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General education teachers often
express concerns about the
extent to which they need to

know and understand statute, policy, and
rules and regulations pertaining to
students with disabilities. As the number
of students with disabilities who receive
their instruction in general education
settings increases, these concerns and
questions move to the forefront of many
educator’s thoughts.

The reauthorization of IDEA delineates
and defines the expectations for the
involvement of classroom teachers in the
special education process. However,
moving from expectations to practice is a
challenge we will all face in the upcom-
ing months. Involving regular educators
in the program planning and implementa-
tion of individual education programs
(IEPs) of students with disabilities is the
focus of this month’s issue of the Utah
Special Educator. It is devoted to ideas,
strategies and tips that will enable all
teams members to better translate the
“letter of the law” into the “spirit of the
law.”

When IDEA 1997 was signed by Presi-
dent Clinton last June, sweeping changes
for how to implement the statute were
included. Two key themes were noted at
the beginning of the act, P.L. 105-17,
ensuring access to the general curriculum
for student with disabilities and support-
ing high quality, intensive professional
development for all personnel who work
with students with disabilities in order to
ensure that they have the skills and
knowledge necessary to support the
education of students with disabilities.

In this issue you will find not only
information regarding the new changes in
the statute as they pertain to general
education involvement but also many
practical ideas from regular and special
educators as well as administrators from
across the state.

Undoubtedly the IDEA 1997 provides
each of us with new challenges; more

importantly it provides us with new
opportunities. The opportunity to work
even more closely with our regular
education colleagues in meeting the
needs of students with disabilities
provides us with the chance to fulfill the
true spirit of IDEA. As you reflect upon
the following articles, consider how these
strategies might be adapted and shared
with your colleagues.

A New Idea…Capturing The Spirit Of The Law
Randy Schelble and Tracy Stewart, ULRC Program Specialists

Hot Tips For Teachers

(The following strategies could be
shared with colleagues to help them
better understand what their special
education responsibilities are)

•  Ask special education teachers
what reports are relevant to
successful instruction of students
with disabilities in your class, then
read these reports.

•  Ask special education teachers for
suggestions for enhancing the
learning of students with disabili-
ties in your classroom.

•  Ask special education teachers to
co-teach you class or demonstrate
lessons that show how his or her
suggestions can be implemented.

•  Attend relevant meetings (about
your students with disabilities) that
involve parents and other school
personnel.

•  Reexamine IEPs quarterly, and
check that you monitor the
progress of students with disabili-
ties in your classroom.

•  For each student with disabilities
in your classroom, keep a folder of
relevant work samples to docu-
ment progress.

•  Maintain parent contact through
occasional phone calls and written
notes.

•  Meet regularly with special
education teachers. If he or she
does not already work in your
classroom, extend an invitation to
come in and help you instruct
students with special needs.

•  If you are concerned about a
student’s progress, do not hesitate
to inform the special education
teacher.

Source: Vaughn, Sharon et al.
(1997). Teaching Mainstreamed,
Diverse, and At-Risk Students in the
General Education Setting. Allyn
and Bacon: New York.
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Guest Editorial

The newly mandated relationship
of special education and regular
education is not a new concept

to special educators who work with
students with disabilities. Special
education professionals know that
students with disabilities do not drop
their disabilities at the special educa-
tion classroom door as they leave to
enter the world of regular education.
Over the years effective models and
strategies have been developed and
implemented to assist students with
disabilities as they participate in
general education. Special and regular
educator collaborative partnerships are
part of best practice models seen in
many schools. IDEA 97 mandates then
become a validation of what we know
works best to help students with
disabilities succeed in school—all
working together for the benefit of all
students!

It appears that Congressional intent
is to strengthen, through the passage of
statute and development of federal
regulations, the relationship between
general  education and special educa-
tion. One can speculate about the
reasons behind the focus on this
relationship, but the more challenging
questions arise from asking ourselves
just how this will be accomplished.

Key Areas Relating To Regu-
lar Education

Keys areas relating to regular
education discussed in IDEA 97 are:

•   IEP team membership;
•   The general curriculum;
•   IEP goals, objectives, and bench-

marks;

•   Monitoring progress in the general
curriculum;

•   Discipline and behavior manage-
ment; and

•   Participation in general education
assessment activities.

Following are brief highlights of
each key area including citations from
the statute and draft federal regula-
tions.  Implications for general educa-
tors and special educators are noted.
This is not meant to be comprehensive,
rather it is intended as an introductory
look at what IDEA 97 says about
involvement with regular education. A
more in-depth look at each area will be
needed to understand the full scope of
special and regular education involve-
ment.

IEP Team Membership

 Section 614(d)(1)(B) of the IDEA
97 statute states that the IEP team must
include “At least one regular education
teacher of such child (if the child is, or
may be, participating in the regular
education environment).” Section
300.344 of the draft regulations adds:
“The regular education teacher
participating in a child’s IEP meeting
should be the teacher who is, or may
be, responsible for implementing the
IEP, so that the teacher can participate
in discussions about how best to teach
the child.”

“If the child has more than one
teacher, the LEA may designate which
teacher or teachers will participate. In
a situation in which all of the child’s
teachers do not participate in the IEP
meeting, the LEA is encouraged to
seek input from teachers who will not

be attending, and should ensure that
any teacher not attending the meeting
is informed about the results of the
meeting (including receiving a copy of
the IEP).“

Section 614(d)(4)(B) explains that
in the review and revisions of IEP,
“The regular education teacher of the
child, as a member of the IEP team,
shall, to the extent appropriate,
participate in the review and revision
of the IEP of the child.”

Appendix C of the regulations
states: “Very often, regular education
teachers play a central role in the
education of children with disabilities
and have important expertise regarding
the general curriculum and the general
education environment.”

Implications for special and regular
educators include:

•   IEP teams must include at least one
of the student’s classroom teachers.

•   The team discusses how to best
teach the student in all settings.

•   All of the student’s regular educa-
tion teachers must be informed
about and receive copies of the IEP.

•   Regular educators participate in the
review and revision of the IEP.

•   Regular educators bring expertise to
the meetings.

Unanswered Questions: How will
we introduce this change to our regular
education colleagues so they will
understand its importance?  How will
we provide release time for regular
educators to attend IEP meetings?
When will the meetings be held?

The 105th U.S. Congress Of 1997 Would
Like To Announce The Newly Mandated

Relationship Of Special Education And
Regular Education

Ronda Menlove, Specialist, TRL Monitoring Systems
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Involvement in the General
Curriculum

The concept of the general curricu-
lum is introduced. Section 330.12 of
the draft regulations states: “...The
term general curriculum means the
curriculum adopted...for all children
from preschool through secondary
school. (Note: The term “general
curriculum,” as defined in this section,
relates to the content of the curriculum
and not the setting in which it is
used).“ Section 300.347 (a)(1)(i)(ii)
states: “The IEP for each child must
include—a statement of the child’s
present levels of educational perfor-
mance, including—how the child’s
disability affects the child’s involve-
ment and progress in the general
curriculum (for preschool—participa-
tion in appropriate activities).”

Implications for special and regular
educators include:

•   There is not a separate curriculum
for students with disabilities. There
is a general curriculum for all
students.

•   Involvement and progress in the
general curriculum must be consid-
ered in developing the IEP.

Unanswered Questions: What is
the “general curriculum” in Utah? Is it
the USOE Core Curriculum?  What
role do the Life Skills and their
accompanying benchmarks play?  Are
they the general curriculum?

IEP Goals, Objectives, and
Benchmarks

Statute section 614(d)(3)(C) states:
“The regular education teacher of the
child, as a member of the IEP Team,
shall, to the extent appropriate, partici-
pate in the development of the IEP of
the child, including the determination
of appropriate positive behavioral
interventions and strategies and the
determination of supplementary aids
and services, program modifications,
and support for school personnel
consistent with paragraph (1)(A)(iii).
Regulation sections 300.347 (a)(2)(i)
and (3)(ii) explain that the IEP is “A
statement of measurable annual goals,
including benchmarks or short-term
objectives, related to—meeting the
child’s needs that result from the
child’s disability to enable the child to
be involved in and progress in the
general curriculum...”

Note 3 in this section states: “The
new emphasis on participation in the
general education curriculum is not
intended by the Committee to result in
major expansions on the size of the
IEP or dozens of pages of detailed
goals and benchmarks or objectives in
every curricular content standard skill.
The new focus is intended to produce
attention to the accommodations and
adjustments necessary for disabled
children to access the general educa-
tion curriculum and the special ser-
vices which may be necessary for the
appropriate participation in particular
areas of the curriculum due to the

nature of the disability.”

Implications for special and regular
educators include:

•   The regular educator is an active
participant in helping develop the
IEP.

•   Supplementary aids and services,
program modifications, supports are
linked to progress in the general
curriculum and participation with
nondisabled students.

•   Goals, benchmarks, objectives
address involvement and progress in
the general curriculum—specifically
in the area relating to the disability.

•   Annual goals must now be measur-
able.

Unanswered Questions: How is
progress in the general curriculum
included in the IEP?  What are bench-
marks? (In Appendix C benchmarks
are defined as “major milestones.”)

Monitoring Progress in the
General Curriculum

In the content of the IEP, a statement
of how the child’s progress toward the
annual goals will be measured must be
included. The statement must also
include “how the child’s parents will
be regularly informed (through such
means as periodic report cards), at least
as often as parents are informed of
their nondisabled children’s progress.”
(Section 300.347 (a)(7)(i)(ii))

Over the years effective models and strategies have been developed

and implemented to assist students with disabilities as they

participate in general education. Special and regular educator

collaborative partnerships are part of best practice models seen in

many schools. IDEA 97 mandates then become a validation of what

we know works best to help students with disabilities succeed in

school—all working together for the benefit of all students!
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Implications for special and regular
educators include:

•   Student progress toward annual
goals (including the general curricu-
lum) must be monitored.

•   Parents will be regularly informed
about progress at least as often as
parents of nondisabled students.

Unanswered Questions:  How will
progress in the general curriculum be
monitored and reported?  Who is
responsible for monitoring and report-
ing progress in the general curriculum?

Discipline and Behavior
Management

Section 300.346 states that the IEP
team shall: “In the case of a child
whose behavior impedes his or her
learning or that of others, consider, if
appropriate, strategies, including
positive behavioral interventions,
strategies, and supports to address that
behavior.” In regard to the regular
education teacher’s participation, the
teacher will assist in “the determina-
tion of appropriate positive behavioral
interventions and strategies for the
child.”

Other sections of IDEA 97 describe
in more depth requirements related to
discipline procedures for students with
disabilities. Sections 300.520 - 300.529
provide information about such topics
as suspension and expulsion, func-
tional behavior assessments, behavior
intervention plans, manifestation
determination reviews, interim alter-
nate placements, students not yet
eligible for services, and expedited due
process hearings. These regulations are
complex and need to be studied in
depth.

Implications for special and regular
educators include:

•   A student’s behavior must be
considered by the IEP team.

•   If the student’s behavior impedes
learning, the team will consider
positive behavioral interventions,
strategies, and supports to address
that behavior.

•   The regular education teacher will
participate in developing interven-
tions and strategies.

•   IDEA 97 requirements related to
discipline are complex and must be

examined in depth.

Unanswered Questions: What are
appropriate interventions, strategies,
and supports that help students deal
with behavior?  How will these be
implemented in the regular classroom?
How can educators be informed about
discipline matters in an understandable
manner?

Assessment

The IEP must contain an explanation
of the extent to which the student with
disabilities will not participate with
nondisabled students. In regard to
assessment, Section 300.347 states that
the IEP must include “a statement of
any individual modifications in the
administration of state or district-wide
assessments of student achievement
that are needed in order for the child to
participate in the assessment. If the IEP
team determines that the child will not
participate in a particular state or
district-wide assessment of student
achievement (or part of an assessment),
a statement of why the assessment is
not appropriate for the child; and how
the child will be assessed.”

Implications for special and regular
educators include:

•   The assumption is that students with
disabilities will participate in state
and district-wide assessments.

•   Modifications may need to be made
to facilitate participation.

•   If a student doesn’t participate, a
statement of “why” is included in
the IEP.

•   How the student will be assessed
must be included.

Unanswered Questions: What
kinds of modifications to assessments
are appropriate? What are valid
reasons for non-participation in
assessments?  How will alternate
assessments be developed? How will
the assessments be constructed?  How
will regular education teachers be
involved?

In summary, the foundation is laid
for us to build stronger partnerships
with regular education. It is our
opportunity and challenge to promote
changes in how we work together
based on what we know about best
practice!
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Feature Article

S ince the passage of P.L. 94-142,
special educators have been urged
to collaborate with general

educators in order to provide instruction to
students with disabilities in least restric-
tive environments. Not until its reauthori-
zation did the law provide specific
language which assists educators in this
collaborative process. IDEA 1997 requires
that every student have access to the
general education curriculum and that
progress within that curriculum is
measured. Without collaboration with
general educators, how are special
educators to assist students with disabili-
ties in their progress within the general
curriculum?

Many educators believe that when
professionals work in close proximity,
they are collaborating. However, true
collaboration occurs when educators work
toward a common goal, with shared
decision making and a sense that all
individuals are respected (Friend &
Bursuck, 1996).

Many barriers exist which prevent true
collaboration for the effective instruction

of diverse groups of students. One such
barrier is an environment which does not
promote collaborative relationships. Many
educators feel they have no power to
collaborate given such an environment.
Creating an atmosphere in which person-
nel are encouraged to work together for
the benefit of all students is the responsi-
bility all school personnel.

Administrative Support

Administrators can assist in this process
by encouraging special and general
educators to become acquainted. Faculty
meetings can include “getting to know
you” activities which require the mingling
of personnel from various grade levels and
departments. Administrators can “spot-
light” one faculty or staff per week,
posting their picture and brief biography
in the workroom or faculty lounge.
Activities to promote collaboration should
also include paraeducators, related
services personnel and support staff.

Administrators can also ensure that
general and special educators have similar
school responsibilities such as bus duty,
recess duty, bulletin board assignments
and committee work. When special
educators are relieved of these duties due
to other “special” reasons, they may
appear to be getting special privileges,
thereby further distancing them from their
colleagues.

School Scheduling

The arrangement of school schedules
may also assist in creating a collaborative
environment. When students with
disabilities come to school late or leave
school early due to convenience in
transportation services, a message is sent
to the school that these students are not a
part of the school culture. Replacing some
faculty meetings or inservices with
planning time is one way administrators
can provide flexible schedules so teachers
can co-plan (Friend & Bursuck, 1996).

It should be recognized that although

Creating A Collaborative School
Environment

Tina T. Dyches, Assistant Professor,
Department of Counseling and Special Education, Brigham Young University

training and experience differs among
school employees, each has valuable
contributions to make in the education of
all students. General educators typically
posses expertise in knowing the scope and
sequence of the curriculum, whereas
special educators posses expertise in
adapting the curriculum to meet individual
needs (Choate, 1993). This shared
expertise is a major feature of supported
education, whereby both general and
special educators are esteemed as equal
partners in the teaching process (Nolet &
Tindal, 1996). A frequent complaint of
some “co-teaching” models is that the
special educator is regarded more as a
teaching assistant rather than a teacher
with full responsibility and authority.
When alternative teaching arrangements
such as station teaching, parallel teaching
and team teaching are made, the special
educator is often given more credibility by
students and general educators (Friend &
Bursuck, 1996).

Creating A Collaborative Envi-
ronment

Special educators can also help create
an environment which facilitates collabo-
ration. Eating and mingling in the faculty
lounge rather than in the classroom
provides opportunities for getting to know
other faculty. Attending and volunteering
services at extracurricular activities
demonstrates a willingness to be an
integral part of the school. Additionally,
special educators can eliminate the use of
“Special Ed. Lingo” when speaking with
their colleagues.

Teachers and administrators must value
the pooling of talents and believe that the
outcomes of collaboration are desirable
(Phillips & McCullough, 1990) before the
effective instruction of all students may
occur. As teachers model positive
collaborative relationships, their students
may be more fully prepared for complex
work relationships and social experiences.

References available from the ULRC upon
request.
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Feature Article

Surprises are fun at Christmas!
Surprises are great for a Friday
night date. Dropping in on a long

time friend that you have not seen for
years is a surprise that is hard to beat. The
element of surprise can be a positive factor
in our lives. However, surprising a teacher
with the concerns that come with having a
student with disabilities in their classroom
is not one of them.

There are excellent teachers in the state
of Utah. Most teachers are anxious to do
whatever possible to meet the needs of the
students they are assigned to teach. They
are dedicated, hard working and want to
see students of all ability levels succeed.

As special education has progressed
toward a more inclusive model, it becomes
more critical that special and regular
education teachers learn to work together
in meeting the needs of students with
disabilities. Special educators have the
opportunity of decreasing unwanted
surprises that regular educators may
experience when asked to teach students
with various abilities. There are several
steps that can be taken to assist in this
process.

Open, Positive Communication

Open, positive communication between
regular and special educators is critical.
Effective communication can help to
eliminate anticipated fear that an educator
might feel when facing the new challenge
of meeting the needs of a student with
disabilities. When an educator is hesitant
in trying to meet the needs of a student
with disabilities, it generally is not because
of the disability, but an uncertainty about
knowing how to best meet the needs of the
student. By taking time to talk and share
ideas, a special educator can alleviate the
uneasy feeling many regular educators
experience.

Avoid Isolation

Special Educators need to be perceived
as an integral part of the school. They need
to be available to assist and participate in
the total school program. As students with
disabilities become involved in more
inclusive settings, care must be taken to

see that the student and the special
educator are a part of the complete school
community. Special educators can not
afford to isolate themselves in their
classroom. When they are seen as a
resource that is available to assist and
answer questions that arise, more progress
will be gained. Educators are then able to
focus more on teaching than worrying.

Collective Expertise

It is important to express ideas without
coming across as the “expert”. No one
likes feeling incompetent. When time is
taken to think before talking, ideas can be
shared in a manner that encourages rather
than belittles. Hopefully, honest praise is
a regular part of regular conversation.
When praise is used it is easier to include
needed suggestions and ideas. Everyone
enjoys a compliment. Learn to use praise
and compliments as an automatic part of
daily conversation.

As special educators increase their
abilities to work effectively with faculty
members at their schools, an increased
desire from the regular educator to
become a more active part of our special
education teams will develop. When the
comfort level of working with students
with disabilities increases, educators will
see value in adding input during all
aspects of the special education process.

It does not matter if a school is using a
consultation, co-teaching, resource or
other model for delivering services to
students with disabilities, special educa-
tors can and must take the initiative to be
of assistance to the regular education
programs in their schools. The true
definition of teaming must be taking
place if maximizing learning is a goal.
Special educators have the opportunity of
decreasing the number of unwanted
surprises. By doing so, more involvement
with regular educators will take place and
better service for students with disabili-
ties will be obtained.

Surprise A Date—Not A Co-Worker
Lee Stoor, Special Educator, Alpine School District

THE SEVEN NORMS
OF COLLABORATIVE
WORK
Pausing
Pausing before responding or asking a
question allows time for thinking and
enhances dialogue, discussion and
decision making.

Paraphrasing:
Using a paraphrase starter that is comfort-
able for you: “So...” or “As you are ...”
and following the starter with a paraphrase
assists members of the group to hear and
understand each other as they formulate
decisions.

Probing:
Using gentle open ended probes or
inquiries such as, “Please say more...”  or
“I’d like to hear more about...”  increases
the clarity and precision of the group’s
thinking.

Putting ideas on the table:
Ideas are the heart of a meaningful
dialogue. Label the intention of your
comments. For example, you might say,
“Here is one idea...” or, “One thought I
have is...”

Paying attention to self and
others:
Meaningful dialogue is facilitated when
each group member is conscious of self
and of others and is aware of not only
what she/he is saying but how it is said
and how others are responding. This
includes paying attention to learning style
when planning for, facilitating, and
participating in group meetings.

Presuming positive presuppo-
sition:
Assuming that others’ intentions are
positive promotes and facilitates meaning-
ful dialogue and eliminates unintentional
put-downs

Pursuing a balance between
advocacy and inquiry:
Pursuing and maintaining a balance
between advocating a position and
inquiring about one’s own and other’s
positions assists the group to become a
learning organization.

Source: Adapted from William Baker,
Group Dynamics Associates, 720
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Feature Article

It seems as if everyone has an idea
how to reform, transform, invigorate, or
restructure education. Federal, state, and
local agencies, unions, PTA’s, special
interest groups, professional organiza-
tions, experts and common folk, have all
told us how and what we should be doing
to make schools better. Through strategic
plans, belief statements, vision state-
ments, action plans and mission state-
ments, schools are reacting to the public
mandate to improve education. This
external pressure is applied to regular and
special educators alike, and provides this
often diverse group the new opportunity
and new challenge to work together on a
common problem—school improvement.

Several years ago, as a member of the
Utah Principals Academy, I had the

opportunity to hear Dr. Don DeLay talk
about school improvement. Dr. DeLay
calls his school improvement model
“Praxis.” In one simple sentence, he
helped me see how to transform a school
and enlist the help of regular and special
educators in the cause. Dr. DeLay said
that the way to improve schools is to get:

“More Students
Doing Better School Work!”

This simple phrase says that the
primary purpose of a school is to provide
a place where the students will choose to
do good schoolwork. Getting students to
choose to do good schoolwork requires
regular and special educators to collabo-
rate and focus on the following:

•  Identify which students in their

More Students Doing Better Work!
Mark Riding, Principal,

Edgemont Elementary, Jordan School District

classroom are consenting to do quality
work, which students resist doing
schoolwork, and which students fall in
between (try to be invisible).

•  Teachers must talk to each other
personally and often about students
and their instruction.

•  Teacher talk must stay focused on
student improvement. Institutional talk
without focus will always degenerate
into complaining and explaining.

•  Teachers are encouraged to experiment
with instruction, materials, and
procedures. Teachers must be willing
to share with each other their past
success and good ideas. Teachers must
“risk” asking their colleagues for help
and advice.

•  Teachers must always remember that a
school is what the faculty does.

At Edgemont Elementary, regular and
special educators have used the Praxis
model to help improve reading instruc-
tion. For example, a formal, systematic,
phonics-based reading program—
Reading For All Learners— which was
developed at Utah State University, was
started in kindergarten. Kindergarten
teachers, special education teachers,
paraprofessionals, and parents learned the
direct instruction techniques used in this
program. Later, first grade teachers and
resource teachers collaborated on ways to
use the same program the next year. In
both instances, regular and special
educators viewed the new challenge of
improving reading instruction in kinder-
garten as an opportunity to interact and
improve their teaching.

Dr. DeLay has stated that “the essence
of schooling is social relationships, and
these relationships are a function of
interpersonal communication. Personal
communication is the gentle art of
creating mutual meaning that leads to
mutual action.” Or, to put it another way,
“When you feel understood it feels good.
And, when you understand the other
person it feels great. But, when you both
understand each other it is like being at
home and there is fresh bread in the
oven.” (Joe Luft)

Dr. DeLay has stated that “the essence of schooling

is social relationships, and these relationships are

a function of interpersonal communication.

Personal communication is the gentle art of

creating mutual meaning that leads to mutual

action.”
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Feature Article

D ifferent strategies are important
tools to help different learners.
One’s attitude and expectations

are always important in using different
strategies. A thought comes to mind, “In
the middle of difficulty lies opportunity”
by Albert Einstein. The following strate-
gies have worked for me. I would give
credit to whom I’ve borrowed these
strategies from, but I can’t remember
where they came from.

Strategies For Students With
Hearing Impairments

Strategies for a regular classroom for
students with hearing impairments are:

•   Sound system which is hooked up to
student and teacher. Also, this can be
hooked up with the computer.

•   Use a lot of visuals and put instructions
on the black board. When you give
examples write them on the board.

•   A buddy system is also a help to make
sure the student understood the instruc-
tions.

•   Seating arrangements during instruc-
tional times and activities should be
chosen carefully.

•   Make sure the student is looking at the
person giving the instructions.

•   Minimize talking and do more hands
on.

Strategies For Students With
Visual

Impairments

Strategies for students with
visual disabilities are:

•   Large print for books,
computer screen,
worksheets and a white

board.
•   The buddy system works and
seating should be at front during
all instructional times and

activities.
•   Use an alphabet and
number strip on the desk.

Strategies For Active Students

For more active students, strategies are:

•   Let them stand at their desk.
•   Arrange different work stations around

the room so they can move about.
•   When moving from another area have a

prearranged agreement to have this
student sit by you if behavior is a
concern.

•   Change seating arrangement every 2-3
weeks.

•   Use role plays.

Strategies For All Students

All students need to feel that they are
needed include:

•   Develop special “needed” jobs for these
students.

•   A job chart may help but some students
may need a special job all year. Some
ideas for this are filling and cleaning
glue bottles, collecting scissors, and
making sure desks are cleaned off.

•   Set up activities or projects that will
give all the students success. Let them
do projects that they can chose how to
get from point A to point B their own
way.

•   Everyday make sure that every student
has contributed in class.

•   Aim for at least one good laugh

Different Strategies Are lmportant Tools
Polly Chugg, Third Grade Teacher,

Woodruff Elementary, Logan School District

together.
•   Use a lot of team building. Class

meetings will enable one to talk about a
team that helps each other and is
positive with each other. A class team
lets team members play with each other.

•   Birthdays are very important to each
student. Do something special for that
day. This helps each child feel impor-
tant.

Academic Strategies

Some academic strategies are:

•   Tell what is expected and ask what their
understanding is on what is expected.

•   Tell why they have to learn a skill or
objective.

•   Ask students to write in their journal
what they have learned.

•   Make a monthly calendar for the
students and parents to help them be
prepared and informed.

•   Have students call parents if they do
very well on a major test.

•   Invite parents or adults into your
classroom to read out loud to the class a
short story.

•   Use a positive discipline system that is
consistent. Direct the attention to the
student doing the wanted behavior first,
then attend quietly to the incorrect
behavior.

•   Be fair. An idea for this is a quiet
student jar with each student’s name in
it. When one needs a helper, pull a
name out of the jar. If the student has
been quiet and working hard, they will
be the helper.

•   Use music to help learning.
•   For handwriting use a box with flour in

it. The students can trace the letters in
the flour.

•   Monitor progress and display work.

Finally, remember to “Walk your talk”
and try different strategies.
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The movement in our District, Iron
County, is toward a totally Inclusive

Classroom. As regular classroom teachers
in secondary education, we have seen the
benefits that a well-run, well-organized
inclusive program can produce.

There are certain criteria that must be
met in order to have a great Inclusive
Program:

•   Supportive Administrators,
•   Organized Knowledgeable Resource

Teachers,
•   Willing Regular Education Teachers,
•   Good Classroom Aids, and
•   Specific Useful Collaboration Time.

In our experience the administration
needs to know about and understand how
the process of inclusion works and how it
will be managed in their school. They
need to be “on board” and supportive
from the first. In addition, they need to be
flexible in the scheduling of students.

The Resource teachers need to
understand the entire program and should
have had a prior hands-on experience
with inclusion in some way—for ex-
ample, through a practicum experience or
through observations. They need to be
excited about the benefits of inclusion,
especially for the students, and willing to
collaborate with the classroom teachers.
The program should be well-organized
and fully outlined before it is presented to
the regular teaching staff. In addition, the
special educators must still feel and be
jointly responsible with the regular
educators for the all of the special needs
students.

When we were first introduced to the
idea of inclusion, we felt somewhat
negative as many regular classroom
teachers often do in the beginning. We
thought that it would just add more to our
already busy work load. Special needs
students were placed in our classes before
we were introduced to the program and
without consulting us. However, because
of well-organized resource teachers who

collaborated with us on a weekly basis
and because of great classroom
paraeducators, we have come “on board”
and are convinced that inclusion benefits
all students. Regular classroom teachers
need only to be willing to try inclusion; if
it is implemented correctly, they too will
come “on board”.

This type of program cannot work if
the administration is not willing to
provide the Special Education Depart-
ment with an appropriate number of
teacher aides. These paraeducators need
to understand the program and they must
be trained to be helpful, willing class-
room co-teachers.

One of the most important components
of inclusion is appropriate collaboration
time. Specific weekly collaboration
meetings between the special needs
teachers and the regular classroom
teachers must be held. Both teachers need
to come to these meetings with pertinent
documentation for each student. This is
a time when the special educator can help
the regular educator modify curriculum
and specific lesson plans to meet the
needs of individual students. Both special
and regular educators need to conduct
these meetings in a confidential manner.

We have seen the benefits of inclusion
in our school. Everyone benefits. The
special needs students feel more in-
cluded, can gain a better self image, and
just plain learn more. Their peers, the
regular education students, benefit as
well as they learn compassion, tolerance,
and often better work habits from the
special needs students. Parents of both
regular education students and special
education students have commented to us
that they have seen positive changes in
their children through the inclusion
process. The big benefit for teachers and
administrators is that we see positive
changes both academically and socially
in all of our students. That is why most of
us are in this profession.

We feel that the benefits of inclusion
will push all progressive schools toward
total inclusion. It is time for all of us to
“Get on Board”.

Get On Board With Inclusion
Susan LeCorchick and Gloria Albrecht,

Cedar Middle School, Iron School District

We have seen the benefits of inclusion in our

school. Everyone benefits. The special needs

students feel more included, can gain a better

self image, and  just plain learn more. Their

peers, the regular education students, benefit as

well as they learn compassion, tolerance, and

often better work habits from the special needs

students.
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Merging special education
students into the general
education environment has

enhanced the small, isolated commu-
nity of Dugway, Utah. This
microsociety of Utah uniquely repre-
sents the entire state in terms of
population diversity within the school
systems. Our community’s classroom
populations defy simple categorization.
Dugway’s teachers are challenged to
maintain high standards of education in
heterogeneous classrooms. Recogniz-
ing that “Necessity is the Mother of
Invention,” the school’s administration
and staff members made the commit-
ment to increase academic achievement
to all students by utilizing the Inclusion
Model of Education.

Successful Student-Oriented
Strategies

We began the process of Inclusion
by investigating the individual needs of
our students with multiple disabilities.
One of our students, a 14-year-old boy
with Down Syndrome, does not have
the use of functional speech. As the
Speech/Language Pathologist, I wrote
an IEP goal to increase communication
with his peers. This student has been
learning American Sign Language
(ASL) throughout his academic career.
His communication partners were those
adults who had also learned ASL. We
initiated a language program where we
taught ASL to ten of the boy’s closest
peers. The enthusiasm to learn ASL
was immediate throughout both the
high school and elementary school.
Students began teaching themselves the
ASL alphabet and highly functional
words. The boy’s social acceptance
increased immensely when this com-
munication door was opened. A future
goal for the school is to provide an
ASL curriculum open to all students.
This class would satisfy a foreign
language requirement for high school
graduation.

A 13-year-old boy with mild intellec-
tual disabilities has an IEP goal to

increase his functional language skills.
He satisfies this goal by working at the
elementary school for one hour daily as
the office aid. His responsibilities
include: answering the telephone,
taking and relaying messages using the
intercom system, and answering the
questions of elementary students and
guests that frequent the office. The
school’s administrator has been
especially supportive of this program.
He initiated several additional responsi-
bilities which included routinely
counting the money made from a
variety of fund raising activities and
vending machines sales. He also gave
this student the task of changing the
numerous motivational posters that are
displayed at the school on a weekly
basis. As well as satisfying an IEP goal,
this student is learning meaningful,
real-life skills and developing positive
social interaction skills. He is also
heightening his confidence and self-
esteem.

Successful Classroom
Strategies

As the Special Education Teacher at
the elementary school, it has been a
pleasure to work within the general
education classrooms. Dugway
Elementary’s fourth grade teacher was
the first educator to volunteer to
completely merge her special education
students with the general education
students for the entire day. In fact, she
emphatically stressed the desire to have
them remain with their peers 100% of
the time! To facilitate this, we met on a
regular basis to share planning, teach-
ing, and evaluation responsibilities. To
implement this inclusionary program,
we placed an additional staff member
from the resource department in the
classroom during core instruction. After
direct instruction from the classroom
teacher, the class was randomly divided
in half. Half of the class remained in
their regular classroom and half of the
class went to another classroom, labeled
“The Study Hall,” with the resource
personnel for reteaching and extra help.

Understanding that the task of correct-
ing papers turned in by learning
disabled students is difficult and time
consuming, this responsibility was
shared with resource personnel. The
goal of the resource department was to
help any fourth grade student who
required assistance, whether they were
a special needs student, at-risk student,
or gifted and talented student. Peer
tutoring and collaborative learning
groups were established. It was noted
by the classroom teacher that her class
developed a protective and supportive
bond with each other, that discipline
problems were reduced, and overall,
significant academic gains were
attained.

The resource department established
an academic clinic, which meets in the
Study Hall the last hour of the day and
after school to provide support to all
students who are having difficulty in
any academic area. This has given
students the opportunity to socialize
with classmates with and without
disabilities and has helped to create a
cohesive, friendly environment for
academic and social growth.

With the advent of integrating
children with disabilities into general
education environments, the administra-
tion and staff members were required to
broaden their behavior management
techniques. There was a need for
complete clarity of school rules and
expectations. Positive reinforcement
has proven to be our best behavioral
management strategy. Classroom
incentives, tangible rewards, as well as,
legitimate praise has been very effective
in keeping our students focused and on-
task throughout the academic day. The
idea that all students can be educated
effectively within the same school and
classroom has been proven to be
successful in our small community.

Inclusionary Strategies Can Build
A Stronger Community

Vicki Guello, Dugway Elementary, Tooele School District
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Even though the language in the
reauthorization of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act

(IDEA) is new, it reflects and is consistent
with the October, 1992, U.S. Department
of Education’s direction to state and local
education agencies as to what is intended
by a free appropriate education (FAPE) as
it relates to the educational placement of
deaf students.

The Department of Education (DOE)
emphasized in their guidance statement
that full consideration of the unique needs
of a deaf child will assist in ensuring an
appropriate education as mandated by the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act. The stated concern of the 1988
Commission on Education of the Deaf that
the unique communication and related
needs of children who are deaf have not
been considered in the development of
their individual education programs (IEP)
was finally acknowledged by the U.S.
Department of Education.

The Department of Education further
stated that the least restrictive environ-
ment (LRE) provisions of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act are being
incorrectly interpreted by state and local
education agencies. The Department of
Education stated:

Meeting the unique communication and
related needs of a student who is deaf is
a fundamental part of providing a free
appropriate public education (FAPE) to
the child. Any setting, including a
regular classroom, that prevents a child
who is deaf from receiving an appropri-
ate education that meets his or her
needs, including communication needs,
is not the LRE for that individual child.
Placement decisions must be based on
the child’s IEP. (DuBow, NAD Broad-
caster, December, 1992).

It is interesting to note that this policy
guidance departed from a previous
Department of Education policy that
considered the least restrictive environ-
ment (LRE) as the “core value” when
making placement decisions. Such a

policy shift is long overdue and a wel-
come change. The Department of Educa-
tion now considers the least restrictive
environment (LRE) as a secondary
consideration and the provision of a free,
appropriate public education (FAPE) as
the primary consideration when providing
educational placement for children who
are deaf.

The misinterpretation and resultant
misapplication of the least restrictive
environment provision as being the
placement of children who are deaf in or
near the regular classroom has provided
the most restrictive educational environ-
ment for many of these children. The
correct interpretation of the law according
to the Department of Education is:

The decision as to what placement will
provide the FAPE (free, appropriate
public education) for an individual deaf
child....which includes a determination
as to the LRE in which appropriate
services can be made available to the
child...must be made only after a full
and complete IEP has been developed
that addresses the full range of the
child’s needs...The overriding rule
regarding placement is that placement
decisions must be made on an indi-
vidual basis. (DuBow, The NAD
Broadcaster, December, 1995.)

Not only the potentially beneficial
effects must be considered when deter-
mining the least restrictive environment as
it relates to the child’s individual educa-
tion plan, the potentially harmful effects
of the placement must also be considered.
It is important to understand that the
Department of Education in their policy
statement stressed the need for a full range
of alternative placements, including
center/residential programs. These
alternate placement possibilities must be
available to implement the individual
education plan for each child who is deaf.

In direct relationship to parents,
children who are deaf, and the IEP
process, the Department of Education
requires schools to:

1. Inform parents of all information
related to decisions regarding place-
ment;

2. Written notice must be given to parents
by a public agency prior to the agency
initiating or changing the placement or
provision of services for a free,
appropriate public education; and,

3. The written notice provided to parents
must include a description of the
placement options considered and why
these placement options were rejected.
(DuBow, The NAD Broadcaster, 1992)

It has been recommended by the
Department of Education (borrowing from
a number of recommendations by the
1988 Commission on Education of the
Deaf) that educational programs providing
services for deaf children consider the
following factors when designing an IEP
for a child who is deaf:

•   Communication needs and the child’s
and family’s preferred mode of
communication;

•   Linguistic needs;
•   Severity of hearing loss and potential

for using residual hearing;
•   Academic level; and
•   Social, emotional, and cultural needs,

including opportunities for peer
interaction and communication.

Following are considerations which the
parent might want to take into account to
ensure that the educational program
follows the above recommendations of the
Department of Education:

1. Communication needs and the child’s
and family’s preferred mode of
communication. The family should
remember that a key issue is the
primary means of communication to
which the child is accustomed and with
which the child has the greatest
potential to meaningfully and fully
interact in the communicative process.
It is this that should dictate the educa-
tional setting, not the other way around.
The educational program must take into

THE IEP And The Deaf Child: Parental And
Administrative Concerns

Jess Freeman King, Department of Communicative Disorders and Deaf Education,
Utah State University
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consideration the child’s communica-
tive ability and how this ability is most
readily and easily accessed and
facilitated. Parents must be supportive
of and learn to fluently use whatever
communication method is chosen for
their child’s educational program. It is
of vital importance that parents be
consulted, and their wishes given
serious consideration.

2. Linguistic needs. The child’s language
abilities (language abilities are not
equated with English abilities) should
be identified and the subsequent
language program should depend on
whether or not the child is primarily a
visual or an auditory learner. A strong
language base is important if the child
is to progress educationally and be able
to communicate with significant others
in a deep, meaningful manner. Commu-
nicative and linguistic needs should be
an integral part of the IEP.

3. Severity of hearing loss and potential
to use residual hearing. The degree of
hearing loss is important only in that it
might be predictive of how well the
child is able to use any residual hearing.
How well the child uses his/her residual
hearing determines the need for hearing
aids or other assistive listening devices.
However, this information alone should
not be construed to be predictive of
educational choice or proper placement.

4. Academic level. The child who is deaf
should not be placed in a program
where his peers are functioning on an
academic level either markedly above
or below him/her. Parents should make
sure that the proposed IEP be designed
in a manner that ensures that satisfac-
tory educational progress is made. This
progress should be measured against
norms of comparable deaf children in
the state and the nation.
Directly related to academic level is the
style of learning. The question begs to
be asked, “Is the child primarily an
auditory or visual learner?” The
program should then be tailored to the
answer that is derived through consci-
entious, unbiased testing. Also, how
learning occurs should be carefully
considered because learning situations
vary from program to program based on
curriculum and type of classroom.
Children who are deaf can learn as
much as those who hear, and must feel
comfortable in the environment in order

to learn well.

5. Social, emotional, and cultural needs.
Social needs. Children who are deaf
must have a peer group who are in the
same age range and with whom they
can communicate and interact comfort-
ably. Needless to say, meaningful
interaction with peers is essential in
developing high self-esteem. As the
child who is deaf progresses through a
school system it is important that he/she
have opportunities to participate in club
organizations, after school activities,
and other extracurricular activities.

Directly related to the development of
self-esteem and positive social develop-
ment is the need to be exposed to role
models on a daily basis in the education
program. These role models should be
deaf adults functioning either as
administrators, teachers, or aides.

Emotional needs. Emotional stability
and maturity can be problem areas for
children who are deaf if the program is
inappropriate and most restrictive. It is
the responsibility of the educational
program to seek to improve the child’s
emotional well-being. If a child
evidences low self-esteem, tends to
withdraw, exhibits inappropriate
behavior, and/or is communicatively
retarded, both the school and the home
environment must be evaluated to
determine if modifications are needed.
If modifications are needed, then the
parents must make sure that the IEP
judiciously reflects these modifications.

Cultural needs. Children who are deaf
should have a shared understanding of
what are acceptable behaviors and
values. Such a knowledge will enable
their world to become expected and
anticipated and allow them to gauge
their place in this world. The parent
should make sure that the IEP accu-
rately reflects the cultural dualism
which confronts the deaf child—that
there is, in fact, a Deaf culture and a
Hearing culture. Differing cultural
standards, when not recognized and
respected, can interfere with the
learning process in the classroom.

References available from the ULRC upon
request.
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COLLABORATION READINESS SCALE
The following Collaboration Readiness Scale was adapted from a scale prepared by Conner (1989) to determine the readiness of

business professionals to move from traditional ways of conducting business to innovative approaches. The Collaboration Readiness
Scale allows educators both to assess their overall readiness to move into collaborative ventures in the schools and to identify any
specific aspects of concern about such a move that are especially significant.

Instructions: Please respond to each of the following items with your truthful personal reaction. The results will be most useful to
you if your responses are as honest as possible.

1.  Purpose. The basic purpose of collabora-
tion is:
a. clear to me.
b. unclear to me.

2.  Need. I believe that within the schools
there is:
a. a high need for collaboration.
b. a low need for collaboration.

3.  Involvement in Planning. In terms of my
school’s or district’s planning for collabo-
ration, I personally feel:
a. very involved.
b. not very involved.

4.  Communication. As information about
collaboration is disseminated in my school
or district, I believe:

a.  little or no miscommunication has taken
or will take place.

b.  a great deal of miscommunication has
taken or will take place.

5.  Rewards. Overall I believe collaboration
offers:
a.  relatively low cost and high rewards.
b.  relatively high cost and low rewards.

6.  Compatibility . As I consider how the
philosophies and ideas of collaboration
mesh with my school’s or district’s
existing values and beliefs, I see that:
a.   a good fit exists
b.  direct conflicts exist.

7.  Advocacy. As I consider key people in my
school or district, I believe that there is:
a.  good support for collaboration.
b. weak or mixed support for collaboration.

8.  Social Relationships. As I consider the
implementation of collaboration in my
school or district, I believe that social
relationships will:
a. remain positive or be further improved.

 b. remain negative or be adversely
affected.

9.  Administrative Support. As collaboration
is implemented in my school or district, I
believe that:
a.  the necessary supports will be provided.
b.  the necessary supports will not be

provided.

10. Financial Impact. As collaboration is
implemented in my school or district, I
believe that there will be:
a.   minimal negative impact on budgets.

  b.  a significant negative impact on
budgets.

11. Speed of Introduction. As collaboration
is implemented in my school or district, I
believe that:

  a.  an appropriate amount of time has
been allowed between awareness and
implementation.

  b.  not enough time has been allowed
between awareness and implementa-
tion.

12. Habit Patterns. In terms of planning for
my participation in collaboration efforts in
my school or district, I feel:
a.  my habit patterns are being respected.
b.  my habit patterns are being ignored.

14. Significance of Changes. I think that the
move toward increased collaboration is:

 a.  a meaningful event warranting my
attention.

 b.  just another change for the sake of
change to be ignored or tolerated.

15. Fear of Failure. In terms of my personal
wishes, I:

 a.  feel the freedom to fail while learning
to collaborate.

 b.  would rather avoid failing by staying
with things I already know.

16. Security. There is a certain security in
doing things the way they have always
been done in the past. This security in
doing things the way I’ve always done
them is:
a.  not important to me.
b.  important to me.

17. Confidence. In terms of my own
capability and competence, in general I
have a:

a.   high level of confidence in myself and
my skills.

b.   low level of confidence in myself and
my skills.

18. Respect and Trust. As I consider those
who are promoting collaboration in my
school or district, in general I have:

 a.  a high degree of respect for and trust in
them.

 b.  a low degree of respect for and trust in
them.

19. Pressure. In terms of participating in the
efforts of my school or district to
implement collaboration, in general I:
a.  do not feel great pressure for results.
b.  feel great pressure for results.

20. Vested Interest. As I consider the present
system of my school or district, I find that
I:

 a.  do not have a strong vested interest in
the present system.

 b.  do have a strong vested interest in the
present system.

21. Compatibility . As I consider the efforts
of my school or district to implement
collaboration, I perceive:

 a.  high congruence between collaborative
objectives and my own personal and
professional goals.

 b.  low congruence between collaborative
objectives and my own personal and
professional goals.

22. Status Quo. As I consider the efforts of
my school or district to implement
collaboration, I believe that:

 a.  it should be relatively easy to reverse
any consequences if collaborative
efforts are not fully successful.

 b.  if collaborative efforts do not work, it
will be difficult or impossible to
reverse the consequences.

Scoring:  Score 3 points for each a
response you recorded and 1 point for
each b response. Your total score is the
sum of all these points.

Number of a  responses x 3:

Number of b  responses x 1:

Total:

Place a mark on the Collaboration
Readiness Scale to indicate your total score.
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66 55 44 33 22
         High      Moderately High            Caution     Moderately Low               Low

Interpretation:

High Readiness (scores of 61-66): Scores in this range suggest strong readiness for collaboration, with very little resistance in evi-
dence. An extremely positive prognosis for success is indicated.

Moderate Readiness (scores 50-60): Scores in this range indicate moderate readiness, though some resistance may exist. Overall the
prognosis for effective implementation of collaboration is positive if the strategies designed to implement the collaboration can
effectively address and resolve the existing concerns.

Caution (scores of 39-49): Successful implementation of collaboration is likely to occur only when readiness factors outweigh hesita-
tion factors. When the forces are equal, as they are in this category, there exists the risk of investing a great deal of effort to accom-
plish very little. Each positive move may be countered by an equally negative reaction. This may result in the appearance of move-
ment when, in fact, real change (i.e., collaboration) is not occurring.

Moderate Hesitation (scores of 28-38): Scores in this range suggest a low level of readiness for collaboration, with considerable overt
resistance. The prognosis for collaborative success is low unless the involved parties design and implement effective strategies to
modify the negative climate concerning collaboration.

High Hesitation (scores 0f 22-27): Scores at this level indicate virtually no readiness for collaboration and extremely high levels of
resistance. The implementation strategy must totally reverse the resistant atmosphere or the prognosis for success is most negative.

Source: Bauwers, J. & Hourcade, J. (1995) Cooperative Teaching,  Pro Ed. Publications.

10  Considerations for Collaboration
In addition to the above overall score, the following individual item comments can be of use to you as you engage in this

self–analysis concerning your readiness for collaboration. By reading the explanations of those items to which you responded b,
you may be able to more clearly determine the underlying reasons for hesitation in moving forward with changes toward
collaboration. This determination is a first step in the process of adapting to such fundamental change as collaboration in the
schools.

1.   The purpose of collaboration sometimes is not made completely clear. When educators lack a full understanding of why
collaboration is being implemented, anxiety and suspicion usually fill the information vacuum.

2.   Educators may not see a need for collaboration. Even if educators fully understand the rationale for collaboration, they may
differ with others’ perspectives and not agree that it is needed.

3.   Educators may not be involved in the planning. It is only human for people to most fully support what they helped create. If
educators do not believe they have a sufficient degree of input into the planning of collaboration, hesitation or even active
resistance usually is increased.

4.   There may be poor communication regarding collaboration. Even if collaboration affects only one other person, communi-
cation can be easily distorted.

5.   For some educators the perceived cost of implementing collaboration is too high, or the rewards inadequate. For educators
to be motivated toward collaboration, a reward for accomplishment must be provided in the form of something they truly
value. It must compensate for any physical, intellectual, or emotional price they perceive they will have to pay.

6.   The compatibility of collaboration may be perceived to be low. This idea of compatibility refers to the degree to which
educators view the basic philosophies underlying collaboration as aligning with the existing values of their school or
district, and with their own personal beliefs. Resistance may be at its highest when collaboration appears to conflict with
concerns and issues that educators hold as fundamental or consider to be sacred.

7.   At times key people in the school or district may not be seen as truly advocating for collaboration. If educators perceive that
their principal or other important individuals or groups are not genuinely supportive of collaboration, acceptance is difficult
to secure.

8.   Educators may perceive that collaboration will have a negative impact on their social relations. If educators view collabora-
tion as adversely affecting the way they relate to people who are significant to them, acceptance is reduced.

9.   Sometimes educators sense that there will not be adequate school or district administrative support for collaboration. If
collaboration requires school or district resources that educators think are inaccessible (e.g., money, time commitments,
new equipment or facilities, specialized training), they are likely to become disenchanted with the idea and withdraw.

10  Educators may believe that collaboration will have a negative impact on their operating budgets. Due to poor planning or
unexpected drops in revenues, operating budgets can be overburdened with the initial training costs involved in planning
and implementing collaboration.
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Utah State Office of Education

A Message from State Director Mae
Taylor-Sweeten

There are a few changes in the air
in

special education in Utah. First
of

all, notice the State Office
Update now comes from me with Steve
Kukic having left the State Office for
far, far greener pastures with the
Franklin Covey Company. That means
that my former position as Coordinator
of the Special Education Services Unit/
State and Federal Compliance Officer
is open. We hope to have it filled as
soon as possible. I am including, for
your information, excerpts from the
position announcement that has gone
out statewide in an attempt to fill this
position. If you or any acquaintances
are interested in this position, please
feel free to apply or pass the informa-
tion along.

Title : Educational Coordinator,
Special Education
Utah State Office of Education
Services for At Risk Students
Section

Job Summary:

Provide supervision and coordina-
tion of special education section
personnel and activities. Serve as the
state and federal compliance officer for
special education. Write policies and
interpretations regarding state and
federal policies in special education.
Answer questions daily and provide
technical assistance and inservice
statewide on compliance issue”.
Supervise subordinate personnel,
including: hiring, monitoring and
performance evaluation, and initiating
corrective or disciplinary actions to
include termination. Provide coordina-

tion of special
education activities
related to school
district applications for
funds, monitoring
activities, inservice
training, parent involve-
ment, and district policies
and procedures. Serve as a
leader of special education state ac-
tivities, which are designed to organize
and provide leadership and improve-
ment to special education programs
statewide. Interact with university
training programs and other inservice
activities to increase skills and compe-
tencies of personnel in Utah who
provide services to students with
disabilities. Participate in interagency
activities, representing special educa-
tion in developing and coordinating
activities statewide. Facilitate meetings
to develop services for students with
needs across agencies. Frequent
in-state and occasional out-of-state
travel is required.

Minimum Qualifications:

Master’s degree in education in a
field related to the specific work
assignment. Ability to solve unusual
and difficult education related prob-
lems. Skilled in providing leadership
for various groups both agency internal
and agency external. Possess advanced
knowledge in programs that align with
the specific area of educational exper-
tise. Highly skilled in effective inter-
personal and communication skills
required to administer to clients in the
field of public and private education.
Ability to effectively supervise staff.
Ability to direct the management of

Changes…

program budget, including planning,
programming and execution. Ability to
manage and maintain effective work-
ing relationships with employees,
institutions and school districts and
other agencies in public and private
education.

Current Administrative/Supervisory
and Special Education Certification is
required. Copies of college transcripts
and certification, as well as three
letters of recommendation, will be
required prior to interview. Applicants
with doctorate degree and supervisory,
administrative and management
experience in special education and
legal compliance may be given prefer-
ence.

Submit:

Your resume with the Utah Skill
Match Cover Sheet to Department of
Human Resource Management, 2120
State Office Building. SLC, Utah
84114. Please indicate 8ED032 as the
source code on the cover sheet. Please
contact Sharon Cortese, Human
Resources, (801) 538-7652 by 2/6/98
to indicate your interest in the position.

Closing Date: February 6, 1998
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Mae Taylor-Sweeten,
 Director of Student At Risk

and Special Education
Services

The comment period for public
comment on the draft IDEA regula-
tions to the Office of Special Educa-
tion Programs (OSEP) is now closed.
At last count, OSEP had received
over 15,000 comments. The OSEP
projects that the final regulations will
be published approximately the end
of April or the first part of May.

Meanwhile, Utah’s IDEA 97
Planning Committee has been
working assiduously towards devel-
oping responses to the federal
regulations as well as recommenda-
tions for changes to the State Special
Education Rules. Those committees
expect to be finishing up their tasks in
March, so that suggestions for
changes can be recommended for
incorporation into a draft of revised
Utah Special Education Rules. It is
expected that the Rules will be
drafted and available for public
comment sometime in March or early
April. However, they will not be
finalized until they are aligned with
the final federal regulations. Since it
has been stated by the OSEP that
changes will be made in the current
draft regulations, it is fair to assume
that what we have seen to date in the
draft will not be exactly how the final
regulations look after the OSEP
analyzes all of the public comments
received.

We will keep you informed about
upcoming drafts of changes to the
Special Education Rules and the
status of the federal regulations as
they progress. We appreciate all that
you do in the field to ensure a quality
education for students with disabili-
ties, and solicit your input and
suggestions any time.

State And Federal
Regulations
Activities

In the fall of 1995, Utah’s Project for
Inclusion began training Inclusion
Network Support Teams (INST) as a

resource to individual school districts
throughout Utah. The objective was and
is to develop district level teams made
up of a heterogeneous group of profes-
sionals who could provide technical
assistance, training and support at
classroom and school building levels as
well as district-wide on an as needed
basis.

One of the requirements for participa-
tion in the training is that teams must
include at least one general education
teacher. Without question, the general
education contingent on the teams has
proven to be a benefit well beyond our
original expectations. In actuality, most
of the teams have at least two, if not
more, general education teachers
involved. During the past three years
(we are now on our second group of
INST), we have worked with and been
enriched by the participation of elemen-
tary and secondary principals; kinder-
garten teachers; high school English,
math and history teachers; middle
school science and home economics
teachers; and a full array of grade 1
through 6 general education teachers.

Their perspective and expertise in
dealing with the challenges of the
typical classroom, combined with the
expertise on meeting the needs of
students with IEP’s of other team
members, which include special
education teachers, related service
providers (including a highly energetic
and creative group from the Utah
Schools for the Deaf an Blind), and
Directors of Special Education, has
resulted in a collective synergy that is
truly remarkable. This synergy is most
evident during the structured time set

aside during training for INST to
network with each other and to provide
and receive input on what types of
strategies are being utilized or could be
used in classrooms and schools all
across Utah.

The Inclusion Network Support
Teams (INST) receive extensive
training over a two-year period. Teams
come to Salt Lake for 8 to 10 days of
training per year. Typically, the training
is for two days at a time. The first day is
dedicated to focusing on one particular
topic, i.e. team building, building
community in the classroom, collabora-
tion and change, cooperative learning,
classroom management techniques, etc.
The second day is used more for
roundtable or topical discussions
generated by the teams and facilitated
by INST training staff. Time for
networking on specific situations in
which immediate feedback might prove
beneficial is also provided.

In addition to networking while
together in Salt Lake, teams have taken
it upon themselves to share materials,
ideas, and even personal expertise
across districts on a consistent basis.
Teams have presented at conferences
and trainings in each other’s districts,
have used e-mail to communicate about
significant challenges, have visited
exemplary schools and classrooms, and
have shared lesson plans and tools for
modifying and improving curriculum in
the classroom

Certainly, the Inclusion Network
Support Teams are a prime example of
the positive outcomes that can occur
when general and special education
professionals have the opportunity to
learn, share and grow together in
meeting the need of all students.

The General Education
Connection:

A Key Component of
lnclusion Network Support

Teams
Tim McConnell, Director of Utah’s Project for Inclusion
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In support of the arts for all children,
Art Access/Very Special Arts Utah
partners with the Utah Arts Council

to offer partnerships to artists in the Art
in Education Artist Bank with special
education teachers.

In this program, special education
teachers collaborate one-on-one with
professional artists to design and develop
arts activities for use in the special
education classroom. This is a partner-
ship that enables artists to share their
artistic skills while learning about the
special needs of students and offers an
opportunity for artists to work comfort-
ably with special populations. It also
offers special education teachers the

opportunity to explore and discover arts
activities for use in their classroom of
students with special needs. Each artist/
teacher team develops lesson plans which
are available for use by other teachers
and artists. This partnership is not a
residency, but an opportunity for two
professionals to come together on equal
terms to brainstorm and share expertise.
However, children in the classroom do
play an important part in this project and
benefit directly.

In its third year, this Utah Arts
Council/Art Access partnership project
has proven to be a valuable one. Dancer
and movement specialist Jana Trueblood,
wrote of her partnership with Sharon

Visser, a certified teacher for the hearing
impaired: “As I read over Sharon’s
adaptations of my ideas, I was able to see
in a concrete way the tools I use as a
teacher, tools I wasn’t consciously aware
of. Not only was this validating, but it
was incredibly helpful for me to see
words for things that had just been ideas
in my head. Sharon’s interpretations and
adaptations of my ideas have also
inspired me. ‘Imagine you see the
slithering tracks of a huge snake in the
sand. Follow its pathway cautiously.’
This is such a rich and fulfilling image to
me, and it affirms for me the richness and
fulfillment that we experience when we
are learning from each other. Everyone
will teach us something.”

Art Access/Very Special Arts Utah is
now inviting special education teachers
who would enjoy a one-on-one collabora-
tion with a professional artist during this
1998 school year to contact our office.
There are six partnerships available.
Stipends are provided to cover time and
materials. Special educators who would
like more information and wish to apply
for this program should call Ruth
Lubbers or Vonnie Wildfoerster at
328-0703.

Arts Programming
Opportunities

Art Access/Very Special Arts Utah
has funds to help with artist-in-

residencies, special art projects and arts
festivals for students receiving special
education services (ages 3 -22), for
completion by October 31, 1998. We
especially encourage teachers in the rural
areas of the state to apply for funding. If
you are interested in the above arts
programming for your school, please call
Art Access/VSA Utah. We’ll be de-
lighted to discuss your ideas, give you
more information and send you the
necessary proposal forms. All districts
are eligible for funding and activities
should be integrated.

Call Ruth or Vonnie at Art Access/
VSA Utah, 328-0703, for more informa-
tion and for proposals forms and artist
directory.

Art Access Inviting Special
Educators To Partner With
Artists

Vonnie Wildfoerster, Special Projects Coordinator,
Art Access/Very Special Arts, Utah
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The Parent Center

Note: A few years ago Carol Massanari,
former Director of Special Education in
the Washington School District, gave a
lecture at a Utah Parent Center Confer-
ence, entitled “Professionals Dealing
with Students with Disabilities.” This is
a transcript from that talk that was
recently republished in our fall 1997
newsletter. We felt that as “profession-
als dealing with students with disabili-
ties” you might also be interested in her
observations. The Utah Parent Center
constantly strives to help parents
understand and work more productively
with the school personnel. We under-
stand that when people come together as
a team extraordinary results can occur.

When I was first asked to
speak to parents about the
emotions felt by educators

when working with a student with a
disability, I was surprised and elated.
Surprised that someone openly acknowl-
edged that educators do have feelings
and elated that they would want to have
this discussion be a part of a parent
training session. I have always stressed
with teachers the importance of remem-
bering and considered it necessary to
provide time to discuss teacher feelings.
As a result of this request, I have
determined that it is important that
educator/teacher feelings be acknowl-
edged and discussed. Only by openly
admitting our own feelings will we be
able to let go of them and become more
sensitive in our support for parents.

I have not conducted a literature
search to determine what has been
written on the subject. Rather, I share
here my personal observations and
experiences, supplemented by thoughts
of my own staff and other educators with

whom I have interacted. A word of
caution is in order, however. All
expressed thoughts are generalizations.
Differences will be found among
individuals because of differences in
experiences. Additionally, differences
will occur depending on situational
circumstances.

I have divided this discussion into
four categories: the regular classroom
teacher, the principal, the special
education teacher, and the special
education director. While many similar
feelings are shared across groups, there
are unique characteristics that warrant
individual attention. However, in
listening to one parent speak, I was
struck with the realization that the
feelings felt by educators are really the
same as those felt by parents—guilt,
anger, frustration, sorrow, and fear. It is
the source of those feelings that is
different.

Classroom teacher: The major
concern for the regular classroom
teacher stems from the fear of the
unknown. Because of the trend toward
specialization in the field of education,
most regular classroom teachers have
been trained to think that dealing with a
child with disabilities requires very
specialized training which they did not
receive. Additionally, the recent empha-
sis on increasing  academic expectations
and requirements has left many teachers
concerned about not being able to meet
the standards with disabled students in
their classrooms. Many regular class-
room teachers are left feeling over-
whelmed, helpless, unsupported, and
unappreciated.

Principal:  Principals are often
accused of not wanting to provide

special education or of not caring. I have
not found this to be true. Instead, I have
found that most principals really want to
do what is right, but most of the time
they are unsure of what that is. Again,
they have been conditioned to believe
that special education is too complex for
them to understand. It must be adminis-
tered by someone else. Special Educa-
tion is more complex because of the
legal issues, and it is only one of many
programs for which principals are
responsible. As a consequence, it can be
frustrating and time consuming for a
principal which leads to feelings of
apprehension and anger.

Special Education Teacher: The
majority of feelings of the special
educator stem from the “expert syn-
drome.” When special educators emerge
from the university ready for that first
job, they come with feelings of being an
expert. Supposedly they are the ones
with answers who will be able to fix the
problems. In reality they soon find that
the students and problems don’t fit the
textbook. There is  fear in saying “I
don’t know.” Fear that they will expose
their own vulnerability and somehow
will have failed—failed the parent, the
child, the supervisors, and most of all
themselves.

At parent conferences, there is a
desire to focus on the positive. By so
doing, it is perceived that the parent will
be spared having to hear that another bad
thing has happened. There is a desire to
“save” the parent from yet another
disappointment. Yet in doing so,
inadvertently the parent feels more
failure. The parent may now think the
problems would not exist if they had
known how to handle the situation
correctly. Then there is the frustration

Professionals Dealing With Students With
Disabilities

Carol Massanari, Former Director of Special Education, Washington School District
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for the teacher that comes from trying so
hard and yet never being able to satisfy
or please the parent. We can see
student’s gains. Why can’t the parent?
Look at how well this child has done.
Why do the parents keep asking for
more? It seems to the special educator
that no matter how much effort is put
forth, parents will not be pleased so why
should they even try?

Finally, there is the anger which often
results from our greatest enemy—time.
There is never enough time. Anyone
who has tried to schedule an IEP for a
student who requires services from more
than one person has felt the accompany-
ing frustration. To make things worse,
when you have finally arranged
everyone’s schedules and managed to
find a time that fits all, the parent may
not show up—not once but several
times.

Special Education Director: If the
special educator suffers from “expert
syndrome,” the special education
director contracts super expert disease.
You see, generally we do not want to
provide an “appropriate” education, we
really want to provide the very best.
When we are hit with reality—lack of
funds, lack of trained staff—the frustra-
tion, guilt and anger set in. Having to
say “no” or “it’s not possible” hurts.
There is anxiety created from competing
loyalties—loyalty tied to supporting the
parent versus loyalty to supporting staff.
Most of the time these loyalties are
compatible, but once in awhile it seems
they are at odds with one another, and
the director gets caught in between with
angry people and hurt feelings from both
sides.

At times we feel simply helpless, but
how dare we admit this? After all, aren’t
we the last hope? But we can’t fix it all
the time, no matter how much we would
like to. So why can’t people see that we
are doing the best that we can? Don’t
they realize that we carry tremendous
responsibilities with very little back-up?
Can’t they appreciate all that we have
done rather than focus on what we can’t
do?

Finally, it is not a black and white
world, no matter how much we would
like it to be. We attend conferences to
discuss legal issues and think, “Now I
have it straight; I know what the bottom

Martin Agran, Utah State Univer-
sity, Michael Wehmeyer, The Arc,
and Carolyn Hughes, Vanderbilt
University, were awarded a 3-year
grant from the Dept. of Research and
Program Services, Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitative
Services. The intent of this priority is
to fund projects that investigate
strategies to maximize the participa-
tion of students with severe disabili-
ties into inclusive educational
programs. This project proposes to
meet this priority by investigating the
efficacy of student-directed and peer-
mediated strategies to enable students
with severe disabilities to learn and
participate in regular education
classrooms. Based on findings from
the research conducted by project
personnel, a Teacher’s Guide to
Student-Directed Learning will be
developed.

Despite the current interest in
promoting student-directed learning
and in enhancing the autonomy, self-
determination, and competence of
students with severe disabilities, the
data reported to date on the use of
various self-determination and self-
management strategies suggest that
they are, at best, underutilized and
are often given low instructional
priority. There are no reports on the
use of these strategies to promote a
student’s participation in general

education. This is ironic, since full
inclusion may be greatly enhanced
by the student’s use of such strate-
gies.

A series of experiments will be
conducted to examine the effects of
various student-directed learning
strategies in promoting the inclusion
of students with severe disabilities in
regular education. Among the
strategies that

will be investigated are goal
setting, self-monitoring, self-
instruction, problem solving, and
self-reinforcement. To compare
differential effects, both teacher- and
peer-delivered instruction will be
examined. The experiments will be
conducted in the Cache, Logan,
Ogden, and Weber school districts.

A guide will be developed that
will present teachers with easy-to-
use instruction on how to teach their
students to use self-determination
and self-management strategies
across a wide variety of educational
activities. Information about project
materials and products will be
disseminated through The Arc’s
World Wide Web Site.

It you would like further informa-
tion about this project, contact Marty
Agran at (435) 797-2381.

Teaching Students with Significant
Disabilities to Support Themselves:
Promoting Inclusion Through Student
Directed Learning Strategies

Martin Agran, Utah State University

line is.” But back in the district, when
we come face-to-face with a parent and a
child, it suddenly becomes awfully gray.
When we do finally draw a line (usually
out of a need to create some kind of
order in our lives), we seem to draw fire
from all sides; parents, legal center,
teachers, state office, and principals.
That is when we wonder if life might be
greener somewhere else in some other
position.

What does it all mean? It means we
are all human and that rather than
becoming angry with each other and
accusing others of being inconsiderate,
we need simply to remember that each
of us comes with our own reality and our
own feelings. We need to work on
acknowledging them in order to commu-
nicate effectively with each other.
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Utah Learning Resource Center

As general educators become
more involved in the educa
tion of students with disabili-

ties, staff developers have an opportu-
nity to develop, disseminate, and share
knowledge about effective ways to
teach. As we collect this knowledge it
is our responsibility to act on this
information and provide access to
effective tools for teaching for all
educators.

Smart Schools ensure that staff
development is focused on the impor-
tant things that support student learn-
ing. The accompanying has been
presented several times in the Utah
Special Educator and shows a graphic
representation of the characteristics of
effective schools. This article will
provide some suggestions to increase
the “emphasis on learning” for staff
developers, principals, teachers, parents
and others to help build a “Smart
School” or learning community.

•   Before trying to implement all the
outstanding ideas in this issue
relating to communication, collabo-
ration, and strategies, a thorough
discussion and understanding should
be reached on how to prioritize
school and community goals.

•   Use the information from monitoring
student progress to evaluate staff
development efforts. Link staff
development activities to student
growth. Ask the question “How will
this lead to increased student
learning?”

•   Staff development activities should
emphasize validated approaches that
have high expectations for all
students. If students fail to reach
these high expectations, staff
development should focus on

specific strategies that will benefit
these lower achieving students.

•   Attend out-of-school conferences
and trainings only if they are closely
aligned with school goals and
helping improve student perfor-
mance.

•   Provide time in staff and faculty
meetings for “learning moments.”
Staff can give brief updates on
successful strategies, conferences
attended, journals read, and helpful
books or videos. Informal activities

like this allow staff members to
share knowledge and increase the
opportunities for organizational
learning.

•   Develop individualized staff devel-
opment plans that support school
goals. This encourages and supports
learning in the specific areas that
will create “Smart Schools” where
all children will learn.

Smart Schools
Bruce Schroeder, Coordinator, Utah Learning Resource Center
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Announcements

The Utah Special Educator publishes announcements that are of interest to our readers by special
education-oriented organizations and educational institutions within the State of Utah. Limit items
one page (prefer one half page in length). Contact Randy Schelble, Editor, Utah Special Educator,
2290 E. 4300 So., #220, Salt Lake City, Utah 84117, (801) 272-3431 or (800) 662-6624 in Utah.
Announcements must be received by the following dates for publication:

February 13 — March issue
April 10 — May issue
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Services for At Risk Students
Taylor-Sweeten, Mae Director, At Risk and Special Education Services ......................................................... 538-7711
Bradley, Patricia Facilitator, FACT ................................................................................................... 538-7817
Broadbent, Brenda Specialist, Early Childhood Special Education ........................................................ 538-7708
Casillas, Nancy Specialist, Title I ................................................................................................... 538-7825
Cortez, Diana Specialist, Bilingual Education/Director, Alternative Language Services ............... 538-7645
Haley, Les Specialist, Fiscal & Data Management for Special Education, At Risk Funds,

Drug-Free Schools ................................................................................................ 538-7714
Hennefer, Kenneth Specialist, Transition & Applied Technology for Special Needs

Populations/Corrections Education ....................................................................... 538-7727
Hostetter, Cheryl Specialist, Special Education At Risk Programs, Special Health Care Needs, TBI ... 538-7695
Johnson, Sandra Specialist, Title 1 .................................................................................................. 538-7806
Lacy, Laurie Specialist, Title I/Homeless Education/Even Start/Highly Impacted Schools ........ 538-7501
McConnell, Tim Project Director, Utah’s Project for Inclusion and Specialist, Severe Disabilities ... 538-7568
Robinson, Suecarol Specialist, Youth in Custody/At Risk Specialist/ADD/Truancy .............................. 538-7726
Reavis, Ken Specialist, Behav Disord, Comprehensive System of Personnel Development ....... 538-7709
Ross, John D. State Coordinator of Title I/Migrant Education ..................................................... 538-7724
Sheld, Dale Specialist, Learning Disabilities/Communication Disorders/Assistive Technology/

LEP Disabled ......................................................................................................... 538-7707
Suter, Donna Specialist, Transition Services............................................................................... 538-7576
Weight, Shirlee Specialist, Indian Education/Substance Abuse

Prevention/Gang Prevention Intervention ............................................................. 538-7838

Statewide Projects
Behavioral and Educational Strategies for Teachers (BEST)
USOE 250 East 5th South, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Deb Andrews, Project Coordinator ....................................................................................................... 538-7566

Utah Parent Center
2290 East 4500 South, Suite 110, Salt Lake City, Utah 84117
Helen Post, Director ............................................................................................................................. 272-1051

Utah Project for Inclusion
USOE 250 East 5th South, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Tim McConnell, Project Director ........................................................................................................... 538-7568

Utah Learning Resource Center (ULRC)
2290 East 4500 South, Suite 220, Salt Lake City, Utah 84117
Bruce Schroeder, Project Coordinator .................................................................................................. 272-3431

Utah Project for Children with Dual Sensory Impairments (CDSI)
USDB, 742 Harrison Blvd., Ogden, Utah   84404
Blaine L. Seamons, Project Director ..................................................................................................... 629-4700

S E R V I C E  D I R E C T O R Y
Utah State Office of Education
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Utah Learning Resource Center
2290 East 4500 South
Suite 220
Salt Lake City, Utah 84117

ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED

The Utah Special Educator is a symbol of the leadership of Dr. R. Elwood Pace
whose vision made the Consortium, the ULRC and this journal possible

Utah CSPD Consortium Calendar *

1997 - 1998
* This information is provided as a service. We believe it to be accurate, but it is

important to confirm with the -contact listed. To obtain additional information and to supply
important upcoming dates, please contact us at the number below.

To obtain additional information and to supply important upcoming dates, please contact us at
(801) 272-3431 or (800) 662-6624 in Utah.

Visit the
Utah

Learning
Resource
Center

Home Page
and

Enter the
monthly
EduQuiz

www.provo.k12.ut.us/

ULRC/ulrc.html

February 1998

12-13 Augmentative Conference (UAAACT), Ogden Park Hotel. Contact
Craig Boogaard 485-9152  or (800) 866-5550.

19-20 Utah Mentor Academy, Provo Park Hotel, Provo.  Contact Davalee
Miller (800)662-6624.

23-25 Second Western Regional Student Assistance Conference, David Eccles
Conference Center, Ogden, Utah. Contact Merlin Goode, (801)625-3674.

27 Washington/Kane Districts Regional Inclusion Conference. Cedar
Conference Center, Cedar City. Contact Tim McConnell (801) 538-7568.

March 1998.09

12 Consortium at the Provo Park Hotel, Provo, Utah. Contact the ULRC
(801)272-3431 or (800) 662-6624.

12-13 Utah Mentor Academy, Provo Park Hotel, Provo.  Contact Davalee
Miller (800)662-6624.

12-13 Possibilities Unlimited Regional Inclusion Conference. BYU Conference
Center, Provo. Contact Tim McConnell (801) 538-7568.

17-21 Technology and Persons With Disabilities, Los Angeles Airport Hilton
& Marriott Hotels, Los Angeles, CA. Contact Karen Marberger (800)
662-6624.

18 Project RIDE Training, Alpine District. Contact Dick Mecham, 756-8458.
19 Project RIDE Training, Salt Lake District. Contact Tom Burchett, 578-

8201.
19-20 “School to Life–Putting the Pieces Together” Transition Conference at

the Egyptian Center, Ogden, UT. Contact Donna Suter, (801) 538-7576.
21-24 The 1998 ASCD Annual Conference & Exhibit Show, San Antonio, TX.

Contact 1-800-933-ASCD or Karen Marberger (800) 662-6624.
25-28 American Council on Rural Special Education (ACRES) 1998

Conference. Coming Together: Preparing for Rural Special Education
in the 21st Century. Francis Marion Hotel, Charleston, South Carolina.
Contact Jack Mayhew (801) 585-5659.

26-27 Statewide Preschool Conference at the Olympus Hotel, Salt Lake City.
Contact Jerry Christensen (800) 662-6624.

http://www.ulrc.org/

