
 
Operations Work Group  

Thursday, March 24, 2011 
Via Polycom 

Meeting Notes 
In attendance:  Janell Brandhorst, Dee Gethmann, Tim Glenn, David Happe,  

Kiersten Hensley, John Lee, Kirby Leland, Lisa Lohman, Michelle Tressel and Amy Williamson,  
 

Item Notes 
 
1. Data Entry of Attending Building for Non-Public Schools 
Brief Background:  One of the AEAs made the Center aware that there are some 
differences between AEAs how services in non-public accredited schools are recorded 
in IMS.   
 
The AEAs were surveyed on their current practices. Please refer to the attached 
spreadsheet for responses to the following questions: 

Question 1 about Agnes Arena:  
 In both images for this question, notice the student's Attending 

District and Attending Building. On the Services screen in IMS, 
would you enter the attending building as East Overshoe High 
School or Mother Teresa of Calcutta Catholic School? 

 (Optional) I wish to make the following comments about data entry 
of services for students who attend in non-public, accredited 
schools. 

 
One person’s answer exceeded the 255 character limit in Excel so I did a bit of 
formatting.  That still didn’t allow the entire answer to display.  So, cell C14 is continued 
in cell C83. 
 
Action Requested:  Dialogue 
 

 
 Summary of the survey completed by the data entry 

personnel: 
o There is no uniform practice of the entering of 

these data into IMS. 
o The reasons for the differences in practice vary. 
o There is a misunderstanding about the role that 

attending building plays in the Count. 
 The OWG discussed that the answer to the practice 

will depend on: 
o What do we want the dataset to be telling us? 
o Do we want the IEP communication to parents to 

be different than the dataset? 
 Some services must be offered in non-public schools.  

In some cases, the district has the option of where the 
child will be served. 

 In the rewrite, every service will have a delivery 
building – the building where the child receives the 
service.  

 The Operations Work Group recommended: 
o AEAs continue to enter data as they currently are 

doing, knowing that, when the new rewrite is 
released, differences will no longer be an issue. 

o Data entry personnel are reminded that attending 
district and building are not used to determine 
which districts receive funding from the Child 
Count. 

 

1 

javascript:%20%7blv().sort(4)%7d
javascript:%20%7blv().sort(4)%7d
javascript:%20%7blv().sort(4)%7d


 
 
2. Services 
Brief Background:  As a result of developing some outputs for IBSSS, the Center 
became aware that some differences exist in how some AEAs enter services in IMS, 
especially for Consultation and when Time/Frequency is not entered in the IEP 
numerically. 
 
The AEAs were surveyed on their current practices. Please refer to the responses to 
the following questions in the attached spreadsheet: 

Question 2 about Marcus Mayhem:  
 When a service such as Consultation does NOT appear on the 

IMS Data Summary but is mentioned in the text on Page F, do you 
enter that service in IMS? 

 (Optional) I wish to make the following comments about data entry 
of services when the Service is not listed on the IMS Data 
Summary but is mentioned in some text on Page F: 

 
Question 3 about Sammy Sosa:  

 When a CO service appears on both the IMS Data Summary and 
Page F, do you enter that service in IMS? 

 (Optional) I wish to make the following comments about the data 
entry of a CO service when it appears in both the IMS Data 
Summary and Page F: 

 
Question 4 about Zoe Zebra:  

 When the Time/Frequency of a service is listed as "Upon Request" 
or some other similar phrase, do you enter that service in IM 

 (Optional) I wish to make the following comments about entering a 
service when the Time/Frequency is not listed numerically (e.g. 
395 min/day): 

 
Action Requested:  Dialogue 
 

 
 CO Consultation is a service that appears in the list of 

Support Services Codes for web IEP, web IFSP and 
IMS that went into effect on July 1, 2010.  Refer to 
www.iowaidea.org; Section: IMS; Subsection: 
Resources, Miscellaneous. 

 There is confusion around: the word “consultation” in 
a description on Page F, someone who uses the code 
of CO as a support service and/or if a goal is 
“connected”” to the person who provides a CO 
service. 

 This issue relates to the changes that will be made to 
page F to sort services, activities and supports.  When 
service providers are trained, this will no longer be an 
issue. 

 The answers to the survey question may not give a 
true picture of the current state of the practice.  The 
questions lead to interpretation among the AEAs.  In 
other words, the answers may be different if the 
questions had been worded differently. 

 There is a difference between a service that will be 
delivered but the frequency isn’t identified specifically 
and a service that is available.  It is possible that 
consumers are using “Upon Request” in both 
situations. 

 This is probably an issue in both the IEP and IMS 
worlds. 

 We need to have some clarifying information from the 
web IEP perspective.  Kiersten and David will develop 
this information, from the IEP perspective.   

 At the next OWG meeting, there will be a discussion 
on how to proceed with the data entry personnel. 
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3. ESYS 
Brief Background:  At the current time, there is a screen in IMS called Extended School 
Year.  See attached for an image of that screen. In the new system, all child data will 
come via IEP or IFSP.  The Center requests that consideration be given so that data 
currently entered via the ESYS screen is: 

 incorporated into the IEP if not already being captured 
OR 

 eliminated.  
If this is feasible, then the IMS ESYS screen will not be written into the new 
application. 

 
Action Requested:  Dialogue 
 

 
 There is a template for Extended School Year but it is 

not an additional form. 
 Since child specific data will be coming into the data 

system through the IEP or IFSP, this screen doesn’t fit 
into the architecture of the new system. 

 One way to resolve this would be to print the goal 
pages and the Score reporting worksheet, if the ESYS 
checkbox is checked. 

 Kirby will ask the web IEP administrators to check with 
their special education directors and the IMS staff 
about the proposed resolution. 

 
4. Weighting a Child in Early ACCESS 
Brief Background:  A few months ago, during a discussion at one of our meetings, it 
came to light that even though it is “legal” to weight a child under the age of three, IMS, 
IEP and web IEP (for children younger than 2 years 9 months) are set up for this 
situation.  What are the implications for the IFSP, IMS and IEP applications?   
 
On a related note, what codes for Recommended Program can be used for children 
birth through 2?  See attached screen shot of all the possible codes. 
 
Action Requested: Dialogue 
 

 
 Dee explained the requirements for weighting a child 

who is under the age of 3. 
 Per the October 2010 Count, statewide there were 89 

children under the age of 3 who were weighted. 
 Children under 3 can receive specially designed 

instruction as part of the IFSP.   
 IEP components do not satisfy the rules for an IFSP. 
 There is nothing in the new system that would prevent 

a child from having both an IEP and an IFSP. 
 Next Steps: 

o This topic will be carried to the next meeting.  
Between now and then, everyone is encouraged 
to look at this issue from his/her perspective. 

o John will send Kirby and Michelle the names of 
the 89 students.  Michelle and Kirby will pick 
samples of children in two categories and review 
the data in the IEP (if applicable), IMS, and IFSP; 

 Children ages 2 years, 9 months and 
older as of Count. 

 Children younger than 2 years, 9 months 
as of Count. 

o We will need to think about the timing of any 
changes.  Do they need to occur now or can 
changes be built into the new system to be 
released on July 1, 2013? 
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5. Page F Input Screens 
Note:  This item was added after the agenda was distributed. 
 
 

 
 The proposed output was reviewed and comments 

were favorable. 
 The LRE needs to print in the IEP for parents to see. 
 At a future meeting, we will talk about: 

o Shall future services allowed to be entered? 
o How would future services be calculated? 

 

Date Time Location 
Thursday, April 28 9:30 AM – 

12:00 PM 
Via Polycom; Reserved: 

 AEA 15’s CODIAN reserved 
 Heartland AEA, Room 8. Polycom # 54858 has been reserved for your use. 

 

Thursday, May 26 9:30 AM – 
12:00 PM 

Changed to in-person 
AEA 11 in Johnston 
Room 14 
 

Thursday, June 23 9:30 AM – 
12:00 PM 

Via Polycom; Reserved: 
 AEA 15’s CODIAN reserved 
 Heartland AEA, Room 15. Polycom # 54858 has been reserved for your use. 

 

 
 
 
Information 

1. Dates of Upcoming Meetings 

 
 


