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Linking Leadership & Learning School Administrators of Iowa  

REPORT
Leadership for Learning

“Treat people as if

they were what they

ought to be and you

help them to become

what they are capable

of being.”

– Goethe

Superintendent of the Year Glenn Pelecky, chief administrator of Mississippi
Bend AEA, was selected by a committee of his peers September 18. He shares
a sampling of his thoughts on education and leadership below. 

SAI also congratulates the following individuals who deserve thanks and recognition
for their contributions to education in Iowa: finalists Lane Plugge, Iowa City; and
John Robbins, Iowa Falls and Alden; and district nominees Steven Clark, East
Union; Tom Downs, Southeast Polk; Lynn Evans, Hartley-Melvin-Sanborn; Mike
Harter, East Greene; Todd Lettow, Hampton-Dumont; Robert Newsum, Mormon

Trail; and Larry Williams, Sioux City. Special thanks to selection committee members John
Chalstrom, Cherokee; Steve Lane, CAL; Dwight Pierson, Clear Lake; Karen Stinson, Van Buren;
and Mark Wittmer, Pella.

Dr. Pelecky shares a few insights on education and leadership
What books would you recommend as must-reads?
“Out of the Crisis” - W. Edwards Deming
“Good to Great” - Jim Collins
“Longitudes and Attitudes” - Thomas Friedman

What legacy do you wish to leave? What do you hope people will say about 
you as a leader?
The legacy I want to leave is that I have made a difference in the personal and professional 
lives of people. They would say that our relationship has been mutually supportive, that I 
brought out the best in them and provided the support and encouragement for them to reach 
goals they didn’t think possible on a personal and/or professional level.

What are the three most important responsibilities of a superintendent?
The three most important responsibilities of a superintendent are not independent of each 
other; one is not more nor less important than any of the others:
take care of the kids
take care of your staff
take care of your family and yourself.

AEA 9 Chief  is  Selected
Superintendent  of  the Year

Glenn Pelecky
AEA 9

Call for SAI Vice President Nominations
Any active SAI member who is an elementary administrator (generally
defined as having primary supervisory responsibilities for any combination
of grades K-8) and wishes to run for SAI vice president for 2008-09 is
encouraged to apply. 

The position of vice president is rotated annually among secondary, ele-
mentary and general administrators. The elected vice president begins a four-year commit-
ment as a member of the SAI Executive Committee and moves through the chairs. The
Executive Committee typically meets monthly on a Wednesday.

Please communicate your interest in running for the position to SAI Executive Director
Dan Smith by Nov. 1. Then, complete the nomination information requested at www.sai-
iowa.org/vpapp.html and return to the SAI office by Nov. 30, 2007.

http://www.sai-iowa.org/vpapp.html
http://www.sai-iowa.org/vpapp.html
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CEO Disease

Our annual conference opening keynote address was presented by Richard Boyatzis. In that
address Richard talked about resonant leadership which is also the title of his most recent book
(which he co-authored with Annie McKee).

Boyatzis believes that contemporary organizations require a new and different kind of leadership.
Resonant leadership. Such leadership moves people; it is exciting and gets results. Resonant leaders
are emotionally intelligent and they are mindful. They face the uncertainty of today’s world with hope
and they face difficulties and challenges with empathy and compassion for the people they lead and
those they serve.

He contrasts resonant leadership with what he calls dissonant leadership. He states that every resonant
leader has difficulty sustaining effectiveness over time. Boyatzis believes that while leadership is
exciting, it is also stressful. And it is lonely. Leadership is the exercise of power and influence – and
power creates distance between people.

This distance can create “CEO Disease.”

Boyatzis states: “People simply do not treat those in power the same way that they treat others. They
tend to be cautious and somewhat self-protective, even to the point of not sharing complete (or even
accurate) information. And people tend to think leaders are omnipotent. As a leader, you will likely
notice that people seem to hold back, or become very careful, or they act as if they do not care about
your feelings. Somehow the power that goes along with leadership causes people to believe that the
leader is somehow “above it all,” and does not feel things as keenly as the rest of the staff. Merely
because you hold the leader’s role, some people come to actively dislike you. Or idolize you. In either
case, real connection and real relationships are very hard to find and keep. All too often this translates
into cautiousness or callousness – and very little straight talk.” (page 50)

My first exposure to CEO Disease came when I assumed my first administrative job as a high school
principal in a small school in western Iowa in the late ’70s. A teacher with whom I exercised every
morning used (and misused) thoughts that I shared with him on what was happening in the high
school. I suspect that most administrators can recall a point in their careers when they realized that
they could not have “normal” relationships with the people in their school.

The bigger leadership issue, however, is how to foster relationships and establish procedures that result
in the leader getting accurate information about what is truly happening in our schools. The leader
always needs to be wary of information being slanted because of the positional power inherent in
being the leader.

Boyatzis, in an earlier book titled Primal Leadership, states that an antidote to CEO Disease is for the
leader to cultivate social awareness. Included in social awareness are empathy (sensing others’ emo-
tions, understanding their perspective, and taking an active interest in their concerns); organizational
awareness (reading current events, decision networks, and politics at the organizational level); and
service (recognizing and meeting follower, client and customer needs). (page 30)

As educational leaders we are always susceptible to CEO Disease. It is easy and alluring to surround
ourselves with people who provide only positive feedback. Or to overreact to criticism from individu-
als who dislike us for the decisions that our positions require us to make.

The goal is to establish networks and procedures to increase the likelihood that the leader will get
“true” information, so that decisions are based on what is actually happening in our schools.

The goal for leaders is to be “resonant.” 
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At the September 12 meeting, the SAI
Executive Committee and Rep. Council:
l reviewed feedback on the Annual Conference
with a large majority of respondents ranking it
excellent to above average.
l heard about planned leadership development
opportunities, the Iowa Leadership Academy
launch, and mentoring and induction.
l received a first draft of the SAI Legislative
Platform.
l gained information on each of the national asso-
ciations; of special note were meetings with Iowa’s
Congressmen.
l participated in a learning together segment focus-
ing on Michael Fullan’s article “Change the terms
for teacher learning.”

Student Leadership Training
The Iowa Association of Student
Councils would like to invite
everyone to their 25th annual
Iowa Student Leadership

Conference which will take place Monday, October
29, 2007, at ISU. This is one of the most outstand-
ing one-day leadership training opportunities in the
nation. Sessions will feature nationally recognized
speakers and programs. This year’s state project,
Punch Out Poverty, will be announced. State officer
selections will take place on Sunday evening.
Information for these and all IASC programs can
be found on the association’s new Web site:
www.iowastudentcouncils.org. Contact Kelly
Neiber, executive director, at kaneiber@aol.com for
further information. 

MetLife-NASSP Breakthrough Schools
Project
The MetLife Foundation and the National
Association of Secondary School Principals are
seeking high-achieving middle level and high
schools whose best practices and outstanding
results can inform other schools in their school
improvement efforts. Selected schools must have at
least 40 percent of students eligible for free and
reduced-price meals.

Each Breakthrough School will receive a $5,000
grant and be featured in the association’s monthly
magazine, Principal Leadership. Principals of
Breakthrough Schools will participate in dissemina-
tion efforts at the NASSP Annual Convention and
other venues.

Nomination deadline is Oct. 12, 2007, and forms
are available at www.principals.org/breakthrough.

Question from September:
Are you satisfied with your 
district’s current start date?

This month’s question: 
Do you have (or are you 
planning to create) an aca-
demic hall of fame?

Go to www.sai-iowa.org
to provide your answer.

* This is an unscientific survey of volun-
teer participants and is not a valid sta-
tistical sample.

Give us your feedback*

Room Blocks for Nationals
AASA
National Conference 
Feb. 14-17 
Tampa
All hotel reservations for the con-
ference are being made online.
Follow these directions to make
your reservation at

http://reg.itsmeetings.com/its/0802aastpa/begin.asp
Click on “attendee” from the hotel reservation
page and register with general housing (dead-
line Jan. 14, 2008).

NAESP
Convention
April 4-8 
Nashville
Register online for NAESP housing at the
Gaylord Opryland Hotel & Resort -
www.naesp.org

NASSP
Convention
Feb. 22-24 
San Antonio

Register for hotel rooms online at
www.nasspconvention.org. Deadline is Jan.
18, 2008.

UpcomingUpcoming
EventsEvents
October
24 - Fall Legal Lab
“Student/Staff Speech
Rights,” SAI Office, Clive 

29 - Implementing a Quality
K-12 School Counseling
Program, Hilton Garden Inn,
Johnston 

November
19 - Mentor/Mentee
Statewide Meeting,
Sheraton West Des Moines

Find registration information and
learn about future offerings at 
www.sai-iowa.org/events.html

Yes, we’ve arrived a a date that works for our community.
No, we’d prefer to start the school year earlier.
No, we’d prefer to start the school year later.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

http://www.nasspconvention.org/
http://www.naesp.org
http://reg.itsmeetings.com/its/0802aastpa/begin.asp
http://www.sai-iowa.org
http://www.principals.org/breakthrough
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Before getting into the (hopefully) educational portion of the column, I would like to thank all of
those administrators out there who have shared their great heartache over Notre Dame’s 0-4
start, which is likely 0-5 by the time you read this column. NOT. I can only hope you show

more compassion when your students are facing difficult times. Don’t worry, I will get the last laugh
when Notre Dame wins the national championship in 2009-10. You heard it here first. 

Onto another topic, which is even more complex than figuring out why Notre Dame’s five offen-
sive linemen are unable to protect the quarterback when there is only a three-man rush: disability and
special education law. Consider the following question from an e-mail I recently received:
“Can we ‘legally’ identify courses . . . ‘Special Education’ . . . in our course name that appears on
transcripts? Example: We have ‘World History’ for gen ed students, [and] ‘World History Sp’ for pull
out special education students.”

While my recollection was that such annotation on a transcript was unauthorized, more research
was in order. During that research, I found a July 2006, letter from the United States Department of
Education’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR) to the Director of Special Education for the California
Department of Education. This letter not only provided guidance that effectively answered the above
e-mail question (the answer is NO), but provided additional valuable information concerning report
cards and transcripts for special education students, under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), as well as students with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (504)
plans. Noting with my keen intellect that every district has students with disabilities, I thought to
myself: “Self, this would be a good topic for next month’s column.” And here we are. 

Before getting into the questions, I should pass on a couple of assumptions the OCR made in draft-
ing its answers: 1) report cards are made available to the student and the student’s parent(s) and
guardian(s), not to postsecondary institutions, potential employers, and others outside the local educa-
tional agency (LEA or local school district); and, 2) a student’s transcript is used to inform individu-
als and entities other than the student and the student’s parent(s)/guardian(s), such as postsecondary
institutions and prospective employers, of a student’s credentials and achievements.

In addition to the above assumptions, the OCR further noted that Section 504 and Title II of The
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 prohibit recipients and public entities from treating persons
differently on the basis of disability in the provision of aid, benefits, or services. However, recipients
and public entities may provide a different aid, benefit, or service to persons with disabilities where
necessary to provide an aid, benefit, or service that is as effective as that provided to others. 

With the aforesaid assumptions and points of note as a backdrop, let’s get into the questions and
answers, as excerpted from the OCR’s letter. [Cut me a little slack on the use of lawyerly language.
Attorneys have to use terminology such as “aforesaid,” “heretofore,” or “to include, but not limited
to” every once in awhile to appear smarter than we really are. First-year law students are drilled on
such terminology until the aforementioned use thereof is second nature.] 

1. Can a standards-based report card, or any report card issued for a child with a disability
by a local educational agency, identify special education or other related services or
resources being provided for the student? For example, can the report card provide a box to
be checked if the student is receiving speech/language services, is in a resource program or
special day class, or makes reference to an IEP?
. . .Given that report cards are provided to parents to indicate their child’s progress or level of
achievement in specific classes, course content, or curriculum, it would be permissible under Section
504 and Title II for a report card to indicate that a student is receiving special education or related
services, to the extent that this information is given as a way of informing parents about their child’s
progress or level of achievement in specific classes, course content, or curriculum, consistent with the
underlying purpose of a report card.

However, . . .the mere designation [on a report card] that a student has an IEP or is receiving a
related service, without any meaningful explanation of the student’s progress, such as a grade or other
evaluative standard established by an LEA and/or SEA, would be inconsistent with IDEA’s periodic
reporting requirements, as well as with Section 504 and Title II. Under Section 504 and Title II, the
LEA must provide students with disabilities report cards that are as meaningful as the report cards
provided to students without disabilities. 

[Remember, sharing report cards would have to fulfill the consent provisions under the Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). Generally speaking, or writing, unless one of the

by Matt Carver, Director of Legal Services

Report Cards, Transcripts and Disabled Students—
Sharing Progress vs. Breaching Confidentiality

This article is intended
only as a reference in
regard to the subject

matter covered. It is fur-
nished with the under-

standing that SAI is not
engaged in rendering
legal advice. If a legal 

opinion is desired, 
private legal counsel
should be consulted.
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exceptions under FERPA applies, disclosure to third parties requires the consent of a parent or
guardian, for students under the age of 18, or of the student herself when she reaches 18 years of
age.]

2. Can a report card assign grades for a child with a disability based on the student’s grade
level standards?
Yes. Assigning grades (i.e., achievement or “letter” grades) for a child with a disability based on the
student’s grade level (i.e., year-in-school) standards would not be inconsistent with Section 504 or
Title II. Generally, Section 504 and Title II would require that if an LEA assigns grades to nondis-
abled students participating in regular education classes using grade level standards to reflect progress
in the general education curriculum, then the LEA would also assign grades to disabled students par-
ticipating in regular education classes using grade level standards to reflect progress in the general
education curriculum. To the extent that a disabled student is not participating in such classes and is
being taught different course content or taught using a modified or alternate education curriculum for
a portion of the day, it would be up to the SEA and the LEA to establish standards to reflect progress
or level of achievement for this different course content or modified or alternate education curricu-
lum. The grades on a disabled student’s report card for classes with a different course content and
classes taught using a modified or alternate education curriculum would be based on these standards.

3. May a local educational agency distinguish between special education programs and
services and general curriculum classes on the report card of a student who has an IEP?
. . . [A]n LEA may distinguish between special education programs and services and general educa-
tion curriculum classes on the report card of a student who has an IEP if the course content or cur-
riculum in the special education programs or services is different from the course content or curricu-
lum contained in the general education curriculum classes. LEAs frequently distinguish between gen-
eral education curriculum classes and other types of programs and classes, such as advanced place-
ment, honors, or remedial classes. Making similar distinctions on report cards would be consistent
with the general requirements of Section 504 and Title II that individuals with disabilities not be
treated differently than individuals without disabilities. [If you do, then you can.]

4. May a local educational agency use asterisks or other symbols or coding on a report card
of a child with a disability to indicate that the student has had a modified curriculum in gen-
eral education?
As noted in the response to question #3 above, an LEA may, under certain circumstances, distinguish
on the report card between students in general education curriculum classes and those taught using a
modified or alternate curriculum. The use of asterisks, symbols, or other coding on a report card to
designate the use of a modified education curriculum generally would be allowable under those cir-
cumstances. [Note – this is concerning whether a school may annotate the use of a modified or alter-
nate curriculum, not annotate the provision of services or accommodations, as discussed at greater
length in Q.5 below.]

5. Can a student’s transcript indicate that the student has been enrolled in a special educa-
tion program, has received special education and/or related services, or has a disability?
No. As noted above, a student’s transcript generally is intended to inform postsecondary institutions
or prospective employers of a student’s academic credentials and achievements. Information that a
student has received special education or related services or has a disability does not constitute infor-
mation about the student’s academic achievements. Under Section 504 and Title II, recipients and
public entities may not provide different or separate aid, benefits, or services to individuals with dis-
abilities, or to any class of individuals with disabilities, unless such action is necessary to provide
those individuals with aid, benefits, or services that are as effective as those provided to others.
Notations that are used exclusively to identify programs for students with disabilities unnecessarily
provide these students with different educational benefits or services. In addition, identifying pro-
grams as being only for students with disabilities singles out students with disabilities with respect to
disclosure of disability and constitutes different treatment on the basis of disability. Therefore, it
would be a violation of Section 504 and Title II for a student’s transcript to indicate that a student has
received special education or a related service or that the student has a disability.

While a transcript may not disclose that a student has received special education or a related service
or has a disability, a transcript may indicate that a student took classes with a modified or alternate
education curriculum. This is consistent with the transcript’s purpose of informing postsecondary
institutions and prospective employers of a student’s academic achievements. Transcript notations
concerning enrollment in different classes, course content, or curriculum by students with disabilities
would be consistent with any similar transcript designation for classes, such as advanced placement,
honors, or remedial instruction, in which students without disabilities are enrolled, and thus would
not violate Section 504 or Title II. These notations about modified or alternate education curriculum 
- continued on page 8
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rates and what measures beyond tests can be
used to judge schools. The changes make it
impossible to estimate the effect on AYP,
which must addressed before implementation.

AASA believes that educators, who are clos-
est to the issues and have the greatest experi-
ence working with children, should drive the
solutions. Our country is strong and vibrant
because of our system of federalism and
because we have had a partnership among
local communities, states and the federal gov-
ernment. The last ESEA reauthorization badly
strained that partnership and new mandates
emanating from Washington aren’t likely to
relieve that strain.

Other assumptions in NCLB that have not
been fully corrected in the draft are
• That annual standardized tests will ensure
improvement in achievement;
• That one size fits all, and that there is no
need to make exceptions for geographically
isolated schools.
• That the best way to estimate achievement is
through a single standardized test; and
• That the best way to motivate professionals
to change their practices and policies is to
discredit public schools and focus shame and
punishment on teachers and administrators.

Another assumption that needs revision is
that accountability models should focus on the
information needs of federal and state policy
makers. No one on this or any other panel
would suggest that accountability should not
be a part of educational improvement. But,
AASA believes that the only way to get close
to the unattainable goal of 100 percent profi-
ciency is by focusing the accountability system
on the information needs of teachers, princi-
pals and school system leaders. We have only
the time and funding for one accountability
system. If you want to get close to the 100 per-
cent goal, put the information in the classroom,
instead of in Washington.

Accountability is more than student achieve-
ment and student achievement is more than a
test score. If America’s children are to have
any chance of success in a global market, they
will need to be proficient in more areas than
we can currently test. They need to be creative
and curious, have a sense of adventure and be
willing to challenge authority. Any system that
reduces those skills or implies that only
answering questions found in a bubble is a sys-
- continued on page 7

Good morning. My name is Paul Houston
and I am executive director of the
American Association of School

Administrators. We are the national association
for school system leaders and I am here repre-
senting the nearly 13,000 public school superin-
tendents who serve the nation’s children.

The reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act is always a cause for
hope among school administrators. In the past,
ESEA has focused on improving educational
outcomes for low-income students.

AASA had many issues with the provisions of
the last ESEA authorization. We felt so strongly
that we opposed the bill. Many of the concerns
we raised, sadly, proved prescient and we have
seen schools and educators struggle with those
provisions. During this cycle, we commend
congressional staff and members for the trans-
parency of the process and the professional
courtesy shown to AASA staff and members by
both majority and minority staff.

We are pleased with the modifications to the
Rural Educational Achievement Program in the
discussion draft. However, while the draft identi-
fies important issues that need to be addressed in
the reauthorization, such as multiple measures
and growth, it does not fully resolve those issues.
There is inconsistency between sections of Title
I. There is increased complexity and confusion
for AYP that make estimation of effects impossi-
ble. There are 14 new reports and analyses
required of local school districts. In addition,
there is conflict between IDEA and Title I,
inappropriate assessment of English language
learners and continuation of inappropriate
provisions for 5,000 small and rural school dis-
tricts.

We believe that problems exist in the discus-
sion draft because the flawed assumptions
underlying NCLB have not been adequately
reexamined. Where I grew up, we learned that
when you lean your ladder against the wrong
wall, you end up painting the wrong house.
Solutions based on wrong or inconsistent
assumptions are not solutions at all—they are
new problems.

What are some of these incorrect assumptions?
One is that answers to educational questions
should flow from Washington and from the
Department of Education. There is no relief from
the prescriptive nature of the current law. The
discussion draft adds new prescriptive federal
authority, such as how to calculate graduation

No Child Left Behind
AASA Views on the Discussion Draft of the
Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act
Hearing of the House Education and Labor Committee September 10, 2007
Testimony by Dr. Paul Houston, AASA executive director

“AASA believes
that educators, who

are closest to the
issues and have

the greatest 
experience 

working with 
children, should

drive the 
solutions”
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AASA commentary on NCLB, continued from page 6

tem that ultimately weakens America’s competitive position and undermines the potential success of
our children.

In conclusion, we are pleased with the direction, transparency and professional courtesy of the
process. However, we would be hard pressed to support the draft. We urge Congress to take the
time to get the assumptions right, make the bill internally consistent, eliminate the conflicts with
IDEA and accommodate the realities of rural schools.

Additional viewpoints and information on the Reauthorization of ESEA:
l Joint Statement on the Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act from the 
American Federation of Teachers
American Association of School Administrators
National Association of Elementary School Principals
National Association of Secondary School Principals
National Education Association
National School Boards Association
www.aasa.org/files/PDFs/PolicyESEAJointStatement051507.pdf

l Read NAESP President Mary Kay Sommers’ testimony at 
http://capwiz.com/naesp/issues/alert/?alertid=10322316&PROCESS=Take+Action

l Review NASSP Commentaries and Correspondence 
www.principals.org/s_nassp/sec_inside.asp?CID=971&DID=53793

The research has never been more defini-
tive: leadership makes a significant dif-
ference in how much and how well kids

learn. And because every child in Iowa deserves
quality leadership, the work continues to create
a cohesive leadership system that enables every
leader to perform this difficult work at high lev-
els.

Nearly 120 matches have been made for this
year’s Mentoring and Induction program.
Planning has already begun for the launch of the
second cohort of the Iowa Leadership
Academy’s Principal Center in June. Leaders all
across Iowa have begun their evaluator training
renewals. Four hundred superintendents and
other leaders from across Iowa attended a ses-
sion keynoted by Dr. Doug Reeves who very
clearly laid out the opportunities leaders have to
impact instruction. Planning is also underway
for the launch of a superintendents’ network
through the AEAs modeled after the one
Richard Elmore began in Connecticut and for
the third annual AEA Leaders Conference next
June.

A national Governance Symposium, organized
by the Iowa School Board Foundation attracted
300 educational leaders from across the country
to hear about the latest research in school gover-
nance. A three-year study specific to Iowa was
recently completed and the results of that will
be disseminated soon. Support for school board
presidents and vice-presidents to learn new
requirements in SF 277 about evaluating super-

intendents against the ISSL standards will com-
mence November 2 in collaboration with IASB
and the DE.

Interest in SAMs (School Administration
Managers) is exploding in Iowa. Preliminary
data about the positive impact of SAMs to free
up principals’ time to be instructional leaders is
emerging from the first district to pilot SAMs in
Iowa. Training for 10 new SAMs will occur in
October.

The Urban Education Network schools have
entered into a collaborative project to examine
how central office redesign might support prin-
cipals’ efforts to increase student achievement.
Potential professional development coming
from that initiative may include data coaching,
cultural competencies, fierce conversations and
resource allocation.

Members of the Iowa Council of Professors of
Educational Administration are engaging in con-
versations about opportunities for collaboration
with the SAI mentoring program, with AEAs
about specific programming for people aspiring
to AEA leadership, and with each other in com-
mon professional development opportunities.

There’s more, but the short story is that lead-
ers from across Iowa all the way from the local
district to the state board of education table are
committed to finding ways to support the real
heroes in Iowa’s schools who go to the wall for
kids every day. We’re getting closer to a cohe-
sive leadership system, yet much remains to be
done. Thank you for your support.

Progress on creating a cohesive leadership system in Iowa
by Troyce Fisher, director of the Wallace Leadership grant

“The research has

never been more

definitive: 

leadership makes a 

significant 

difference in how

much and how well

kids learn.”

http://www.principals.org/s_nassp/sec_inside.asp?CID=971&DID=53793
http://capwiz.com/naesp/issues/alert/?alertid=10322316&PROCESS=Take+Action
http://www.aasa.org/files/PDFs/PolicyESEAJointStatement051507.pdf
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Report Cards, Transcripts and Disabled Students
-continued from page 6

are permissible because they do not disclose that a student
has a disability, are not used exclusively to identify programs
for students with disabilities, and are consistent with the pur-
pose of a student transcript. 

[For example, it would be appropriate for a school to use a
different name for a course with a modified curriculum, such
as “Introductory American History I” and describe the modi-
fied curriculum (“This course covers the period from 1776-
1865.”). Whereas the unmodified course may be titled
“American History I” and cover the period from 1776-1945.
Note that an outside party would be unable to tell whether
“Introductory American History I” is taken by general edu-
cation students or students with a disability. Examples of
unauthorized course titles would include “Resource Math”
and “Special Education Math.”]

6. Can special notations, such as asterisks or other
symbols, be included on the transcript of a child with a
disability who receives accommodations in general edu-
cation classrooms or who has had a modified curricu-
lum in general education?
Consistent with the response to question #5, under Section
504 and Title II, a student’s transcript may, under certain cir-
cumstances, indicate that the student was taught using a mod-
ified curriculum in general education curriculum classes.
However, in general, it would be a violation of Section 504
and Title II for a student’s transcript to indicate that the stu-
dent has received accommodations in a general education
classroom since accommodations are generally understood to
include aids or adjustments that enable the student with a dis-
ability to learn and demonstrate what the student knows and
do not affect course content or curriculum.

7. Is the confidentiality standard different for a student’s
report card and a student’s transcript?
Section 504 and Title II do not contain specific confidentiali-
ty requirements in this context, but do prohibit different treat-
ment on the basis of disability, including with respect to the
inclusion on transcripts of information about disability.
Because report cards and transcripts have different purposes
and bestow different benefits, the analysis under Section 504
and Title II for each must be individually tailored. However,
please note that disclosures of student information are subject
to the consent requirements contained in the Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and the IDEA
that apply to public agencies in disclosing personally identifi-
able information in education records. The regulations state
with regard to disclosure to third parties, the same confiden-
tiality requirements apply both to a student report card and a
student transcript, since both are “education records” within
the meaning of FERPA and IDEA.

While the above excerpt from the OCR’s letter to Director of
Special Education for the California Department of Education
provides guidance as to what is allowed and not allowed, I
did not provide this information as a means to provide some
“cookie cutter” solution to how school districts throughout
Iowa should communicate the academic progress of special
education students and students with 504 plans. Instead, I
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hoped the above information would assist your AEA consult-
ants, teachers, IEP team members (when applicable), par-
ents/guardians, administrators, and school district legal coun-
sel (as needed), along with guidance from the Iowa
Department of Education, to tailor report cards and tran-
scripts in such a manner that those records would adequately
serve as a resource to inform students and parents/guardians
of progress, while not violating the privacy rights of students
with disabilities.

My thanks to Dee Ann Wilson, special education consultant
at Iowa Department of Education, for reviewing this column
and providing guidance. 

Until next month: “Go Cubs! This is the year!”
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