’s focus 


on the individual needs of each child with a disability is an essential consideration for IEP 


Teams. Individualized decision-making is particularly important when writing annual goals and 


other IEP content because “the IEP must aim to enable the child to make progress.”
7 


For 


example, the Court stated that the IEP Team, which must include the child’s parents
8 


as Team 


members, must give “careful consideration to the child’s present levels of achievement, 


disability, and potential for growth.” 
 


12. How can an IEP Team ensure that every child has the chance to meet challenging 


objectives? 


The IEP must include annual goals that aim to improve educational results and functional 


performance for each child with a disability. This inherently includes a meaningful opportunity 


for the child to meet challenging objectives. Each child with a disability must be offered an IEP 


that is designed to provide access to instructional strategies and curricula aligned to both 


challenging State academic content standards and ambitious goals, based on the unique 


circumstances of that child. The IEP must be developed in a way that ensures that children with 


disabilities have the chance to meet challenging objectives, as reflected in the child’s IEP goals. 


Each child’s IEP must include, among other information, an accurate statement of the child's 


present levels of academic achievement and functional performance and measurable annual 


goals, including academic and functional goals.
9 


This information must include how the child's 


disability affects the child's involvement and progress in the general education curriculum. 


How IEP Team members evaluate and assess this information, as well as the establishment of the 


child’s IEP goals, will each contribute to ensuring the child has access to challenging objectives. 


The IEP Team’s effectiveness in gathering and interpreting this information will ensure that, in 


establishing IEP goals, the child has the opportunity to meet challenging objectives. As the Court 
 


 


 
 


6 
137 S.Ct. at 999. 


7 
137 S.Ct. at 999. 


8 
The term “parent” means a biological or adoptive parent of a child; a foster parent, unless State law, regulations, or 


contractual obligations with a State or local entity prohibit a foster parent from acting as a parent; a guardian 


generally authorized to act as the child's parent, or authorized to make educational decisions for the child (but not 


the State if the child is a ward of the State); an individual acting in the place of a biological or adoptive parent 


(including a grandparent, stepparent, or other relative) with whom the child lives, or an individual who is legally 


responsible for the child's welfare; or a surrogate parent who has been appointed in accordance with 34 CFR 
§300.519. 34 CFR §300.30. 


9 
20 U.S.C. 1414(d)(1)(A)(i)(I)-(IV) and 34 CFR §300.320(a)(1)–(4). 
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stated in Endrew F., “the IEP must aim to enable the child to make progress.”
10 


Determining an 


appropriate and challenging level of progress is an individualized determination that is unique to 


each child. When making this determination, each child’s IEP Team must consider the child’s 


present levels of performance and other factors such as the child’s previous rate of progress and 


any information provided by the child’s parents. 
 


13. How can IEP Teams determine if IEP annual goals are appropriately ambitious? 


As the Court stated, “advancement from grade to grade is appropriately ambitious for most 
children in the regular classroom;” however, the Court also noted that while these “goals may 
differ…every child should have the chance to meet challenging objectives.”


11 In order to make 
FAPE available to each eligible child with a disability, the child’s IEP must be designed to enable 


the child to be involved in, and make progress in, the general education curriculum.
12 


The term 


“general education curriculum” is “the same curriculum as for nondisabled children.”
13 


We have 
previously clarified that the phrase “the same curriculum as for nondisabled children” is the 
curriculum that is based on a State’s academic content standards. This alignment, however, must 
guide, and not replace, the individualized decision-making required in the IEP process. This 
decision-making continues to “require careful consideration of the child’s present levels of 


achievement, disability, and potential for growth” as discussed in question #11.
14


 


14. How can IEP Teams implement the Endrew F. standard for children with the most 


significant cognitive disabilities? 


The Department recognizes that there is a small number of children—those with the most 


significant cognitive disabilities—whose performance can be measured against alternate 


academic achievement standards.
15 


Alternate academic achievement standards also must be 


aligned with the State’s grade-level content standards. 


Therefore, annual IEP goals for children with the most significant cognitive disabilities should be 


appropriately ambitious, based on the State’s content standards, and “reasonably calculated to 


enable the child to make progress appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances.” 
 


15. What actions should IEP Teams take if a child is not making progress at the level the 


IEP Team expected? 


An IEP is not a guarantee of a specific educational or functional result for a child with a 


disability. However, the IDEA does provide for revisiting the IEP if the expected progress is not 


occurring. This is particularly important because of the Court’s decision in Endrew F., which 


clarifies that the standard for determining whether an IEP is sufficient to provide FAPE is 


whether the child is offered an IEP reasonably calculated to enable the child to make progress 


that is appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances. At least once a year, IEP Teams must 


review the child's IEP to determine whether the annual goals for the child are being achieved. 
 
 


 


10 
137 S.Ct. at 999. 


11 
137 S.Ct. at 1000. 


12 
20 U.S.C. 1414(d)(1)(A) and 34 CFR §300.320(a). 


13 
20 U.S.C. 20 U.S.C. 1414(d)(1)(A)(i)(I)(aa) and 34 CFR §300.320(a)(1)(i). 


14 
137 S.Ct. at 999. 


15 
See section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), and Section 200.6(c) of the 


Department’s regulations for Title I Part A of the ESEA. 
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The IEP Team also may meet periodically throughout the course of the school year, if 


circumstances warrant it. For example, if a child is not making expected progress toward his or 


her annual goals, the IEP Team must revise, as appropriate, the IEP to address the lack of 


progress.
16 


Although the public agency is responsible for determining when it is necessary to 


conduct an IEP Team meeting, the parents of a child with a disability have the right to request an 


IEP Team meeting at any time. If a child is not making progress at the level the IEP Team 


expected, despite receiving all the services and supports identified in the IEP, the IEP Team must 


meet to review and revise the IEP if necessary, to ensure the child is receiving appropriate 


interventions, special education and related services and supplementary aids and services, and to 


ensure the IEP’s goals are individualized and ambitious. 


Public agencies may find it useful to examine current practices for engaging and communicating 


with parents throughout the school year as IEP goals are evaluated and the IEP Team determines 


whether the child is making progress toward IEP goals. IEP Teams should use the periodic 


progress reporting required at 34 CFR §300.320(a)(3)(ii) to inform parents of their child’s 


progress. Parents and other IEP Team members should collaborate and partner to track progress 


appropriate to the child’s circumstances. 
 


16. Must IEPs address the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports? 


Where necessary to provide FAPE, IEPs must include consideration of behavioral needs in the 


development, review, and revision of IEPs.
17 


IEP Teams must consider and, if necessary to 
provide FAPE, include appropriate behavioral goals and objectives and other appropriate 
services and supports in the IEPs of children whose behavior impedes their own learning or the 


learning of their peers. 
18


 


17. How does the Endrew F. decision impact placement decisions? 


Consistent with the decision in Endrew F., the Department continues to recognize that it is 


essential to make individualized determinations about what constitutes appropriate instruction 


and services for each child with a disability and the placement in which that instruction and those 


services can be provided to the child. There is no “one-size-fits-all” approach to educating 


children with disabilities. Rather, placement decisions must be individualized and made 


consistent with a child’s IEP. 
19 


We note that placement in regular classes may not be the least 


restrictive placement for every child with a disability. The IDEA Part B regulations specify that 


each public agency must ensure that a continuum of alternative placements (including instruction 


in regular classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction, placement in private 


schools, and instruction in hospitals and institutions) is available to meet the needs of children 


with disabilities for special education and related services.
20


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 


16 
20 U.S.C. 1412(d)(4)(A). 


17 
20 U.S.C. 1414(d)(3)(B)(i) and 34 CFR §300.324(a)(2)(i) and (b)(2). 


18 
20 U.S.C. 1414(d)(1)(A)(i)(I)-(IV) and 34 CFR §300.320(a)(4). 


19 
20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(5) 


20 
20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(5) 
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18. Is there anything IEP Teams should do differently as a result of the Endrew F. decision? 


The Court in Endrew F. held that to meet its substantive obligation under the IDEA, a school 


must offer an IEP reasonably calculated to enable a child to make progress appropriate in light of 


the child’s circumstances and expressly rejected the merely more than de minimis, or trivial 


progress standard. Although the Court did not determine any one test for determining what 


appropriate progress would look like for every child, IEP Teams must implement policies, 


procedures, and practices relating to 


(1) identifying present levels of academic achievement and functional performance; 


(2) the setting of measurable annual goals, including academic and functional goals; and 


(3) how a child’s progress toward meeting annual goals will be measured and reported, so 


that the Endrew F. standard is met for each individual child with a disability. 


Separately, IEP Teams and other school personnel should be able to demonstrate that, consistent 


with the provisions in the child’s IEP, they are providing special education and related services 


and supplementary aids and services; making program modifications; providing supports for 


school personnel; and allowing for appropriate accommodations that are reasonably calculated to 


enable a child to make progress appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances and enable the 


child to have the chance to meet challenging objectives. 
 


19. Is there anything SEAs should do differently as a result of the Endrew F. decision? 


SEAs should review policies, procedures, and practices to provide support and appropriate 


guidance to school districts and IEP Teams to ensure that IEP goals are appropriately ambitious 


and that all children have the opportunity to meet challenging objectives. States can help ensure 


that every child with a disability has an IEP that enables the child to be involved in and make 


progress in the general education curriculum and is appropriately ambitious in light of the child’s 


circumstances.
21 


While many States and school districts are already meeting the standard 


established in Endrew F., this is an opportunity to work together to ensure that we are holding all 


children with disabilities to high standards and providing access to challenging academic content 


and achievement standards. 
 


20. Has the Endrew F. decision affected parents’ due process rights under the IDEA? 


No. Parents can continue to use the IDEA Part B mediation and due process procedures if they 


disagree with IEP Team determinations about the special education and related services that are 


appropriate and necessary for their child to receive FAPE.
22 


As reflected in Endrew F., the IDEA 


provides a mechanism whereby parents may opt to place their child in a private school setting in 


circumstances where they believe FAPE has been denied. If a court or hearing officer determines 


that a school failed to make FAPE available in a timely manner prior to enrollment in a private 


school setting, that the private placement is appropriate, and that the parents provided notice to 


the school district, parents may recover the costs of the private placement.
23 


Nothing in 


Endrew F. changes or amends these procedural due process rights. 
 


 
 


 


21 
20 USC §1414(d)(1)(A)(i)(IV); 137 S.Ct. at 1000. 


22 
34 CFR §§300.506-300.516 


23 
34 CFR §300.148(c). 
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1    Annual IEP Goal Rubric – April 2022 
 


Annual IEP Goal Compliance Rubric  
 
The purpose of this chart is to assist in clarifying what elements MUST be present for annual IEP goals to meet compliance standards. This chart is 
not intended to provide examples for all of the best practice annual IEP goal elements that could be included, but rather it provides a few basic 
examples that do and do not meet compliance standards. 
 
 


 
200.810  A statement of measurable annual goals, including academic and functional goals: The IEP includes goals that:   


200.810.a Demonstrate consistency with the present level of academic and functional performance 
200.810.b** Are written in terms that are: 


200.810.b.(1) Specific to a particular skill or behavior to be achieved,  
200.810.b.(2) Measurable, 
200.810.b.(3) Attainable (can reasonably be accomplished within the duration of the IEP),  
200.810.b.(4) Results oriented, and 
200.810.b.(5) Time-bound (generally happen within one (1) year) 


200.810.c Enable the child to be involved in the general education curriculum, as appropriate (for preschool 
children, participation in appropriate activities) 
200.810.d Address the child’s other educational needs resulting from her/his disability. 
200.810.e Are present for each special education and related service (N/A for transportation as a related service). 
200.810.f For children taking alternate assessments, description of benchmarks or short-term objectives aligned to 
alternate achievement standards. This information may be shown under goals or in the Present Level of Academic 
Achievement and Functional Performance 
 
**For discussion purposes, indicator 200.810 is broken down by each of the parts to an annual goal. Please note 200.810 b (SMART 
goal format) is addressed in a separate SMART goal rubric. Please refer to this rubric for specific information regarding the compliance 
requirements for 200.810b. 
 
 
 
 



https://dese.mo.gov/media/file/smart-goal-rubric-word-updated-5312022
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Requirement and 


Descriptors Focus Out of Compliance In Compliance 


200.810.a Demonstrate 
consistency with the 
present level of academic 
and functional 
performance (PLAAFP) 
 


• Continuation of the 
“Golden Thread”. Goals 
address specific skills or 
behaviors noted in the 
PLAAFP as a disability 
related need of the 
child based on their 
unique circumstances 
and individualized 
needs 


  


● Goals address skills or behaviors that 
are not identified in the PLAAFP  


● Goal address areas of need that are 
not identified in PLAAFP 


 
Example: 
1. A goal addressing decoding is present 


but decoding skills (nor any other 
related basic reading skill) is not 
addressed in the PLAAFP 


2. A goal addressing off task behaviors is 
present but there is nothing in the 
PLAAFP that speaks to concerns in the 
area of attention to task or off task 
behavior. 
 


● Goals address skills or behaviors that are identified in the 
PLAAFP 


● Goals address areas of need that are identified in the PLAAFP 


 
Example: 


1. A goal addressing decoding is present and the PLAAFP 
details specific areas of concern and contains information 
related to the student’s current functioning with decoding 
skills.  


2. A goal addressing off task behavior is present and the 
PLAAFP details concerns and contains information related 
to the student’s current functioning in the area of off task 
behavior or attention to task. 


Does your goal contain the following element? YES NO 


Evidence that the IEP goals address disability related 
needs stated in the PLAAFP 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


200.810.b (1-5) Refer to the SMART goal rubric.   



https://dese.mo.gov/media/file/smart-goal-rubric-word-updated-5312022
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Requirement and 
Descriptors 


Focus 
 


200.810.c Enable the child 
to be involved in the 
general education 
curriculum as appropriate, 
(for preschool children 
participation in 
appropriate activities) 
 


● The annual IEP goals should focus on skills or behaviors that are relevant to making progress in and being involved in the general 
education curriculum.  


● Annual IEP goals should be aligned to the State standards for the grade in which the child is enrolled (MO Learning Standards or 
Essential Elements) 


● Annual IEP goals align with the concerns noted in the PLAAFP’s impact statement (Description of how the student’s disability affects 
their progress and involvement in the general education curriculum) 


● Endrew F: Each child with a disability must be offered an IEP that is designed to provide access to instructional strategies and curricula 
aligned to both challenging State academic content standards and ambitious goals, based on the unique circumstances of that child. 
 


Does your goal contain the following element? YES NO 


Evidence that the team aligned IEP goals to skills or 
behaviors the student needs to be involved in and make 
progress in the general education curriculum. 
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Requirement and 
Descriptors Focus Out of Compliance In Compliance 


200.810.d Addresses the 
child’s other 
educational needs 
resulting from her/his 
disability. 
 
 


● Goals should address academic and 
functional needs that are a result of the 
unique disability related needs 
 


● IEP goals only address disability related 
academic needs of the child when 
evaluation report and PLAAFP indicate 
the student has disability related 
functional needs that should be 
addressed by the IEP team 


● Example: 
The evaluation report and the PLAAFP of 
a student who is intellectually disabled 
indicates significant skill deficits in the 
area of adaptive behavior, yet the IEP 
does not contain goals to address 
identified  adaptive behavior needs.  


● IEP goals address both disability related 
academic and functional needs  


● Example: 
The evaluation report and the PLAAFP of 
a student who is intellectually disabled 
indicates significant skill deficits in the 
area of adaptive behavior, and the IEP 
contains goals to address identified  
adaptive behavior needs as well as 
academic needs.  
 


Does your goal contain the following element? YES NO 


Evidence that the IEP goals address the child’s unique 
educational needs resulting from his/her disability. 
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Requirement and 
Descriptors Focus Out of Compliance In Compliance 


200.810.e Are present 
for each special 
education and related 
service (N/A for 
transportation as a 
related service). 
 
 


● To ensure that the district is providing 
FAPE, each goal should have at least one 
corresponding special education or related 
service. 


● Related services require at least one goal, 
if instruction is provided directly to the 
student. 


● An unfamiliar reviewer should be able to 
tell which services are addressed through 
which goals  


● A special education service (specially 
designed instruction) is listed in the IEP 
but there is not a corresponding goal.  


● A related service is listed in the IEP but 
there is not a goal for the related service 
listed in the IEP (only applicable in 
situations in which the related service 
provides direct instruction is provide to 
the student) 


 
Example: 


● The IEP indicates the student is 
receiving services (specially designed 
instruction)  in social skills but there 
are no social skills goals in the IEP. 


● The IEP indicates the student is 
receiving physical therapy as a 
related service, but the IEP does not 
contain any goals to be implemented 
during physical therapy.  


 


● A special education service (specially 
designed instruction) is listed in the 
IEP and there is at least one 
corresponding goal.  


● A related service is listed in the IEP 
and there is at least one goal for the 
related service in the IEP (only 
applicable in situations in which the 
related service provides direct 
instruction is provide to the student) 


Example:  
● The IEP indicates the student is 


receiving services (specially designed 
instruction) in social skills and the IEP 
contains one or more goals 
addressing social skills. 


● The IEP indicates the student is 
receiving physical therapy as a 
related service and the IEP contains 
one or more goals to be 
implemented during physical 
therapy. 


Does your goal contain the following element? YES NO 


Evidence that the IEP contains goals for each special 
education and related service listed in the IEP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  







6    Annual IEP Goal Rubric – April 2022 
 


 


Requirement and 
Descriptors Focus Out of Compliance In Compliance 


200.810.f For children 
taking alternate 
assessments, 
description of 
benchmarks or short-
term objectives aligned 
to alternate 
achievement standards. 
This information may 
be shown under goals 
or in the Present Level 
of Academic 
Achievement and 
Functional Performance 
 


 


● For student’s taking the MAP A, 
short-term objectives or benchmarks 
are required for all goals (including 
related service goals) 


● Student’s who are instructed  and 
assessed on alternate achievement 
standards are students with 
significant cognitive impairments. 
They typically make smaller 
increments of progress therefore 
benchmarks or objectives allow 
teams to see the progress more 
clearly.  


● The short-term objectives and 
benchmarks may be placed under 
the goals or in the PLAAFP.  


● The IEP of a student who is taking 
the MAP A does not contain short-
term objectives or benchmarks for 
the annual goals listed in the IEP.  


 
● The IEP of a student who is taking 


the MAP A contains goals for a 
related service but those goals do 
not contain short-term objectives or 
benchmarks.  
 


 
Example: 
Benchmarks or short-term objectives are not 
present for any of the goals listed in an IEP for 
a student who is taking the MAP -A. 
 
Benchmarks or short-term objectives are 
present for all goals except related service 
goals in an IEP for a student who is taking the 
MAP-A. 


● The IEP of a student who is taking the 
MAP A does not contain short-term 
objectives or benchmarks for the 
annual goals listed in the IEP 


 
● The IEP of a student who is taking the 


MAP A contains goals for a related 
service but those goals do not 
contain short-term objectives or 
benchmarks.  
 
 


Example: 


Benchmarks or short-term objectives are not 
present for any of the goals listed in an IEP for 
a student who is taking the MAP -A. 
 
Benchmarks or short-term objectives are 
present for all goals except related service 
goals in an IEP for a student who is taking the 
MAP-A. 


Does your Goal contain the following element? YES NO 


Evidence that all of the annual IEP goals contained in an 
IEP for a student who will be assessed using the MAP -A 
contain benchmarks or short-term objectives.  
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Determine Examples


Type of data to be
collected
● What are we


measuring?
● Tools to use?


Number of times, reduced time frame,
correct number, etc.


Existing, contrived, observation,
Progress Monitoring Resource


Where data will be
collected


Gen Ed Classroom, Special Ed
Classroom, Unstructured Setting (i.e.,
playground, hallway, lunch)


How often to collect
data


Weekly, Monthly, Bi-Monthly, Bi-Weekly
How often is enough to document
progress or lack thereof? AND ensure
the frequency meets the requirement
within the IEP goal.


Who will collect data SpEd Teacher, Para, Gen Ed Teacher,
Others


When to review Weekly, Monthly, Certain number of data
points,
How often to determine a need for
instructional change?















Can these be used to monitor IEP goal progress?
Yes, No, Maybe


Data Tool Yes, No, Maybe


Daily behavior checklist


Annual statewide achievement
exam


Unit quizzes from grade level
curriculum


Grade level screener
administered 1-3x per year


Published CBM probes
administered weekly


Familiar or Unfamiliar Read







Can these be used to monitor IEP goal progress?
Yes, No, Maybe


Answer Key


Data Tool Yes, No, Maybe


Daily behavior checklist Maybe - if it includes
the targets


Annual statewide achievement
exam


No - not sensitive or
brief


Unit quizzes from grade level
curriculum


Maybe - if enough
items measure the
target and is frequent
enough (hard to
control the content)


Grade level screener
administered 1-3x per year


No - not frequent and
unlikely sensitive
enough


Published CBM probes
administered weekly


Maybe - if it includes
targets and is used
frequently


Familiar or Unfamiliar Read Maybe - if target is
recorded, is frequent,
and is controlled text
at the appropriate
instructional reading
level
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