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Abstract

Previous studies have shown that teachers understand the importance of Individual Education Program (IEP), but they consider the
administrative tasks of IEP as a burden. This review aims to illustrate how long the teacher completed the IEP administrative tasks, to
explain why teachers view IEP as a burden, and to describe the strategies to minimize obstacles related to the administrative burden
of IEP. The procedure of narrative review is selecting journals based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria related to administrative
burden of IEP paperwork. The result shows that teachers spend more time doing IEP paperwork than assessing students’ assignments,
communicating with parents, and sharing with colleagues. IEP paperwork takes up more than 10% of working time. The reasons IEP
paperwork perceived as burdens are because of a large number of IEP forms and details, the multiple 1EP service flow, the lack of
knowledge of the personnel relating to the preparation or implementation of IEPs, the lack of assistance of administrative staff to
complete the IEP paperwork, and the short/limited deadlines for administrative duties of IEP. The proposed strategies are improving
appropriate technology, streamlining the contents of IEP forms, group IEP and increase the IEP administrative skills of the teachers.
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1. Introduction

Individual Education Program (IEP) is an inevitable part of educa-
tion for children with special needs. IEP is a term whose scope is
broad enough, not just as an individual teaching strategy. IEP is an
illustration of the student's condition (strengths, weaknesses and
learning needs), the learning plan, along with the accommodation
required by the student, monitoring and means of communicating
and documenting student progress(1, 2). Meanwhile, the definition
proposed by (3) emphasizes more on the aspect of individual goals
in the IEP. It is a statement about a series of educational goals for
students that are individual and contains a description of support
services that will be obtained by students to achieve the
objectives of his/her education.

The primary benefit of Individualised Education Program (IEP) is
the fulfillment of individual learning needs for students with spe-
cial needs(1, 2). Furthermore, (4) explains that the IEP can meet
the needs of these students due to prior assessment of the strate-
gies required based on the individual student’s condition (describ-
ing the baseline data/students profile) and then the material, meth-
ods will be accordingly accommodated or modified. All of these
aspects are written in the IEP. (5) add that Individual Education
Program (IEP) in the United States, is an essential component in
the provision of appropriate for individuals with special needs, as
the IEP will guide the implementation of the education service.
IEP can provide services by the conditions of students with special
needs because with the design of individual education programs,
students can learn according to individual ability and speed of
learning with the expectation that he/she will be able to master the
targeted material.

In addition to providing benefits to students, IEP also benefits
teachers and parents. The benefits of IEP for teachers, on the one
hand, is to support the preparation of daily teaching plans, as well
as an assessment tool to monitor whether students achieve learn-
ing objectives or not, and to improve communication and team-
work of IEPs. On the other hand, the benefits of IEP for the family
is that the parent will understand the characteristics, strengths and
weaknesses of the child, the present level of child’s ability, and
interests of the child. Parents’ expectation will be more appropri-
ate, since it is based on the IEP information. Parents also gain
knowledge about the modification of the child’s behavior and can
monitor child development(6).

Given the benefits of IEPs in the optimization of potential students
with special needs, there is a need to implement IEPs in providing
this specialized educational service. The legality aspect supports
the implementation of IEP in some countries, as in the releasing
statute such as the Individual with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) in the United States (3, 7). The existence of this law re-
quires that educational institutions develop IEPs because there are
legal sanctions if it is not implemented (8). In the UK, the legality
of children's education services with special needs is guaranteed
through the Education Act 1996 and the Education Regulations
2001 which is then accompanied by guidance for implementation
through the SENCo Code of Practice. The SENCo Code of Prac-
tice recommends the preparation of IEPs for students with special
needs (9). The similar education provision/service to students with
special needs by providing IEP is also conducted in Portugal (10),
Turkey(6), and Malaysia(11).

In Indonesia, inclusion education is supported by Statute no. 20 of
2003 on the National Education System which reads "that every
citizen has equal education opportunity”. Additionally, the
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Ministry of National Education Regulation No. 70 of 2009
supports the implementation of Inclusive Education for learners
who have disabilities and gifted/talented. Details of the IEP as one
of the necessary steps to implement the rule are described in the
supplement of Inclusive Education - The IEP Model(12).

Even though teachers understand the benefits of IEP(6, 11), how-
ever teachers consider the preparation of the IEP or IEP
paperwork as an administrative burden(11, 13). (8) also notes that
teachers continue to complain about administrative paperwork that
accompanies the IEP even though they understand that if it is used
as intended, IEP can guarantee the provision of educational ser-
vices to suit the needs of the students. Professional paperwork is
the documents, reports, brochures, and the likes that are expected
to be filled, put to distribution, or submission by school personnel
or parents with the expectation of meeting the federal, state, or
local special education law or regulations or procedural
requirement. Filing of paperwork is in line with the Study of State
and Local Implementation and Impact of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (14). Individual education plans (IEPs),
annual goals and objectives, behavioral plans, manifestation de-
termination review materials, and student re-evaluation forms are
examples of such paperwork.

The existence of the legal basis for IEP development also does not
always guarantee its smooth implementation. In the United
States,(15) found that teachers who did not develop IEP, consid-
ered that the IEP is more a legal requirement than a direction for
planning instructional instruction. (16) also revealed that teachers
of the special needs students feel overwhelmed with the adminis-
trative workload associated with the legal rules required for the
preparation and execution of IEPs. These teachers perceive that
the time spent in performing the administrative tasks reduces the
time to attend special needs students. Teachers of special needs
students who are new to teaching with little experience also report
similar things on the administrative burden of IEP (17).

(18) showed that there were still weaknesses in the implementa-
tion of IEP in a private elementary school. Teachers explained
that it because the teaching of students with special needs took
much time so that administrative tasks (including compiling a
complete IEP) was seen as time-consuming and less noticeable
duties.

IEPs are an unattached aspect of the educational services of spe-
cial needs students, but their preparation tends to be considered as
administratively burdensome to teachers. Therefore, a systematic
investigation/review of research articles on IEP administrative
burden/IEP paperwork is deemed necessary.

The purpose of the Narrative Review in this paper is to answer the
research questions as follows: (a) How does the quantity of time
the teachers deploy for the paperwork associated with 1EP? (b)
Why is the compilation and implementation of IEP paperwork
viewed by teachers as a constraint/burden? (c) How can schools or
teachers minimize the constraints associated with IEP paperwork
burdens?

2. Methodology

This paper uses the method of Narrative Review. Narrative Re-
view is different from Narrative Synthesis (or commonly referred
to as qualitative meta analysis) in areas such as follows:

Narrative Review is commonly used to describe general literature
reviews and is usually less systematic or less transparent about
how researchers conduct synthesis processes from various re-
search results. A narrative review is a description of the variously
related research results(19). In contrast, narrative synthesis is a
part of a broader review process, which includes a systematic
approach to tracking related research reports/journals, and an as-
sessment of the quality of the studies (primary studies) of the
journals used.

The approaches to reviewing literature are narrative reviews and
systematic reviews. On the one hand, narrative reviews are the
traditional approach and usually, do not include a section describ-
ing the methods used in the review. On the contrary, systematic

reviews (or overviews) are syntheses of primary research studies
that involves the description of specific, explicit and therefore
reproducible methodological strategies to collect, classify,
critically evaluate and synthesize all relevant issues on a specific
topic(20).

However, the narrative review has its advantages; they are as
follows: it is a useful educational article since it holds information
together into a readable format. It presents a broad perspective on
a specific topic and often describes the development, history or
management of a problem. Narrative overviews can function to
incite thought and debates. Some journals are not keen of
narrative reviews since they lack systematic methods that should
be employed to construct them (21).

2.1. Narrative Review Procedure

There are several stages in doing this narrative review. First, the
authors searched and selected relevant studies on the topic. In
addition to being based on the inclusion criteria and exclusion of
primary studies, the selection of the article is also based on an
outline analysis of the results of the study. There are many articles
obtained from the database, but not all of the research findings are
relevant to answer research questions about IEP paperwork. Fur-
thermore, the authors sift through and classify the articles to an-
swer the three research questions.

Narrative reviews can address several research questions and the
selection criteria for inclusion of the articles may not be explicitly
specified. Subjectivity in selecting journal articles is a major
drawback of the narrative review that potentially leads to bias (1).
Selection bias also needs to be considered in narrative reviews.
Selection bias is a systematic bias in the selection of primary re-
search studies that are included in the review. A reviewer may
only select those studies that support his prior beliefs is an
example of this bias. However, this bias may also be due to “pub-
lication bias”, that is the tendency of researchers, reviewers and
editors to submit or accept articles for publication based on the
strength of the study results(20) .

(1) explains that improvement of the quality of the narrative re-
view is achievable by borrowing of methodologies aimed at reduc-
ing bias in the selection of articles for review and employing an
effective bibliographic research strategy from systematic reviews.
Presently, there is no consensus on the standard structure of
narrative review, then the preferred format is the IMRAD (Intro-
duction, Methods, Results, Discussion).

To enhance the quality of narrative reviews, (21) employed a
narrative review rating scale and Academic Nutrition on Dietic
provide a checklist to ensure a qualified narrative review. This
paper uses the narrative review checklist from Academic Nutrition
on Dietic (22) to minimize the systematic bias in narrative reviews.

2.2. Primary Studies selection

Primary Studies (articles examined in this paper) are traceable
through e-journal databases: ScienceDirect, SpringerLink, Sage
Journal Online, Proquest, EBSCO, and Emerald. Keywords used
to search the studies are: 'IEP' (Individual Education Plan or Pro-
gram), 'paperwork’ and ‘administrative’/’administration’. The au-
thor does not limit the published issue of research journals. In the
next sub-section will be discussed inclusion criteria and exclusion
of the studies being used.

2.3. Inclusion Criteria

Articles (primary studies) used in this narrative review include:

(a) Studies generated from “IEP” and ‘“administration” keyword,
(b) Studies generated from “IEP” and “paperwork” keywords, (c)
The studies used are not distinguished based on the methodologi-
cal approach, so this narrative review is also based on the results
of quantitative research, not only qualitative ones, (d) Monthly
reports or annual reports on IEP paperwork/administration from
sub-units of the Ministry of Education or related formal institu-
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tions, (e) Periodic bulletins containing IEP  paper-
work/administration topics, published by formal educational insti-
tutions or professional institutions, (f) unpublished dissertation.

2.4. Exclusion criteria

Research which not used in this narrative review are:

(a) Studies related to IEP in physical education, (b) Studies relat-
ed to IEP in children with special needs with health problems,
such as orthopedic impairment, (c) Studies related to IEP in early
childhood education, (d) Studies on the topic of IEP administra-
tive or IEP paperwork in foreign languages other than English.

3. Results

A total of 30 primary studies on IEP paperwork had been identi-
fied. They met the criteria for inclusion in this review and suitable
to answer the research questions.

Table 1: Articles included in the narrative review

Author Year of publications Aspect of IEP Paperwork

(23) 2002 Time spent on |EP paperwork

(24) 2004 Time spent on IEP paperwork
Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(25) 2009 Time spent on IEP paperwork

(26) 2010 Time spent on |EP paperwork

27) 2010 Time spent on |EP paperwork

(28) 2012 Time spent on |EP paperwork

(29) 2013 Time spent on IEP paperwork

(30) 1996 Reason perceived IEP paperwork as
‘administrative burden’

(13) 1999 Reason perceived IEP paperwork as
‘administrative burden’

(31) 2001 Reason perceived IEP paperwork as
‘administrative burden’

(32) 2010 Reason perceived IEP paperwork as
‘administrative burden’

(33) 2011 Reason perceived IEP paperwork as
‘administrative burden’
Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(11) 2012 Reason perceived IEP paperwork as
‘administrative burden’

(6) 2012 Reason perceived IEP paperwork as
‘administrative burden’

14) 2013 Reason perceived |EP paperwork as
¢ administrative burden’

(34) 1982 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(35) 1986 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(36) 1998 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(37) 2000 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(38) 2001 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(39) 2003 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(40) 2004 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(41) 2004 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(42) 2005 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(5) 2005 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(43) 2005 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(2) 2005 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(44) 2006 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(45) 2013 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

(46) 2013 Strategies to minimize IEP paperwork

The review is presented in the following three subchapters, each to
answer the three research questions.

3.1. Quantity of Time Used by the Teacher or Related
Professionals to Perform IEP Paperwork / Administra-
tive Duties

Attending to paperwork can be an extremely time consuming and
labor intensive activity. Estimates have it that the average special
education teacher spends five hours per week on paperwork(25).
Furthermore, educators dedicate more of their time to complete
paperwork than their duties. Duties such as grading papers, com-
municating with parents, sharing expertise with colleagues, super-
vising  paraprofessionals, and attending IEP  meetings
combined(23).

In addition to planning and teaching, assessing tasks, scheduling
and attending IEP meetings, special needs teachers spend more
than 10% of their working time just to fulfill administrative tasks.
(24) records such administrative tasks as printing and reproducing
special needs notices to parents, collecting administrative tasks
from other teachers, evaluating student progress and planning
student transition from school activities to activities that lead to
their independence. Furthermore, (24) also cites that only 50% of
teachers with special needs students receive assistance from ad-
ministrative or secretarial personnel perform such administrative
duties. Meanwhile, in addition to the time spent on academic in-
struction and mentoring, the administrative activity of the special
needs teacher takes up the third largest portion of 12% (27). In
line with the above conditions, the SPeNSE (29) report describes
that the average special educational needs teacher spends 5 hours
per week to complete the forms and perform the IEP administra-
tive tasks. They spend more time doing the IEP administrative
tasks than assessing assignments, communicating with parents,
sharing and discussing with other teachers, and attending IEP
meetings. The time spent working on IEP paperwork equals the
time spent preparing for learning. In fact, more importantly, 53%
of special needs teachers in primary and secondary schools report
that these routine and administrative tasks interfere with their
teaching duties(29). The similar condition applied for other pro-
fessionals dealing with students with special needs. From the sur-
vey of professionals dealing with special needs education (e.g.,
speech language pathologist), the main challenge they face is the
high number of administrative tasks, That is about 60% of the
administrative burden they have to perform(26) and in the year of
2001 to 2010, the percentage was higher, about 80-88%(28).

3.2. The Reasons Why Teachers Perceive The IEP
Paperwork As Administrative “Burdens”

If the IEP is not done correctly, then IEP will only fulfill mere
administrative functions but are less able to be a valuable tool to
facilitate the advancement of students with special needs(30). In
line with Cooper, (13) suggests that IEPs are not always applica-
ble because teachers state that many administrative tasks load in
planning and implementation of IEP. Difficulties in implementing
and monitoring these IEPs may result in the simplification of IEP,
but if so, then the benefits will also be questioned.

The following will explain some of the reasons why teachers view
the IEP as having high administrative burdens.

a. Too many contents and details in IEP forms and paperwork
(47) reports that the IEP paperwork is considered the number one
constraint that disrupts teaching. Teachers needed many hours to
fill out IEP forms and writing reports in order to record the
students’ development.

(33) revealed in his research report that the most common source
of paperwork is: (a) the administrative task of the IEP has a long
and varied flow of forms, ranging from the pre-referral stage to the
IEP evaluation stage, (b) Less alignment of data obtained from the
education assessment report form with assessment reporting re-
quirements for Department of Education, (c) Fulfillment of doc-
umentation requirements for non-infringing procedures, (d) Re-
cording of student progress / process according to legal require-
ments, () Number of duplicates on the IEP reporting require-
ments, both on hard copy and soft copy, and on reporting to vari-
ous related parties, with different forms, (f) Data collected for
different indicators seems only to fulfill the reporting function,
less significant for the learning process.

b. IEP service flow that involves many parties / personnels

(33) discloses that the course of preparing the IEP which has a
long flow and demanding excessive administration. The legal rule
also demands a rigorous tracking or monitoring process, which
inseparable from administrative work. Also, in the IEP process,
monitoring of intervention agreements involving various parties is
also required. Parents involvement are expected in the process of
preparing and implementing the 1EP, but from the findings of(33),
it appears that many parents do not have access to technology so
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that surveys conducted on parents are still traditional, which will
also bring its complexity.
c.  Teachers’ negative belief on IEP administrative duties
Special Education Teachers often negatively view professional
paperwork. The most prominent criticism is that the IEP is time
consuming and not of much use. (14). (31) also recognised that
for novice special education teacher, paperwork task is
overwhelming. In his study,(14) reveals that novice special educa-
tion teachers had negative views of the IEP paperwork because of
its numerous administrative tasks and perceived insignificant to
teaching.
Kargin, Acarlar, Sucuoglu (6) revealed that 80% of teachers did
not prepare the IEP. The reason for this behavior is rooted in the
teacher's view of the 'paperwork burden’ in the preparation and
implementation of the IEP. Teachers tend to view the IEP only
from the administrative matter, so the IEP has not been used as a
guide. Teachers in Malaysia also tend to perceive the preparation
of IEP as an administrative burden, given the large number of
paperwork (11).
d.  Lack of knowledge and skills of the parties/ personnel relat-
ed to the preparation or implementation of IEP
(32) 's study of school counselors in Turkey, found that counselors
tend to judge themselves less knowledgeable in IEP applications.
The counselor also appraises that teachers' knowledge of the in-
clusion education was less accurate, as well as the limited number
of staffs. Meanwhile, the booklet prepared by the Ministry of Na-
tional Education on the IEP lacks the appropriate and valid infor-
mation for teachers.
e. Lack of administrative staff assistance to complete the IEP
paperwork
(33) mentions that the conversion of traditional administrative
tasks (e.g., for IEP recording) to computerized, led to staff reduc-
tions, whereas administrative tasks that are computerized also
suck up high enough teachers’ time and energy.

f.  Short deadline for IEP administrative duties
Often the time for IEP evaluation is at the end of the semester,
which often coincides with national holidays (e.g., Christmas,
New Year and Eid), so the deadline for administrative settlement
is limited (33).
Administrative

3.3. Strategies to Minimize the

“Burden” Of IEP

Many often consider the process of preparing the IEP difficult
because it requires knowledge of pedagogy, curriculum, instruc-
tion and regulation to be met (e.g., in the United States is IDEA),
it also takes intensive time and energy to do so. What can be done
so that the IEP administrative tasks which originally viewed as
"burdens” can be perceived as "support"? The following research
presented results that can provide ideas about which administra-
tion of IEP is considered effective.

(24) demonstrates four ways in which principals and classroom
teachers can help ease the administrative burden of teachers for
students with special needs. These are:

a.Providing sufficient time for completion of administrative tasks
b.Limiting the number of students assigned to teachers who served
as 'case managers'

c.Increasing administrative assistance (assistant) to teachers of
special needs in the IEP process

d.Only complete the IEP administrative tasks on areas that will
help teachers and students.

In addition to the strategies(24) discloses above, the other strate-
gies to reduce the administrative burden of IEP are as follows:

a.  Sophisticated IEP administrative technology

Some techniques/methods facilitate administrative tasks in the
preparation of IEP to lessen teachers’ administrative burden. One
of them is by using software that can ease the paperwork's task.
(39) states that IEP software programs, both computer-generated
and Internet-based, can help reduce the administrative burden of
IEP development and implementation. (2) explains that from the
examples of IEP softwares being investigated, the software can

help to simplify the process and to improve the efficiency of IEP
development. The conseideration of IEP software's precision is
based on 'form' or ‘function’. What is meant by the accuracy of the
form is a document that meets the rules/regulations while the func-
tions associated with the benefits that can be obtained from the
meaning of education resulting from the document. While this
software has much help in the IEP development process, teachers
should have the knowledge and ability to develop a good IEP,
keeping in mind the standard of regulation(48).

Another related problem with IEP paperwork is the time-
consuming task of IEP development. When IEPs are developed
with a paper-based system, teachers spend hours to copy goals,
objectives, materials and resources onto the IEP form. (35)
examine the implementation of a compatible software system to
develop IEPs. The results are teachers, or staff members use this
system to develop IEP, for example creating goals and objectives,
storing students data, transcribing, and record keeping. They indi-
cated that teachers who used IEP software spent less time writing
IEPs and are comfortable with the IEP for instructional planning
than did teachers using noncomputerized IEP systems.

(41) who studied teachers’ view on electronic performance
support system on IEP, found that teachers made substantial
changes in the method they used to produce an IEP, that is, chang-
es in data entry, manipulation of data, and printing. Teachers
perceived that the software is an excellent tool to use, so they
thought that it is worth the time and effort put in to learning how
to use it.

Teachers in most states in the United States indicated that they felt
helped by technological advances in IEP administration. Examples
include the increased opportunities to access student data, web
sites and electronic communication (email) reduces paper usage
for copy and makes it easy to disseminate information, and com-
puterization also facilitates IEP monitoring system (33).

Further more, (38) added that utilizing of such software, however,
does not automatically guarantee good outcomes. The feature of
IEP software differs significantly, and inadequate training of staff
might hamper the results. If the IEP computerized program is
used effectively, however, the best of these programs may im-
prove efficiency in special education provision, while improves
the quality of IEPs. One still has to consider their advantages and
disadvantages. Consideration upon pro and contra of the software
and hardware requirement, whether it will be a stand alone,
distributed network or centralized network system, should be
taken into account.

The quality of IEP often depended on teacher expertise,
so that it will be difficult for novice teachers. Computerization of
this process can be an efficient and effective way to help the
teacher. Teachers who plan to use computers to speed and maxim-
ize the IEP process have to consider the educational design (that is,
Curriculum Analysis, diagnostic testing, and user as architect
program) before system development(34). They also might
consider these following areas when implementing a computerized
IEP system: (1) The physical format of the IEP, (2) IEP updates
and how they will be executed, (3) How computerization will
meet organizational service needs, (4) The computer system will
also serve as a lesson-planning/resource retrieval system.

In addition to the software,(45) proposes the use of
forms/forms placed in Google Docs so easy to use them at any
time. He revealed that administrative tasks could not be separated
from the preparation of IEP. The important thing is how to get
around it through the use of technology, so it does not become a
burden (or Morgan term: nightmare) for related professionals.

b.  Improving the efficiency of IEP forms and the flow chart of
special needs education services

c.  In simplifying the IEP model, (33) proposes recommenda-
tions for reducing the amount of time administrative tasks and
improving efficiency, including streamlining and shortening the
IEP report (by omitting some indicators), and changing the report-
ing period to bi-annual (not every academic year, or even every
semester). All forms of reports should be relevant to improve stu-
dent learning outcomes/abilities, not just for administrative pur-
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poses. Another recommendation comes from (40) which suggests
that the administrative burden of IEP evaluation may be reduced
by setting a longer period of IEP evaluation (more than one year).
d.  IEP services do not have to be individual

(46) offer solutions that services provided to students with special
needs should not always be one on one but may take the form of
scheduling in activity blocks, longer interval sessions but less
often and flexible. Similar to what Rudebusch & Wiechmann says,
the IEP is not necessarily one on one (one IEP for one student
with special needs). When there are special needs students in one
class with the same baseline ability so that the learning objectives
are the same, a Group Education Plan can be drawn up instead of
preparing the IEP for each(49, 50)

e. Increase the numbers and skills of special education teachers
and administrative staff of IEP

(37) stated that there are many paperwork demands on special
education teachers. Meanwhile, in teacher training, there is less
time devoted to IEP paperwork and emphasizes more on commu-
nication issues. Therefore in teacher training programs for prepar-
ing future teachers is to shift focus from communication modality
and spend more time on issues, such as IEP preparation. (36)
states that para-educators can assist teachers, not only when giving
instruction, but para-educators can also assist students with special
needs so that teachers have more time to handle their administra-
tive tasks. Also, (33) proposes to provide additional resources to
support training of local LEA staff related to IEP reporting tasks.

f.  Revising the legal rules related to administrative burden
Several(5, 42) suggest that the 2004 IDEA revision includes the
reduction of IEP/Paperwork administration, simplification of
forms and the development of the IEP process. For example, if
there is parental disapproval of the IEP, no need to coordinate an
IEP meeting involving the entire team; just to discuss with the
related teachers. (43) also stated that the IDEA revision in 2004
appears to streamline the flow of IEP compilation and content and
reduce the involvement of many parties in the determination of
educational services listed in the IEP.

4. Discussion

IEP aims to provide the best educational services for students with
special needs through the provision of learning that suits their
needs. However, in practice, the IEP is even considered a burden
by teachers, especially regarding the administrative tasks of the
IEP. This paper deals with issues in the IEP administration. Simi-
lar to this paper, (51) also questioned the usefulness and efficacy
of IEP. She states that in reality one of the problems faced when
implementing IEP is paperwork. He also cites several studies that
attempt to reduce the administrative burden of IEP through soft-
ware. Meanwhile, (50) which reviews the literature about the IEP,
indicating that one of the challenges to be faced by educational
special needs coordinator is excessive paperwork, which affects
the major tasks they have to do.

Through their research, (52) demonstrated that the need for clarifi-
cation of the problems and restriction faced at each stage of the
IEP implementation. Their results reveal that there is a risk that
the IEP is only used to merely meet administrative requirements,
at the time of audit of the quality of education. They proposed a
suitability between the policy guidelines and the conditions in the
field. Andreasson et al., think similarly to the recommendations
put forward in this paper that rules of law or policy should consid-
er difficulties in the field. One of the things that can be done is to
revise the legislation to reduce the administrative burden of IEP.
One of the things that can be done is to revise the legislation to
reduce the administrative burden of IEP.

5. Conclusion

The administrative task of the IEP is important to be a valuable
tool for facilitating the advancement of learning of students with
special needs. Unfortunately, on the implementation, various re-

search results reported that the IEP only fulfills administrative
functions alone. The teacher's IEP paperwork seized more than
10% of working time. The administrative activity of the special
needs teacher takes up the third largest portion of 12%. Hence,
teachers view the IEP administration /IEP paperwork as a burden.
Given the high quantity of time that special needs teachers, as well
as related professionals, need to perform the various IEP adminis-
trative tasks, it is worth examining further the reasons why teach-
ers consider the IEP administration as an expense. Some reasons
why the IEP is perceived as bringing administrative burdens to
teachers, ranges from individual reasons such as teachers’ nega-
tive beliefs on IEP to technical issues such as overload IEP forms
and inappropriate use of technology.

Therefore, strategies to minimize the IEP administrative tasks
burden as revealed from this narrative review can be followed up
in the practice of IEP implementation in school. Strategies such as
improving appropriate technology related to IEP, streamlining IEP
form, and others listed above will make IEP be used to fulfill its
function as a guideline in optimizing the potential of students with
special needs and not just mere administrative fulfillment re-
quirements.
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