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Six Children, One Sentence: The Special
Factors a Generator Cannot Write
Heather Grizzle · November 10, 2026

Six deaf and hard of hearing children, six different needs, one AI-generated sentence. Why the
special factors are the section a generator cannot write.
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ABOUT THIS PIECE

This is the seventh part of NCG's AI x IEP series and the first of its second arc.
The first six parts followed one child, Nora, a composite Deaf nine-year-old,
from an IEP drafted by software to a due process hearing that turned on the ma‐

chine's draft.1 Part four's audit had found six AI-assisted IEPs at Pine Lake for
children who are deaf or hard of hearing, and in every one it could recover, the

special factors section had been generated and signed unchanged.2 This part
reads all six. It ends, as each part now does, with questions for governance re‐
view. Pine Lake, the six children, their families and their staff are fictional com‐
posites. The federal rules, the state rules and every figure drawn from the Natio‐
nal Deaf Education Data Index are real.
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KURZ GEFASST

Federal law singles out deaf and hard of hearing children by name. The IEP
team must consider each child's language and communication needs, oppor‐
tunities for direct communication with peers and professionals in the child's
language and mode, academic level, full range of needs, and opportunities
for direct instruction in the child's language and mode.

At fictional Pine Lake, six children with six different answers to those questi‐
ons got essentially one generated sentence. It promised an interpreter as
needed, including to a boy who does not sign.

The facts the rule asks about are not in the data a generator is given. They
live in the family, in the child's own language, and in the district's knowledge
of where the nearest signing peers and qualified staff are.

The states add their own rules on top, and they disagree with each other.
Across the thirteen states the National Deaf Education Data Index has pu‐
blished, the classroom interpreter standard runs from no published qualifi‐
cation at all to a bachelor's degree plus national certification or an EIPA of
4.0. A generated sentence that says "an interpreter" meets none of them and
fails none of them, because it says nothing.

In 64 percent of the 5,035 school units the Index has read, the public record
says nothing about deaf or hard of hearing students. A team in one of those
units has to know where the regional program is before it can answer the
peers question, and nothing in the student's file tells it.

The fix is not to turn the generator off. It is to make the special factors a sec‐
tion the generator asks about instead of answers, and a person writes.

Before any generator, many IEP forms already reduced the special factors to
yes-or-no boxes. The generator did not invent the shortcut. It filled the box
with a sentence.

Communication plans, required in a growing number of states, are the stron‐
gest existing tool for writing this section well, and the teachers best placed to
write them are in short supply in nearly every state the Index has published.

The piece closes with sixteen questions for governance review.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Six Files After the Hearing

The hearing officer's decision in part six ordered Pine Lake to reconvene Nora's IEP

team and write her special factors from an evaluation in her own language.1 Dana did
not wait to be ordered for the other five. The week the decision arrived, she pulled eve‐
ry IEP in the district for a child who is deaf or hard of hearing, six of them, and laid
the special factors sections side by side on the conference table in her office, the way
her data coordinator had laid drafts beside signed plans for the audit.

Four of the six had recoverable drafts, and in all four the special factors section had

come from the generator and reached the signed plan with no meaningful change.2

The two whose drafts were gone read the same way. Allowing for a name and a grade,
all six said that the team had considered the student's language and communication
needs and that the student would continue to receive services as outlined, five of them
including an interpreter as needed. One added a sentence about preferential seating.
None named a language. None named a peer, an adult who signs, a mode of instructi‐
on, a hearing technology, a communication plan newer than two years, or the qualifi‐
cation of any interpreter.

Dana had read the sentence six times by then and it had stopped meaning anything,
which she thought was probably what had happened to everyone who signed it. So she
did something simpler than an audit. She asked each child's case manager and each
family to tell her, in their own words, what the special factors section should have
said. Over the next three weeks, six very different paragraphs came back.

What the Rule Asks

The special factors rule is short, and it is worth reading in full before reading the
children. When an IEP team develops a plan for a child who is deaf or hard of hearing,
it must consider the child's language and communication needs, the child's opportuni‐
ties for direct communications with peers and professional personnel in the child's
language and communication mode, the child's academic level, and the child's full
range of needs, including opportunities for direct instruction in the child's language

and communication mode.3 Congress wrote that requirement into the statute in the
1997 amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, five years after
the Department of Education had issued policy guidance warning that, for some deaf
children, a regular classroom chosen without regard to communication could be the
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most restrictive placement of all.4 The same section of the rule carries parallel requi‐
rements for a child who is blind or visually impaired, who must be considered for in‐
struction in braille, and for every child, whose need for assistive technology must be

considered.3

Read closely, the rule asks five questions, and none of them is about hearing. It asks
what language this child uses and needs. It asks who this child can talk to directly, wi‐
thout an intermediary, among both children and adults. It asks where she is academi‐
cally. It asks what else she needs. And it asks whether anyone will teach her directly in
her own language. The answer to each is a fact about a particular child and the people
around her, and the answers differ from child to child more than almost anything else
in special education.

The five questions the federal special factors rule asks about a child who is deaf or hard of hearing,
beside the sentence Pine Lake's generator wrote for all six of its students.

One Sentence

It is not hard to see why the generator wrote what it wrote, and it is worth being fair
about it. The inputs it was given for each child were what part one described for Nora:

last year's IEP, a benchmark, writing samples and progress notes.5 Every one of those
files carried the eligibility category Hearing Impairment. A system trained on many

Five questions, one sentence
What 34 CFR 300.324(a)(2)(iv) asks the team, and what the generator wrote for all six children.

1 What language does she use and need? ?

2 Who can she talk to directly, children and adults? ?

3 Where is she academically? ?

4 What else does she need? ?

5 Will anyone teach her directly in her language? ?

THE GENERATED SENTENCE, ALL SIX FILES

The team has considered the
student’s language and
communication needs. The student
will continue to receive services
as outlined in this IEP, including
an interpreter as needed.

Names no language, no peers, no mode of

instruction, no technology, no qualification.

Generated sentence illustrative of the fictional Pine Lake files. Rule text: 34 CFR 300.324(a)(2)(iv). Novara Consulting Group.

Novara Consulting Group; generated sentence illustrative
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IEPs has learned that plans under that category commonly mention interpreters, pre‐
ferential seating and consideration of communication needs, and it produced the sen‐
tence most likely to follow. That is what such systems do. The sentence is not a mal‐
function. It is the average of the category.

The trouble is that the special factors rule exists because the category tells you almost
nothing. A child classified with a hearing impairment may be a fluent signer, a spoken
language user with hearing aids, a cochlear implant user who does both, a child whose
home language is neither English nor ASL, or a child who is also losing her sight. The
rule asks the team to say which. The data the generator saw could not, because the
answers were never in the data. They were in the families, in the children's own lan‐
guages, and in what the district knew, or did not, about where signing peers and quali‐
fied staff could be found. A model can only average what it is shown, and nobody had
shown it the child.

Before the Generator, a Checkbox

It would be convenient to blame the generator for Pine Lake's six identical sentences,
and it would be wrong. Dana found that out when she pulled the same six students'
IEPs from before the district turned the drafting feature on. They were not much bet‐
ter.

The older plans had been written on the district's previous form, which, like many IEP
forms in use around the country, presented the special factors as a short list of questi‐
ons with boxes beside them. Does the student have behavior that impedes learning? Is
the student blind or visually impaired? Does the student have communication needs?
Is the student deaf or hard of hearing? A box marked yes opened a small text field. In
five of the six older plans, the field for the deaf or hard of hearing factor said some ver‐
sion of "student's communication needs were considered and are addressed throug‐
hout the IEP." In the sixth, Eli's, it referred the reader to two pages his team had atta‐
ched.

That history matters for how a district thinks about the fix. The federal rule asks the
team to consider five things about a deaf or hard of hearing child, and for years many
forms have let the team record that consideration as a checkmark and a sentence that
points elsewhere. The generator learned from plans written on forms like that. It did
not invent the shortcut. It inherited the shortcut, filled the box with the most common
sentence anyone had ever typed into it, and made that sentence arrive before the mee‐
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ting instead of after it. Turning off the generator would return Pine Lake to the check‐
box. What the six files showed was that the form itself, generated or not, had never as‐
ked the questions the rule asks.

So the first change Dana made was not to the platform. It was to the form. The deaf
and hard of hearing special factor became five separate fields, one for each question in
the rule, each requiring an answer in the team's own words, and a sixth field for the
date of the current communication plan where the state requires one. A field that says
"see IEP" is not accepted. The generator's paragraph, if a case manager asks for one,
appears beside the fields as a draft, not inside them.

Owen, Who Does Not Sign

Owen is twelve and in seventh grade. He was identified with a moderate to severe hea‐
ring loss at three, has worn hearing aids since, and uses spoken English at home and
at school. He does not know American Sign Language beyond the alphabet he learned
at a summer camp. His generated special factors section said he would receive an in‐
terpreter as needed. He has never had one and would not understand one.

What Owen's mother wrote for Dana was about listening, not signing. Owen hears his
teachers well in a quiet room with a remote microphone and poorly in the cafeteria, in
group work and on any video without captions. He misses most of what classmates
say in discussion, because the microphone is on the teacher. He is tired by lunch from
the effort of listening, and his grades fall in the afternoon. He has never met another
student his age who wears hearing aids. What he needs, in her account, is a remote
microphone system the whole class passes around, captions on every video, a seat
chosen for acoustics rather than for proximity to the board, a check every morning
that his aids and the microphone are working, and some way to meet other hard of
hearing teenagers.

Every item on that list connects to a rule. Federal regulations require a district to en‐
sure that a child's hearing aids worn in school are functioning properly, and that the

external components of a surgically implanted device are too.6 The definition of inter‐
preting services in the same regulations reaches transcription services such as real-

time captioning, not only sign language.7 And the peer question in the special factors
rule applies to a hard of hearing child who speaks as much as to a Deaf child who
signs: whether Owen has anyone to communicate with directly in his own mode is a
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question about other children who listen the way he does, of whom Pine Lake has one
other. The generated sentence offered him an interpreter he could not use and said
nothing about any of this.

Mateo, Three Languages

Mateo is five and in kindergarten. He was born deaf to hearing parents who speak
Spanish at home, and he was enrolled at three in a preschool classroom run by the re‐
gional cooperative where the teacher and aide sign. He now signs fluently for his age,
is beginning to read English words, and communicates with his parents in a mix of
home signs, gestures and the Spanish his mother mouths and spells. His mother is ta‐
king an ASL class on Tuesday nights at the community college. His father is not.

Mateo's generated section said what the others said. What his team wrote, after a two-
hour meeting with a Spanish interpreter and an ASL interpreter in the room, named
three languages and assigned each a job. ASL is his first fluent language and the lan‐
guage of his instruction. English is the language he will learn to read and write, taught
through ASL. Spanish is the language of his family, and the school will send home in
Spanish everything it sends home, and offer his parents the district's ASL family clas‐
ses with a Spanish-speaking instructor if one can be found. The team recorded that
Mateo's opportunities for direct communication with peers in ASL exist in his coope‐
rative classroom and nowhere in his home school, and that this will matter more, not
less, as he gets older.

The family's part of this is also a rule. A district must take whatever action is necessa‐
ry to ensure that a parent understands the proceedings of an IEP meeting, including
arranging an interpreter for a parent whose native language is not English, and the
written notice of a proposed plan must be provided in the parent's native language un‐

less that is clearly not feasible.8 A generator writing in English from English records
produced a plan that Mateo's parents could not read, about a child whose language
they were still learning, and filed it as the special factors for a boy who lives in three
languages.

Jordan, Who Is Losing the Light

Jordan is fourteen. She was born deaf, signs fluently, and was diagnosed at eleven
with Usher syndrome, which means that her visual field is slowly narrowing and will
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keep narrowing through her life. At school she has an interpreter in every class. She
now misses signs made at the edge of the interpreter's signing space, trips on things
below her line of sight in crowded hallways, and has stopped going to the after-school
club she loved because the room is dim.

Jordan's generated special factors section was the same sentence as everyone else's,
and it was the most wrong of the six, because Jordan sits under two special factors at
once. The rule that requires a team to consider a deaf child's language and communi‐
cation needs sits beside the rule that requires a team to consider instruction in braille
for a child who is blind or visually impaired, unless the team determines braille is not

appropriate after evaluating her reading and writing skills, needs and future needs.3

For a child whose vision is changing, that evaluation is not a one-time decision. Jor‐
dan's team wrote down what her mother and her teacher of the deaf had been saying
for a year: an interpreter trained to work with a DeafBlind student, who signs in a nar‐
rower space, at closer distance, against a plain background and in good light; an orien‐
tation and mobility evaluation; an evaluation of whether and when she should begin
learning braille and tactile sign; lighting changes in her classrooms; and contact with
the state's deaf-blind project. The federal definition of interpreting services includes
special interpreting services for children who are deaf-blind, and federally funded

deaf-blind projects serve every state, some of them shared across several states.7

Jordan's case is the clearest illustration of what the generator could not see. Her eligi‐
bility category was Hearing Impairment. Her vision diagnosis was in a medical report
from an outside clinic that was never uploaded to the platform. The data told the ge‐
nerator she was a deaf girl in eighth grade. It did not tell it that she was losing the
light, and so the plan it wrote assumed that she would always see the interpreter it
promised her.

Jordan's team added one more thing that no generated sentence would have contai‐
ned: a date. Because her vision is changing, they agreed to reconsider both special fac‐
tors, not only at the annual review but whenever her eye doctor's reports showed a
meaningful change in her field, and to ask the state deaf-blind project at each review
whether she would benefit from an intervener. An intervener is not an interpreter. In‐
terveners are trained to provide consistent one-to-one support to a student who is
deafblind, helping her gain access to information and communication and to the
world around her in ways an interpreter working from a fixed position does not, and
some states have built training routes for them; Minnesota's, for example, runs
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through its state deaf-blind project.9 Whether Jordan needs one now is an open ques‐
tion. That her plan now asks it, on a schedule tied to her vision rather than to the ca‐
lendar, is the kind of commitment a special factors section exists to record.

Hannah and Eli

The last three files take less space, not because they matter less but because they make
the same point from different directions.

Hannah is eight. She received cochlear implants before her first birthday, speaks clea‐
rly, signs with her Deaf grandparents, and reads above grade level. The special factors
section her parents wanted was short: she communicates in spoken English at school
and in both languages at home, she needs captions and a check every morning that
the external processors are working, she has no deaf or hard of hearing peers in her
school and her parents want her to have some, and she is doing well. Her generated
section had promised her an interpreter as needed. Her parents asked that it be remo‐
ved, because they did not want a future team to read it and assume she needed one.

Eli is sixteen. He is Deaf, autistic and largely nonspeaking, and he communicates
through a combination of ASL signs, a speech-generating device and pictures. The ge‐
nerator had written the same sentence for him. His team, which had included his
speech-language pathologist, his teacher of the deaf and an assistive technology spe‐
cialist for years before any generator arrived, wrote two pages. They described which
ASL signs Eli uses reliably, which he does not, how his device is programmed with
sign illustrations alongside words, who at school can communicate with him in each
mode, and what happens on the days the interpreter is someone he does not know.

The assistive technology factor in the same rule required them to consider the device.3

They had been considering it for six years. The generated sentence had simply repla‐
ced their work with an average.

The sixth child was Nora. Her paragraph was the one her team wrote in March, from

the evaluation in ASL that the hearing ordered.1
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What the generated sentence said and what each team wrote, Pine Lake, illus‐
trative

Page 11 of 26



Child Gene‐
rated
speci‐

al
fac‐
tors

What the
team wrote

Nora 9 Considered
language
and commu‐
nication
needs; inter‐
preter as
needed

ASL is her first lan‐
guage; direct in‐
struction in ASL;
English taught as a
second written lan‐
guage; signing
peers and adults;
qualified interpre‐
ter for English in‐
struction

Owen 12 Considered
language
and commu‐
nication
needs; inter‐
preter as
needed

Spoken English; no
interpreter; remote
microphone for all
speakers; captions;
daily equipment
check; contact with
hard of hearing
peers

Mateo 5 Considered
language
and commu‐
nication
needs; inter‐
preter as
needed

ASL first and lan‐
guage of instructi‐
on; English for li‐
teracy; all family
communication in
Spanish; signing
peers only in the
regional classroom

14 Considered
language

Interpreter quali‐
fied for a DeafBlind
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Child Gene‐
rated
speci‐

al
fac‐
tors

What the
team wrote

Jor‐
dan

and commu‐
nication
needs; inter‐
preter as
needed

student; orientati‐
on and mobility;
braille and tactile
sign evaluation;
lighting; state deaf-
blind project

Han‐
nah

8 Considered
language
and commu‐
nication
needs; inter‐
preter as
needed

Spoken English at
school; no interpre‐
ter; captions; daily
implant processor
check; access to
deaf and hard of
hearing peers

Eli 16 Considered
language
and commu‐
nication
needs; inter‐
preter as
needed; pre‐
ferential sea‐
ting

Two pages on ASL
signs he uses

his
speech-
genera‐
ting de‐
vice

and who
can com‐
munica‐
te with
him in
each
mode

Source: Fictional composites; the generated sentence is illustrative of what part four found in recove‐
rable drafts
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What the Generator Would Have Needed to Know

It is worth listing what a generator would have needed in order to write any of the six
paragraphs well, because the list shows where the facts live, and none of them live in a
student's file.

To answer the language question, it would have needed the child's language and mode
at home and at school, which the family knows and the teacher of the deaf can obser‐
ve, and which most student information systems have no field for. To answer the
peers question, it would have needed to know how many other children in the district
and the region share the child's language and mode, where they are, and how the child
could reach them, which is institutional knowledge held by a director or a regional
program. To answer the direct instruction question, it would have needed to know
which teachers in the child's building sign and how well, which is a staffing fact. To
write anything about interpreting, it would have needed to know who the assigned in‐
terpreter is, her assessment score and whether it meets the state standard, which sits
in a personnel file. For Jordan, it would have needed her vision diagnosis, which sat in
an outside clinic's report that was never uploaded. For Mateo, it would have needed
his family's language, which the district had recorded in a different system for a diffe‐
rent purpose.

Every one of those facts exists somewhere in or around the district. None of them is in
the bundle of documents a generator is typically given to draft an IEP, which is last
year's plan, a benchmark, work samples and progress notes. That is why the generated
sentence is the average of the category: the category is the only thing in the bundle
that speaks to the question.

That also points to a better use of the technology than turning it off. A district could
maintain, as reference data a person keeps current, the facts the special factors de‐
pend on: its interpreter roster and each interpreter's qualification, the regional pro‐
grams and signing peer groups available to its students, the teachers in each building
who sign and at what level, the state deaf-blind project's contact, each student's cur‐
rent communication plan. A platform given that reference data, and the five questi‐
ons, could help a team find and assemble the answers instead of inventing a sentence
to cover their absence. That would be a real productivity gain, and it would leave every
fact in the section traceable to a person who knew it.
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What the State Adds

The federal rule is the floor. States build on it, and the National Deaf Education Data
Index, which has now published thirteen state files at version 2.0, shows how dif‐

ferently they build.10 The differences matter here because a special factors section is
where a team commits to the qualification of the person who will stand between a
child and her instruction, and the generated phrase "an interpreter" commits to none.

Across the thirteen published states, the classroom interpreter standard ranges from
nothing to a degree and a national credential. The Index found no qualification for
classroom interpreters in Florida and no rule setting one in Hawaii, though the fe‐
deral regulations require each state to establish qualifications for the related services

personnel its schools employ.11 Louisiana's education board certificate requires an
EIPA of 3.0, a score on the Educational Interpreter Performance Assessment, while its
Commission for the Deaf sets a stricter standard of its own. Iowa, New Jersey and
Pennsylvania set the line at 3.5, with Pennsylvania adding twenty hours of staff deve‐
lopment a year and New Jersey an associate degree and a written test. California and
Nevada require national certification or an EIPA of 4.0, Nevada with a five-year provi‐
sional route at 3.5, and Minnesota's education code requires national certification
from the Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf or the National Association of the Deaf,
or comparable state certification. Delaware requires a bachelor's degree and either na‐
tional certification or an EIPA of 4.0, with no provisional tier. Alabama and Kentucky
apply their general interpreter licensure laws in schools as everywhere else, and Alas‐
ka requires national certification or enrollment and progress in a qualifying program.
10
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The classroom interpreter standard in the thirteen states the National Deaf Education Data Index has
published at version 2.0. A generated plan that promises an interpreter as needed meets none of the‐
se standards and fails none of them.

The rules about language differ even more. Pennsylvania requires by regulation that
the IEP of a deaf child include a communication plan. Delaware's placement regulati‐
on requires a district to consider expressly the child's communication mode, whether
there is a sufficient number of language peers, the availability of deaf adult models
and direct language access to teachers, which reads like the federal special factors
made concrete. Louisiana has a Deaf Child's Bill of Rights in force, and New Jersey a
Deaf Student's Bill of Rights signed in 2019. Alaska's deaf education rights law, HB
39, gives parents a right to neutral information about communication methods and a
choice of communication mode. Iowa's 2022 language milestones law requires lan‐
guage assessments from birth to eight, and its own report shows that 156 of 1,824
children, about nine percent, were assessed, more than half of them below average.
California has published the language development report its SB 210 requires every
year since 2016 to 2017. Minnesota declined a language milestones law on the ground
that it already had equivalent law, and Nevada has posted its required language deve‐

lopment reports for birth to three only.10

None of that reaches a generated sentence. A plan written in Delaware has to show
that the team considered language peers and deaf adult models, and the generator's

Who may interpret in a classroom
Classroom interpreter standard in the thirteen states published at NDEDI version 2.0.

No published

qualification

2 states

Florida

Hawaii

EIPA 3.0

1 state

Louisiana

EIPA 3.5

3 states

Iowa

New Jersey

Pennsylvania

EIPA 4.0 or

national certification

4 states

California

Minnesota

Nevada

Delaware (+ bachelorDelaware (plus a bachelor’s)#8217;s)

Certification or

general licensure

3 states

Alabama

Kentucky

Alaska (or in training)

Several states add degrees, written tests, provisional periods or annual training, and Louisiana’s Commission for the Deaf sets

a stricter standard than its education board. A plan that says “an interpreter as needed” states none of these.

Source: National Deaf Education Data Index version 2.0 state files, as reported 1 November 2026. Novara Consulting Group.

Novara Consulting Group; source: National Deaf Education Data Index version 2.0 state files
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sentence names neither. A plan written in Pennsylvania has to carry a communication
plan, and the generator's sentence refers to one that is two years old. An interpreter
promised in Florida carries no state qualification at all, and nothing in the plan would
tell a parent that. The state's rules are the part of the special factors a team is least li‐
kely to remember and a generator is least likely to know, because they are not in any
student's file.

What a Communication Plan Is For

Several states have written into law a tool built for the very job the generator cannot
do. A communication plan, sometimes called a language and communication plan, is a
written document, developed by the IEP team with the family, that sets out a deaf or
hard of hearing child's communication needs in detail and how the school will meet
them. Colorado enacted the first such requirement in 1996 as part of a Deaf Child's

Bill of Rights, and other states have followed with their own versions.12 The plans
vary by state, but they typically ask the team to address the child's primary language
and mode, the availability of peers who share it, access to adult role models who are
deaf or hard of hearing, the communication proficiency of the staff who will work with
the child, the child's direct access to instruction and to the life of the school outside
the classroom, and the qualifications of any interpreter or other communication provi‐

der.12

Read that list beside the federal special factors and the relationship is plain. A com‐
munication plan is the special factors written out in full, item by item, so that a team
cannot satisfy the requirement with a checkmark. That is why it is the strongest exis‐
ting protection against the generated sentence, and also why it is the document most
often allowed to go stale. Part four found that Nora's file referred to a communication

plan as attached, and that the attachment was two years old.2 Pine Lake's state requi‐
res one. No one had updated it because no one had been asked to, and the generator's
sentence pointed to it as if it settled the question.

The National Deaf Education Data Index shows how uneven the landscape is among
the states it has published. Pennsylvania requires a communication plan in the IEP of
a deaf child by regulation. Louisiana's Deaf Child's Bill of Rights is in force, and New
Jersey's Deaf Student's Bill of Rights, signed in 2019, has been published in eleven
languages, though the Index found it carried on only six district websites. Delaware's
placement regulation does much of the same work without the name, requiring a dis‐
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trict to consider the child's communication mode, language peers, deaf adult models

and direct language access.10 In the other published states, the Index found no com‐
parable requirement on the record. In those states, the special factors section is the
only place the questions are asked, and on many forms it is a box.

A district that wants the special factors written well does not need to wait for its legis‐
lature. It can adopt a communication plan as local practice for every deaf or hard of
hearing student, use it as the source for the special factors section, and require that it
be reviewed at every annual meeting. A generator can be pointed at a current, person-
written communication plan and asked to summarize it. That is a use of the tool that
adds nothing false, because every fact in the summary was put there by someone who
knows the child.

The Peers Question

Of the five questions in the special factors rule, the one most often skipped is the one
about peers: what opportunities the child has for direct communication with other
children in her language and mode. It is skipped because the answer, in most districts,
is uncomfortable.

The numbers explain why. Across the thirteen published states, the Index read the pu‐
blic websites of 5,035 school units and found that 3,234 of them, 64 percent, publish
nothing at all about deaf or hard of hearing students, and only 444, under 9 percent,

publish a program or deaf education staff of their own.10 The children are not absent
from those units. In New Jersey, 260 districts print an asterisk instead of a count of
deaf and hard of hearing students because the number is too small to show, and in

Pennsylvania 623 of 675 district rows do the same.10 A small number of deaf children
scattered across many small districts is the ordinary shape of deaf education in the
United States, and it means that, for most deaf children, the answer to the peers ques‐
tion is somewhere other than their home school.

Where the answer is published at all, it is usually one layer up. California's county offi‐
ces publish a deaf program in 42 of 58 cases, its districts in 60 of 935; Iowa's nine
area education agencies all describe their hearing services, against two of its 325 dis‐

tricts; Pennsylvania's intermediate units publish in 27 of 29 cases.10 A team that
wants to answer the peers question has to know that layer exists, what it offers and
how a child gets there. That is local, institutional knowledge, held by a teacher of the
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deaf or a special education director, and it is not in a student's file. At Pine Lake it was
what put Mateo in a classroom where the teacher signs and what told Owen's mother
there was one other hard of hearing student in the district. The generator could not
have answered the question, so it did not ask it.

Who Should Write the Section

If the special factors are the section a person must write, the next question is which
person. At Pine Lake, the answer turned out to be uncomfortable, because the person
best qualified to write it for most of the six children was one itinerant teacher of the
deaf, shared with two other districts, who had attended two of the six meetings.

That is the ordinary situation, and the National Deaf Education Data Index docu‐
ments why. Delaware has designated teacher of the deaf a critical-need area for 2025
to 2027 and has no in-state program to prepare one. Hawaii has no credential for a te‐
acher of the deaf and no program to prepare one. Nevada has no program that prepa‐
res teachers of the deaf, and Louisiana has no college that does. Alabama's file found
no in-state preparation program either. Minnesota, which reports 231 teachers of the
deaf and hard of hearing in service, has one confirmed in-state preparation route;

Iowa's is a minor at one university; Kentucky's runs through one university.10 In
much of the country, the professional whom the special factors most obviously call for
is scarce, overextended, and often not in the room.

When that person is not in the room, the special factors fall to whoever is: a case ma‐
nager who may have no training in deaf education, a general education teacher, a
school psychologist who tested the child through an interpreter. Those are capable
professionals, and none of them is positioned to answer the five questions as well as
the people who are usually missing from the meeting. That includes the family, who
know the child's language at home, and, where a district has the relationship, a Deaf
adult who knows the child's community.

Pine Lake's rule after the six files was simple: no IEP meeting for a deaf or hard of
hearing student would be held without the teacher of the deaf, in person or by video,
and the special factors section would be written during that meeting, with the family,
from the communication plan. The cost was scheduling, and it was real. The itinerant
teacher's calendar became the constraint on six annual meetings a year. Dana decided
that was the right constraint to have, because the alternative was six meetings a year
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in which a sentence written by software stood in for the one person who could have re‐
placed it.

A Section the Generator Asks About

Part two proposed a contract clause requiring that certain sections of an AI-drafted
IEP be entered by a person, including the deaf and hard of hearing special factors, any

communication plan and the qualifications of any interpreter.13 The six files at Pine
Lake show why that clause is right, and also what a better tool would do instead of lea‐
ving the section blank.

A generator could still help here. Instead of answering the special factors, it could ask
them. For any child whose eligibility category, evaluation or history indicates a hea‐
ring loss, the platform could replace the generated paragraph with the five questions
from the federal rule and the questions the state adds, each with a field that only a
person can fill: the child's language or languages, in which settings; the peers and
adults who share that language and mode, and where; the mode of instruction; the
hearing technology and who checks it; the interpreter or captioner and the qualificati‐
on the state requires; whether the child also has a visual impairment that changes any
of this; and, in states that require one, the date of the current communication plan. A
section built that way cannot be signed unchanged, because there is nothing in it to
sign until someone writes. It costs the vendor very little. It turns the platform from
the author of the section into the checklist that makes sure the section is written.

FOR DISTRICTS USING ANY DRAFTING TOOL NOW

Until your platform can do this, do it by hand. Delete the generated special fac‐
tors paragraph before the meeting for every deaf or hard of hearing child, leave
the questions below in its place, and write the answers with the family in the
room. It adds perhaps fifteen minutes to a meeting. At Pine Lake, it would have
kept an interpreter out of the plans of two children who do not sign and put one
trained for a DeafBlind student into the plan of the child who needed it.

Six Paragraphs

Dana took the six paragraphs to her board in April, without names, beside the six ge‐
nerated sentences. She did not argue that the tool should be turned off, and no one on
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the board suggested it. The generator had drafted accommodations lists and progress
schedules for those six children that their teams kept almost word for word, and it had
saved their case managers hours. What she showed the board was narrower. In one
section, for six children, the tool had written the same thing six times, and in every
case a person who knew the child had written something different, and in two cases
something close to the opposite.

The special factors rule was written for that difference. Congress named deaf and hard
of hearing children in the statute because a placement or a plan that ignores how a
child communicates can cut her off from everything else in it, and because how a child
communicates varies so much from one deaf child to the next. A tool that writes the
average of the category writes, by design, the one thing the rule was written to pre‐
vent. The record is not the child, a draft is not a decision, and for a deaf child the secti‐
on that says how she communicates is the one place in her plan where an average is
always wrong.

Questions for Governance Review

These questions are written for school boards, special education directors, state edu‐
cation agencies, vendors, teacher preparation programs and families. They are meant
to be asked with real special factors sections on the table.

FOR SCHOOL BOARDS AND SUPERINTENDENTS

1. If we pulled the special factors section of every IEP for a deaf or hard of hea‐
ring student in our district, how many would name the child's language? How
many would read the same?
2. Does our IEP form let a team satisfy the deaf and hard of hearing special fac‐
tor with a checkbox and a sentence that points elsewhere?
3. Is a teacher of the deaf present at every IEP meeting for a deaf or hard of hea‐
ring student? If not, who answers the five questions in the rule?
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FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS

4. Do we maintain a current communication plan for every deaf or hard of hea‐
ring student, whether or not our state requires one, and is it reviewed at each an‐
nual meeting?
5. Which staff interpret or caption for each of our deaf and hard of hearing stu‐
dents, and does each meet the qualification our state requires? Where is that re‐
corded?
6. For students who are both deaf or hard of hearing and blind or visually impai‐
red, have we considered both special factors, and when were they last reconside‐
red as the child's vision changed?
7. For each student, where are the nearest peers who share the child's language
and mode, and how does the plan give the child access to them?

FOR STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES

8. Should the state require a communication plan for every deaf or hard of hea‐
ring student, and specify what it must address?
9. Does the state set a qualification for classroom interpreters, and does the IEP
form require the team to record the assigned interpreter's qualification?
10. Do state monitoring reviews check whether the deaf and hard of hearing spe‐
cial factor is answered in substance, or only whether the box is marked?

FOR VENDORS

11. When a student's eligibility indicates a hearing loss, does your platform gene‐
rate the special factors paragraph, or present the questions in the rule for a per‐
son to answer?
12. Can your platform record the date of the current communication plan and
flag one that is more than a year old?
13. On how many special factors sections for deaf or hard of hearing students
was your model trained, and how many of them named the child's language?

Page 22 of 26



FOR TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS

14. Do our special education and school psychology programs teach the deaf and
hard of hearing special factor as five questions to answer, or as a box to mark?

FOR FAMILIES AND ADVOCATES

15. Does my child's special factors section name her language, her peers, her
mode of instruction and the qualification of the person who interprets for her? If
not, who will write those answers, and when?
16. Does my state require a communication plan? If it does, when was my child's
last updated? If it does not, will the district write one anyway?

NOT LEGAL ADVICE

This piece describes the federal special factors rule and state rules as reported in
the National Deaf Education Data Index state files, and how NCG reads them as
applied to AI-drafted IEPs. Pine Lake, the six children, their families and their
staff are fictional composites. State rules change; check your state's current re‐
quirements before relying on them. Families should contact their state's Parent
Training and Information Center or the state deaf-blind project, and districts
their own counsel. NCG does not evaluate, endorse or rank any IEP platform.

☐What language or languages does this child use, and in which settings: home, class‐
room, peers?

☐Who can she communicate with directly in that language and mode, among child‐
ren and among adults, and where are they?

☐ In what language and mode will she be taught directly, and by whom?

☐What hearing technology does she use, and who checks it each day?

☐Who interprets or captions for her, and does that person meet the qualification
your state requires?

☐ Does she also have a visual impairment, now or progressing, that changes any of
the answers above?
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☐What language does her family use, and how will the school communicate with
them?

☐ If your state requires a communication plan, is it current and attached?

☐ Did a person who knows this child write this section, in the meeting, with the fami‐
ly?

TIPS

Know something about a sign language AI system that the public should know?
Send it to tips@novaracg.com. Every tip is read by me and kept confidential. If
you work in the UK, writing to us is not by itself a protected disclosure under the
Public Interest Disclosure Act 1998, so before you share employer information,
check your options with Protect (protect-advice.org.uk), the free whistleblowing
advice line.

Notizen

Heather M. Grizzle, "Exhibit P-4: The AI's Draft Goes to a Hearing," Novara
Consulting Group, November 2026, part six of the AI x IEP series. https://
www.novaracg.com/?p=1434

Heather M. Grizzle, "Twenty Files: Auditing the AI-Drafted IEP," Novara
Consulting Group, 7 November 2026, part four of the AI x IEP series. htt‐
ps://www.novaracg.com/?p=1423

34 CFR 300.324(a)(2)(iii) (instruction in braille for a child who is blind or vi‐
sually impaired unless the team determines it is not appropriate), (iv) (lan‐
guage and communication needs of a child who is deaf or hard of hearing)
and (v) (assistive technology). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-34/secti‐
on-300.324

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997, Pub. L.
105-17, codified at 20 U.S.C. 1414(d)(3)(B)(iv); U.S. Department of Educati‐
on, "Deaf Students Education Services; Policy Guidance," 57 Fed. Reg. 49274
(30 October 1992).

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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Heather M. Grizzle, "Drafted by AI, Signed by a Human," Novara Consulting
Group, 15 October 2026, part one of the AI x IEP series. https://www.nova‐
racg.com/2026/10/15/drafted-by-ai-signed-by-a-human/

34 CFR 300.113 (each public agency must ensure that hearing aids worn in
school by children with hearing impairments, including deafness, are func‐
tioning properly, and that the external components of surgically implanted
medical devices are functioning properly). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/tit‐
le-34/section-300.113

34 CFR 300.34(c)(4) (interpreting services include oral transliteration, cued
language transliteration, sign language transliteration and interpreting, tran‐
scription services such as communication access real-time translation, C-
Print and TypeWell, and special interpreting services for children who are
deaf-blind). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-34/section-300.34; on state
deaf-blind projects, National Center on Deaf-Blindness. https://www.natio‐
naldb.org/

34 CFR 300.322(e) (interpreters for parents at IEP meetings) and
300.503(c) (prior written notice in the native language or other mode of
communication used by the parent). https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-34/
section-300.322

National Deaf Education Data Index, State File 23: Minnesota, version 2.0,
Novara Consulting Group, September 2026 (DeafBlind intervener training
route through the Minnesota DeafBlind Project).

Heather M. Grizzle, "Thirteen States Are Public. Sixty-Four Percent of Their
School Units Say Nothing," Novara Consulting Group, 1 November 2026, re‐
porting the National Deaf Education Data Index version 2.0 state files for
Alabama, Alaska, California, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Iowa, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Minnesota, Nevada, New Jersey and Pennsylvania. https://
www.novaracg.com/2026/11/01/thirteen-states-are-public-sixty-four-per‐
cent-of-their-school-units-say-nothing/; Minnesota's interpreter standard
from state file 23, version 2.0 (Minn. Stat. 122A.31).

34 CFR 300.156 (state personnel qualifications, including for related services
personnel, consistent with state-approved or state-recognized certification,
licensing, registration or comparable requirements). https://www.ecfr.gov/
current/title-34/section-300.156

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 
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Hands & Voices, "Communication Plan FAQ," https://handsandvoices.org/
articles/education/law/complan_faq.htm; Colorado Deaf Child's Bill of
Rights (1996); Connecticut Public Act 12-173, section 11; New Jersey P.L.
2019, c. 204 (Deaf Student's Bill of Rights).

Heather M. Grizzle, "The Contract Never Asked for the Draft," Novara Con‐
sulting Group, 1 November 2026, part two of the AI x IEP series, clause 4.
https://www.novaracg.com/2026/11/01/the-contract-never-asked-for-the-
draft/

Zitierweise

Grizzle, H. M. (2026, November 10). Six Children, One Sentence: The Special Factors a Generator Cannot
Write. Novara Consulting Group. https://www.novaracg.com/de/2026/11/10/six-children-one-sentence-
the-special-factors-a-generator-cannot-write/
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