SERC’s IEP Rubric: A Summary
The Overview
Connecticut’s State Education Resource Center (SERC) has developed an Individualized Education Program (IEP)
Rubric that measures the quality of IEP development for students with disabilities. The IEP Rubric defines fourteen
indicators needed for quality IEP development. The rubric is designed to be analyzed holistically as well as in the
four categories and their individual indicators. The rubric is constructed on the premise that all students are
entitled to the general education curriculum within the least restrictive environment, and therefore the design of
an IEP is focused on student outcomes based in the general education curriculum. Supports operate on a
continuum specifically targeted to meet the unique needs of a student. The purpose of the rubric is provide
educators and families a means to assess the quality of an IEP by shifting the IEP from a mere list of legal or
compliance tasks to an instructional tool that can be used to guide teams of people in how to support a student in
achieving the same general education standards as nondisabled peers.

The Training of Scorers
Using this tool with fidelity requires scorers to be trained. The training provides scorers with a working knowledge
of the content of the rubric and the technical knowledge to use the instrument with reliability. One and a half days
of training are required to support the fidelity and reliability of the use of the rubric. The training sessions include
a process for calibration of scorers that estimates their inter‐rater reliability as a means to check for fidelity.

The Estimated Reliability and Validity of the Rubric
In 2012‐2013, SERC conducted a study to estimate the reliability and validity of the rubric. Twenty‐three SERC
Consultants, trained scorers of the rubric, used the rubric to score two different IEPs. Using interclass correlation,
the results indicated a reasonable inter‐rater reliability with average measures of .859 and .934. Further analysis
was conducted to determine any differences in scoring between those who had experience writing IEPs and those
who did not have experience. The results seem to indicate no significant difference using an independent two‐
tailed t‐test.
The rubric was examined for concurrent and content validity. During the concurrent validity, the scores using the
SERC IEP Rubric were compared to scores using an IEP rubric developed by Hunt, Goetz, and Anderson (1986). The
results demonstrated moderate correlation between the two rubrics. The content validity was examined using a
method called the Table of Specifications from the work of Lawshe (1975) and Newman (2013). Scorers were
asked to assess each of the indicators for the connections with the major content themes that supported the
development of the rubric. The estimated validity was above the acceptable range using the Content Validity Ratio
(Lawshe, 1975).
Limitations within the study prevent the results from being generalized at this time. There was a limited amount
and scope of the data collected, using only the scores from trained SERC Consultants. Further study would be
needed in the area of both inter‐rater reliability and content validity before these results can be generalized to
other settings or use.
For further information on the rubric, training for scorers, or the study on the estimated reliability and validity,
please feel free to contact Kimberly Mearman, Ph.D., Assistant Director for Program Development &
Research/Program Evaluation, SERC, (860) 632‐1485, ext. 289 or at mearman@ctserc.org, or visit www.ctserc.org.
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