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liolicl Guidelines for Reguiaf
Education Inservice™ .

Since the etactment of Public Law 94-142, the Education
fot All Handicdpped Childreh Act 1n 1975, there has been
a national emphasis on the ﬁrovision of inservice forall -
personnel responsible for carrying out the purposes of -
the Act. The inservice education needs of regular
educators, in particular, have become a concern as more
handicapped children are provided an appropnate
“@dutation i the least restrictive environment While
there 1s support for inservice for regular educators,some
questions stll remain-as to the specfic responsibilities of
regular educators for handicapped students. This leads to
concern about how much and what kind of inservice are
necessary to meet the needs of regular.educators who
serve handicapped students. : .
) These questions center on the instructional
»#esponsibilities that regular educators ‘possess for
handicapped students placed 1n their'classrooms under
the mandate of education for handicapped children the\
least restnctive environment. Frequently, a problem
implementing this least restrictive environment ‘
requirement occurs when there is an ineffective match
between the learning needs of a handicapped student
arld the program already operating or which can occur 1n
the regular classroom Among the reasons for this
mismatch may be: -

o Teacher apprehension concerning histfher
knoyledge and perception of skills reduired to
adequately itruct a handicapped student.

o Teacher attitude concerning handicapped' children /
and adults.

e Student, parent, and community apprehehsion
.about accommodating handicapped individuals

e Student range of behavior or acagemic
achievement within a program which may be of a
nature that does not permit effective participation
for a particular handicapped student.

S

Regular edukation teachers need to be r’e:asst{red thét af
they are qualified to teach the range of nonhandicapped
students that they already encounter 1n their programs,
they are alteady or can become prepared to meet the
edycational needs of handicapped and impaired students
appropnatély placed m those settings, Consequently, the
nature and scope of inservice educatidn for regular
educators of handicapped students may then not need to
be as extensive as often imitially percewed. Rather than
presenting inservice programs addressing special

.
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education 1ﬁstrucg_onal techmqugs, what may best serve
the needs of regular teachers would be training focusing
on: ¢ .
¢ Managing disabilities in the classroom.
e Participating in decision-making activities as
members of educational teams.
¢ Understanding legal processes and procedures.
¢ Dealing with human relations and attitudes.
; regarding the handicapped. )

—~

The Content of Regular Edulhtor Inservice Programs N
As indicated, there are four domains of content that
should be the focus of inservice education programs for*
regular educators in order to’assist them 1n instructing
handieapped children in conformity with both N
educational and legal requirements. These domains have
largely been identified through ‘the work of a' number of .
Office of Special Education supported model projects that
have been directed at providing inservice to regular
educators within the interpretation of P.L. 94142 that
follows. P d\"f, i
Within the first domain, managing disabilities in the
classroom, the focus is upon assisting regular educators
to become familiar with the charatteristics of handicapped
children primarily in terms of the ways 1n ,which a tchild’s
disability affects learning. Among the content areas ° ¢
addressed would be teacher techniques for presenting

learnirg tasks. Specifically, attention should be devoted

to the mode and manner used by teachers 1n presenting -
these learning tasks as well as considération of the speed ,

in which ngw tasks svould be ih'tfdducgd, the sequence of
presentation, and the use of reward and items to enhance
learning. Alternative means of evaluating student
programs' would also be presented to emphasize the use
of oral as well as written apﬂroaches. Equally important
would be instruction in arranging the physical '
environnient to facilitate learning including the use of
various types of instructional matérials and equipment,
mobility devices, and support personfiel. Managing the .
environment must also include consideration of facters in .
the assignment of handicapped studnts to work with -
other students in both small.and large group oral and
written activities. Special sensitivities must eperate in this
context to insure that thé outcomes\of such: groupings are

«

- productive for both handicapped and norihandicapped

students. P
Throughout P.L. 94-142, tHere is emphasis upon
regular and spécial teachis, as well as administrators i
and the providers of related services, functioning as,,...- " -
teams in decision making about designing programs,
providing programs,-and evaluating program
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effectiveness» At a mimmmum, the evaluation of
handicapped children, the development of Individualized
Education Programs (IEPs), and the delivery of programs
involve: professxonals worklng as teams. Inservice
edugation must be provqﬂed to enable these processes to
occur both effectively and efficiently. Among the content
presented would be definitions and expectations of
responsibility of the vanous involved participants,
guidelines as to when and how formal and 1nformal
communrcations.should occur, appropnate subjects for
communication, human and other resources available to
“the team mémbers, and measures for resolving
# disagreements, What must be emphasized is that the *
tocus of team.activities 1s upon program decision making,
which 1s the intent of both federal and state policy.
The provisions fOr team activities are specified to a
limited degree within P.L. 94~142 ahd 1its regulations
Because these and other progesses associated with the
education of handicapped children are based in law, ite
essential that regular educators be provided with )
infoermation about legal responsibilities In addition to
. presenting content regarding the evaluation and IEP
_processeg, regular educator; need to ¥%ome familiar with
the procedural safggﬁard system that exists withirt their
ucation agencies, local procedures regarding dlscnphne
ar‘d in -particular, suspension of handicapped students,
confidentiality of information requirements, parent
communigation, 'and referral procedures.

regular educators, the fonhandicapped children lhey
'serve, and their parents, as well as other school
employges, may have had httle opportunity to interact
with handicapped children and adulfs. As a result, 4ll of
these 1ndividuals may possess some anxiety about their
feehng§ toward handicapped persons. Reducing this
anxiety through vanous types of human relations
experiences,1s essential 1f hand;capped children are to

*The final content domain recognizes that some

become competent participants 1p reéular education

»+ pgograms and ultimately in society. Regular-educators
must participate in programs that will-enable them to
discover that, as 1s stressed 1n this paper, they can
successfully teach handicapped children and that
handicapped children can be efféctive learners in their
programs, can enhance the tqtal program, and care be
expected to meet the performance and behavxoral
standards for all children.

{
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"Basis in P.L.\%-142 anc\l

Regulations for Policy
Interpretation ‘

. RS
Since P L’ 94-142 must bewiewed as a whole as well as
by 1ts parts, 1t 1s necessary to look at selected sections of

)

a

the Act and 1ts regulations iman attempt to identify the

basis tor-the responsibilities of regular educators for

handlcapped children as well as to determine the content

of their inservice programs discussed above These

sections emphasize defimtions of a few key terms (i e,

handicapped children, special education, least restrict:

ve

environment, related services, and suppleméntary aids

and services) that determine the population eligible to
recerve specially designed instruction as well as the
nature of those services needed to prov1de each
handicapped chily w1th a free appropnate publc
~education. | Y
These polxcxes pr‘gvxde the basis for the preceding

s

interpretation of the inservice needs of regular educators.

[jefr‘pzltzorl of’a Handicapped Chuld

Some confusion still exists as to who 1s and who,1s not
handicapped for purposes of P.L. 94-142. By tracing the

progression set forth in*the Jaw regarding this

determmatlon‘ 1t1s possrble to achyeve a resolution of this
questidn. First, the defiution of handicapped children:n

the P!L. 94-142 Regulations 1s:

. those children evaluated 1n accordance,wrth

Sectlons 12a 530-1Z1z 534 as being mentally retarded,

hard of hearting, deaf, speech impaired, visually
hapdicapped’” “seriously emotionally disturbed,
orthopedieally impaired, other health imparred,

deaf-blind, mul(ze}fandlcapped or as havmg speaific

learning disabilitjes, who because of those
impairments need special education and related

servrcesf
I't . " -

Accordmg to this definition, a student 1s handicapped if

that student has an impairment and, because of the
impaument, possesses unique educational needs

requiring special education and related services. It is clear
that for'purposes of P L 94-142 not all impaired children
are necessarily handicapped, since a stugent may possess
an impairment that does not result in un{que educational _

needs requiring special education arid rela{ed services.
Such a student may have an orthopedic hapdicap, for
example, stmply requiring the use of a whed{chair

-
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@bligation for providing an appropnate education for
an imparred student who does/ffot require special
education 1s not, however, reftovéd from the éducation
agency It should be noted that those students who are
impayred but are not, considered handicapped for -
purposes of P.L. 94-142must be provided a free -
appropriate public education under the requirement of,
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act.of 1973 (P.L. 93-113)
Section/B? 33(a) of the Section 504 regulations states that:

(a) General A recipient that operates a pubic

elementary .or secondary education program shall
«  provide a free appropriate public education to each

qualitied handicapped person who 1s 1n the
recipient’s junisdiction, regardless of the nature or
sevenity of the person’s handicap.

*

v

4 . [
<+ Defimtions of Special Education and Related Services *

The P’ L. 94-142 regulations dgéine thede terms in the
following manner: j 7
. Section 121a.14. Speacial education.
(a)(1) As used 1n this part; the term “special
_education”” means specially designed instruction, at
‘ . no cost to the parent, to meet the unique needs of a
' handicapped child, mcluding classroom instruction,
mstruction in physical education, home instruction,
’ and 1nstruction 1n hospitalsand insttutions.

-+ " Section 121a.13. Related services. w . ’
(a) As uséd in,this part, the term "’related services”

means transportdtion and such developmental,
correetive, and other supportive services as
required to assist a handicapped child to bénefit from
special education, and includes speec
! audjology, psychological services, pHysical and
" occupational therapy, recreatio
and agsessment of dis:?%s’m children, counseling

se
$

-

1° .

services, and medical ices_for diagndstic or
) - evaluatién purposes, The term also includes school
5 - health service?/wél work services in schools, and
ing

Parent coun and trainlng. .
As stated.sp/eﬁli:leeducatpn is specifically designed "

ingtruefion to meet a. handicapped student’s unique
needs. Again, “t is important fo emphasize that the focus
is on unique educational needs Hue to the preserice of a

handicapping condition. | o

' students are met, an Individualized Educatipn Program
‘(IEP) must be developed for each handicapped student.
The JEP must specify the specially designed instruction

and related servicés to be provided to.the student and the
~ extent td which the studént will be gble to participate in

) N . ‘ R S

\‘l‘ #j( .

“e

athology and .-

early identificatlé)n T

To insure that the unfque needs of handicapped - * °

0

.regular educational programs‘. If the s‘tudent,ls not
recexviné specially designed instruction within the regular
education program, the IEP need not contain goals and
objectives which address student progress that 1s to occuys.
through participation in the regular educatiani program.
This defirution of special education implies that the goals
and expected outcomes of special education should .
emanate ‘from regular education. To further understand
this relationship, the requirements that handicapped
children must be educated in thg least restrictive
environment must be considered '

n

Definition of the Legst RestrictivesEnvironment .
P.L 94-142 deseribes the least restrictive environment 1n
the following manper: . -
Section 12(5)B - - 4
.. . to the maximum extent appropriate, t
-handicapped children, including children in public or
private institutions or other care facilities, are
educated with children who are not handicapped,
“and that Special classes, separate schooling, or other ."

removal of handicgpped children from the regular © . -

educational environment occurgonly when the
~ ™ nature or severity of the handicap is such that
education'in regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services eannot be achigved

[
]

~~satisfactonly’ ..
)
Additional clanfication of tfe least restricive
environment, from the comtnents section of the Federal -
. Rules and Regulations, indicates that: - )

-

... The overriding rule in thig section 1s that ‘
placement decisions must be made on an individual
basis. The section also requiré®bach agency to have ’
various alternative placements available 1n order to'
\ 1nsure that each handicapped child receives an
. educationy which is appropriate to hys or her
andividual feeds (Séction. 121a.552). The analysis of
the regulations for Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
. Actof 1973 (45 CFR Part 84 - Appendix, Paragraph .
.- 24)includes several points regarding the least -
|~ restricive requirement and ponts out that: :
With respect to determining proper placgment, the »
analysis states: . . . 1t should be stressed that where a
- handicapped child 1s so digruptive in‘a regular
" classroom“that the education.of other.students 1s
significantly in'upalrefir the needa of the h

andicapped- )
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child cannot be met 1n that environment. Therefore, ~
regular placement would not be appropnate to his or .
her needs. .

Frequently 1n recent years, educational decision makers

hayve been operating programs with a limited |

itterpretation of the least restrictive énvironment

requirement that has narrowly addressed the student’s *

“placement.” Increasingly, it is being recognized!through

legislative and judicial intérpretation that a more

comprehensive interpretation of least restrictive
environment 1s appropriate This approach indicates that
least restrictive reffuirement.decisions should take intg
accountSpemall) designed instruction, if 1t is requlred
related services, and supplementary a}is, if they are
needed, as well as the actual program placement of the

handicapped student. .

The contemporary view of the least restrictive -
env ironment requirement is well represented by the
following statements:

¢ All handicapped students have a right to bé -

Y educated with their nonhandncapped peers to the

maximum Extent appropnate

e The basic educational-goals for handicapped

students should be the same as those for

nonhandicapped students, although the means for

reaching these goals may differ from student to '
~ student.

e Removal of handicapped students )Wom the regular
educational environment should ‘occur only when
the nature or severity of the handicap is such that
-education 1n regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be
achieved satisfactonily. .

e Placement on the'basis of a categoncal label or  «
single test is inappropridte and contrary to the
requirements of >.L. 94-142 and Section 504

e Recommendation for the student’s program and
placement must be made solely on the basis of the
special e'§iucat1'p and related serv ices needs of the

-+ student.

_-» An IEP must be developed for each handicapped
~student which defin€ the child’s program and

\ must be at least annually reviewed.

Definitioneof Supplementary Aids and Services

The continuum of alternative programs which must be
available to meet the needs.of handicapped students
includes consideration of supplemerttary aids and services
that are detailed 1n the federal¥rules and regulations thay .
adyiress thg? least restnctive ensirgnment. These

¢ e~

[mc' '

provisions specify that éupplementary services “‘such as
resource room or itinerant instruction”’ can be provided in
conjunction with regular class: placement when needed by
the handicapped student. A ‘further regulatory
clanfication of the definition of supplementary aids and
services specifies that provisions be made for support 1n
the regular classroom 1n order to accommodate °
handicapped children (e.g., including ‘(educmg the

. pupil-teacher ratio and assigning aides to rooms).

Supplementary aids and services may also include

unuque matenals, équipment, and personnel that enable
the student to learn frém the instructional program ’
provided by the regular educator. Examples tound in
practice include sign la@uage interpreters, note takers,
readers for the blind, audio tapes of reading matenal,
typewnters, calculators, and braille matenals.

3

~Existing Federal Regular Education Inservice Policy .
As a basis for the establishment of inservice traiming of
regular'gﬁcators, Section 613(a)(3) of P.L. 94-142
mandates the esfablishment of a system of
comprehensive personnel development as follows.
Section’613. (a) Any State meeting the eligibility
requirements'set forth 111 section 612 and desinng tq
participate 1n the program under this part shall
submut to the Commussioner, through its State
educational agency, a State plan at such time, 1n .-
such manner, and contammg or acdompanied by
such information, as he deems necessary. Each such
p‘lan shall—
(3) Set forth, .consistent ‘with the purposes of t 15 .
Act, a description of programs and procedures for
(A) the development and implementation of a
comprehensive system of personnel development
which shall include the inservice training of general . ,
and specnal,g:lucatfbnal instfuctional gnd support =
. personnel, detailed procedures to assure that all -
personnel necessary to carry out the purposes ot this )
Act are appropnately and.adequately prepared and
« trained, and effective procedures for acquinng and
disseminating to teachers and administrators of
programs for handicapped chiffirer*significant
information dernived from educational research,,
demonstratiqn, and similar projects, and (B)
adopting, w %\ere appropriate, ‘promising educational - .
- practices and matenals developed through such
Rrojects;.

-

~

In researching te history of this section of the law, it
was fouhd that few public comments were made. The,
review of selected hearings on I.L. 94-142 revealed no

Ll : BN
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testimony regarding this'concern nor the amount and
type of inservice training to be provided (Education for
All Handicapped Children Act: Hearings on S$.6 Befére
the Subcommittee on the Handicapped of the Commutteé
on Labor and Public Welfare, 93rd Congress, 1st Session
[19731974] Part 1, Part 2, Part 3), .
.» TH® histonical review suggests that the issue 1n .
- developing this section of the law was that of mandating
that inservice training be provided for all the personnel
1nvolved 1n carrying out the provisions of the law. Little
attention wa$s given to stating a basis for determining the
type and amount of inservice training to be provided.
The fedgral regulations to P Ly 94-142 aiIs)o address
the provision of inservice training to regular/general
educators. Section 121a,380 states that: - .
Each annual program plan must include a description
of programs and procedures for the development and
1mplementah§?¥ of a comprehensive sys#tm of
perspnnel development which includes:
(@) The inservice training of general and special
educational instructional, related serviees, and
support personnel,.

-
Section 121a.382*further indicates a few specific content .
areas in which training is needed. However, |lsllould be
noted thgymych training apphes to all personnel being

* tral solely regylar educators. .

(e) Each annual program plan must provide that the
State educational agency insures that ongoing
" 1nservice training programs are available to all
personnel who are engaged in the education of
“handicapped children, and that these.programs
'include: - :
(1) The use of incentives which 1nsure participation
by teachers (such as released time, payment for
participation, options for gcadgmic credit, salary
«+ step credit, certificatlon{newal, or updating
.proféssional skills);
(2) The involvement of local staff,fand .
(3) The use'of innovative practices which have been
found to'be effective.
ch annual program plan mrust:
escribe the process used in determining the.*
inservice training needs of personnel engaged 1n
the education of handicagped childrer,

(2) Identify the areas in which training 1s needed
{such as individualized education programs,
nondiscriminatory tesf’mg, least restrictive
environment, procedural safeguards, and
surrogate parents);

®
M
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(3) Specify the groups requinng traxmﬁg (such as
special teachers, regular teachers, administrators,
psychologists, speech-language pathologsts;
audiologists, physical education teachers,
therapeutic recreation specialists, physical
therapists, occupational therapists, medical’
personnel, parents). . . .

As part of the process for development of these

regulations, Regulation input Teams (RIT) compc;sed of

parents, advocates and representatives of educational
agencies and special interest groups were established by
the then Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (now
the Office of Speaal Education) to develop concept
papers on the major elements of the law. It was from

these concept papers that proposed P.L. 94-142

regulations were developed. Selected sections of the RIT

concept paper on Personnel Development described
inservice trainmg for regular educators 1n the following

manner: y

The operation of an ongoing, 1nservice education

program shall be available to all educational and .

support personnel 1n each State, as identified by

ocumented need. )

Each State annual program plan shall provide

information and assurances which detail:»

(t) the 1dentification of target populations for
personnel development, which includes general
education and special education 1nstructional and
administrative personnel, support personnel and
-other personnel; e.g., paraprofessionals, parents,
parent surrogates, volunteers, etc., necessary for the
adequate implementation of this Act. (PERSONNEL "’ .
DEVELOPMENT, RIT Paper, 1976, p. 3)

Subsequent to the RIT concept paperé, the public was
invited to comment on the proposed regulations. As a
part of the preparation of this paper, the written public
‘comments regarding personnel development wgge also
reviewed and analyzed. Of note 1s that most of%e
comments were concerned with which personne] should *
e involved in indérvice training, with frequent
arguments presented for greater participation of
mapdated personnel. Recommendations included some of
the following categories of personnel: therapeutic
recreation speciahsts, higher education faculty and
inservice trainers, physical education teachers, career
guidance counselors, -rehabilitation counselors, vocational
education t¢achers, work-study coordinators, hearing
officers, legal personnel, and even classmates of
‘hahdicapped children. Oncé again; while the comments

LY
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were’ directed toward who should participate, no
-intormatign was speafied to gmde the development ot
spolicy- regd¥ing the amount and type of training to be
provided r - - . -

L Sub's’equegt commentary that appeared with the Final

Rules and Regulations (August 23, 1977) regarding

Inservice Training (Section 121a.382) specities that:
There were a number of contrasting points of view
and suggestions on this section, ranging from ,

- requests to mahdate greater detail in the proposed-
rules, to thé suggestion that the section be deleted
altogether. Those proposing greater detail suggested

« that speaific knowledge and areas of learning be
emphasized and that teachess be trained “by having
them work one-to-one with specialists” and that *
“inservice tramming be mandated at the local level, a
county being the largest umt possible, to prevent the
State from usingfthe money tog.ineffective
. workshops. . . .¥
On the other extreme were suggestions that this
section “‘exceeds statutory requirements” and -
"federal rules should not say how a task is
, accomplished”” and *(state) provides adequate
traiming and inservice and does not need more
obstacles and regulations ) :

-

.

In response to these comments, the P L. 94142
Regulations indicate that: . '
The statute dearly requiires inservice educatian as a
central part of the Comprehensive Systent of
Personnel Development and 1t 1s appropriate for the
rules to Hetail the nature and extent of the inservice
education that is required. This has been
accomplished through the outhning of procedures
which define inservice-education, its parameters, and )

/

N relationship to required needs assessments.

However, the rules do not define,the specific nature
of the training to be accomplished. Thus, the rules
have been designed to outline the foundation,for an
adequate program of inservice education, without
shifting the creatinity of state and local personnel in
their efforts to plan and implemerit sitch a systen.

~
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Implications for-Regular

Education Inservice, - . N
Understanding these requirements that handicapped
children be provided the opporturuty to be educated with
children who are not handicapped and be removed from
regular classes only when, as a result of their
handicapping condition, they are not achiéving \
satisfactorily leads to the recogruition that some
handicapped children who'can achieve satisfactorily in -
some mnstructional areas must be provided such
instruction 1n the regular education program Such
assignments should be noted in the IEP Thegse
requirements permut further distinctions to be made about
the types of children serfed 1n a regular educational
environment Following the progression developed in this
paper, a regular classroom teachet may typically find the
following two types of students in the regular classroom:

¢ An mmpaired student who requires no special
education. This student cah be considered as a
> regular student and may or may not require the
use of supplementary aids #nd services such as
vision assistance devices and/or matenals for a
visually impaired child. Thee full range of
supplementary aids and services that may be used
, to assist this.child are also typically available tao all
students. o,
A handicapped student who requires sufficiently
intense, specally designed nstruction (special
education) 1n a special setting but who also
participates for part of the school day in a regular
classroom This student needs specially designed
mstruction as set forth in the [EP dunng his or her
time in a special education settitg. However, when
this child 1s appropriately placed in the regular -
classroom, he or she does not reguire ecal
‘education from the regular teacher 5nj§!, .
therefore, essentially consigered a regular student,
who may or may not need supplementary ads and
services :

. 1

Efforts to resolve the lack of clarity as to how much and
what kind of inservice training for regular educators are
necedsary to edugate handicapped children should bé
consistent with the actual needs of all students. The

‘prefence of handicapped or impaired children in a

regular classroom setting need not cause apprehension.
Teachers have traditionally been taught to instruct
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. children of different ages (certlficatxolr?m elementary or
secondary education rather than Grade 2 or Grade 10
English) who present a range of intellectual, emotional,
anjnsocial abilites Handicapped students and those who
are impaired, but require no specially designed
instruction, are, when approprately placed, generally
funchoning within the range or lcaiting abilities and |
styles of the regular students already n the classgoom. It
the learnifig needs of the handicapped student are’
beyond that with which the teacher is capable of dealing
successfull\ without reducing the quality of instruction
for other students in the class, then the regular setting
would be mappropnate and perhaps, illegal.

Q

ERIC . | .
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Conclusion :

Reality and expenignce dictate that as the education ot
handicapped students continues to occur, there will
always be some children tor whom 1t will be especially
difficult to determune the appropnate placement. In such
instances, the law dictates the procedures to follow 1n
determuining appropnate programs with recognition ot the

+ .need for cortinuous evaluation and program
modification, if necessary. Thus,. no program plauements
are_forgver, and consideration of mdre or less use ot

- specia) education or regular education tor handicapped
students is a dqcxswn that must be made on the basis of
the child’y needs. To inspre that handlcapped*students
who do spend a part of the educatlonﬁday in regular
programs will be provided with an appropriate educatin
requires, as'the law states, that both regular and special
-educators receive hngh quality and relevant inservice
education.

Regular educators must, through inservice and other
activities, understand that their students, whether once
labéled as handicapped or presently considered -
handicapped, can only be placeg in their classrooms
wherfthey can’learn from the instruction that most
skilled regular educators can provxde,/ with assistance as
needed from support personnel as well as from other aids
and services. As suggested earlier, the general rule of
placing handicapped students in regular settings ,
signiftcantly beyond the range of learning abihties, age,
appropfiate soctatbehavior, and learning styles that are
present in the nonhandicapped, as well as beyond the
capabihity of the regular educator to ‘serve such children,
1s a dissgrvice to the student, higher classmates, and the
teacher. Such placements are not only inappropriate but
may be illegal. With proper evaluation and placement .
procedures, supplementary aids and services, and regular
inservice education, the spirit and intent of the least
restnictive placement for handicapped students can be

effectively achieved. -
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Development of the Policy
Interpretation -

Concern about the kind of inservice necessary to meet the
needs of regular educators serving handicapped children
prompted the National Advisory Board of the National
Inservife Network to estabhish the Policy Task Force. This
Task Force was to develop a policy interpretation to be  +
carculated to all the regular education ingervice project
that comprnise the NIN, Theé National Advisory Board of
the NIN, which off1c1ally adopted the completed paper
and 1ts recommendatlons recognized that without this
policy 1ntexpretah0n some approprately difected

" nservice effortsgwould occur and possibly result in

ineffective or delayed implementation of P.L. 94-142. The

Board and 1ts Policy Task Force were most concerned that '

future regular education inservice (REGI) efforts be based
upon the correct understanding ‘of the REGI focus.

To insure that this paper achieved the goal of 7T
corgectly interpreting and stating the basis fer. desxgmng
and lmplementmg the inservice requirement for general
edufators as intended by, P.L. 94-142, a careful procedure
was used for its development. Initially, the NIN worked

. with the CEC Policy Research Center to examine all
- existing federal policy, as well as background f federal

materials that directly or 1nd1rectly had a bearning’on the
question. Subsequently, the paper ‘was reviewed by the
NIN Policy Task Force, presented to the NIN Natjonal
Advisory Board, revised and agam reviewed Ultimately,
1t was the fifth draft that was accepted. ‘After adopuon by
the Board, it 1s being disseminated to the‘Regular
Educataop Inservice Network, state directors of special

_Columbia, Missoun

educatlon state personnel dev elopment statt, state and

‘national professional educational associations, and other

-

interested parties.
The dgvelopers of thus paper recognize, as should the
reader, that the effects of these tederal pohcies are
continuusly being evaluated, which leads to the
tontinuous evolution of the founding policy itselt This
phenomena clearly refleets Lindblom’s suggestion that
policies, as stated in law,, are sometimes thp outcome ot
political compromise among policy makers, none ot
whom had 1n mind quite the problem to which the

adopted policy 1s the solution. (Lindblom, 1968) B

While we believe that t policy 1s often a series of .
compromises, we do not agree that-the prpblems in
relation to P.L. 94-142‘are unclear Increasing the
capacities of all educators to better serve handicapped”
students 1n the least restrictive environment, collaborative
planning, and more effectrve use of specialized resources’
were all envisioned as goals to be achieved through this
legislation. The ultimate goal represented by this' statute,
which must be entphasized, 1s achieveément of the design
and delivery of educdtional programs to all handicapped
children in response to their individual needs.

Although the principal authors of this paper were
Abeson and Mack, intensive and useful subétantive
assistance and comment were provided by Pat Kells and
Elaine Thompson of the NIN Advisory Board and NIN
Project Director Leonard Burrello.

Special thanks must also be extended to the
following members of the NIN Policy Task Force:

Peter Fanning - ) .
State Director Special Education
Colorado Department of Education v

Denver, Calorado : N

- P

Judy Grosenuck - * 3

Professor of Education

Department of Speaal Eduggtipon ,
University of Missouri-Columbia -« .

Karl Massanan

Associate Dxrector

Americar ‘Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
.Washmgton D.C.

Walter Turner ' .. ,

Associate Director

American Association of School Admxmstrators
Arlington, Virgirpa »
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Ruth Granch .

Teacher tor Learning Disabilities
Monroe County Education Association -
Bloomungton, lndmrb .

-
s

Andrew Lebby “
Dlssemmanon and Protessionat Dev elo‘p\nent
LS Dppartment ot Education

ashlngton bc . ‘
Shan Sowards
Parent
Salt Lake City, Utah
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We hope readers will tind. this policy intefpretatron of

assistance i planning mservlc§ {or regulareducators.
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.

Alan Abeson r

Task Iorce Chaﬂ*person and I’ru{&pal Investigator,

l’ohg\f Options Project

Assistant Execupve Durrector ,

Department of Field Services o

The Councail tor Exceptional Children

Reston, Virginia
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Leonard C Burrello

Project Director
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lndxaga University
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