ED 368 118

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
CONTRACT
NOTE

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

EC 302 873

Vandercook, Terri; And Others

Achieving Membership in Home Schools for Students
with Severe Disabilifies. Final Report.

Minnesota Univ., Minneapolis. Inst. on Community
Integration.

Special Education Programs (ED/OSERS), Washington,
DC. Seveie Disabilities Branch.

30 Nov 93

HO86D00014

144p.

Reports — Descriptive (141)

MF01/PC06 Plus Postage.

*Demonstration Programs; Elementary Education;
*Inservice Teacher Education; *Mainstreaming;
Normalization (Disabilities); Program Evaluation;
Regular and Special Education Relationship; *Severe
Disabilities; *Social Integration; Teamwork;
Technical Assistance

*Forest Lake School District MN; *Inclusive

Schools

The Achieving Membership Program in Forest Lake

(Minnesota) attempted to develop, document, and evaluate district
level, building level, and child team level strategies to achieve
full inclusion in regular schools for elementary-aged students with
severe disabilities. The 3-year program had three main components:
(1) establishing model demonstrations of inclusive education; (2)
establishing support and training strategies; and (3} evaluating
processes and outcomes. The program was based on building capacity in
home schools via training and technical assistance using a model
which stressed collaborative teamwork, technical assistance
strategies, and inservice strategies. Among program results were
inclusion of 16 students in their home schools by the third year.
Among other program outcomes were community-based early childhood
programs, changes in job descriptions of special educators, increascd
collaboration among special educators, and development of numerous
products for dissemination. Evaluation indicated that, in general,
positive outcomes were realized for the children with disabilities,
their families, their classmates, and teachers. Extensive appendices
include: the social network survey, the integration checklist, the
Scales of Independent Behavior, summaries of structured small group
peer interviews and peer interaction observations, results of parent
and support staff interviews or survevs, and the program's monthly

updates. (DB)

Jedk e ek de e Fede e e deded otk S ot de e ot e e de e sk ek ek ek e e e bk ek e e sk sk et e e st de sk ke e ek ke e e ok

*
¥

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

from the original document. *

ool sl ol sk Skl de sl sk st ol ook e ok e v ok o e v e ok etk e dte e e ke ok ate ot e oot de e ok ke ok e ok o e v e e e e e ek e ek




£ED 368 118

-

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educalional Research and Improvement
EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION

CEMTER (ERIC)

?!/Tms document has been reproduced as
received {rom the person or organization
orginating 1t

C Minor changos have been made 16 Improve
reproduction Guanty

a Points ol view or oointons stated inthis docu:
ment do not necessanly represent otticial
OERI pesttion of pohicy

ACHIEVING MEMBERSHIP IN HOME SCHOOLS FOR STUDENTS

WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES

FINAL REPORT

Office of Special Education Programs
Severe Disabilities Branch
U.S. Department of Education
Grant Number: H086D00014
CFDA: 84.086D

Terri Vanderceok, Ph.D.,

Project Director and Principal Investigator
Jennifer York, Ph.D.
Co-Principal Investigator
Beth Sullivan, Ph.D.
Co-Principal Investigator
Jo Montie
Project Coordinator
Sue Wolff
Co-Project Coordinator

Institute on Community Integration
University of Minnesota
111 Pattee Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55455
(612) 624-1349

November 30, 1993

&




Abstract..... ... i
L Program Goals and Objectives ............................. 1
IL. Conceptual Framework .......... ... ..................... 2
L. Model Description ....................ooiiiiiiiniinni.... 3
A. Collaborative Teamwork . .................ocoiui.... 4
B. Technical Assistance Strategies/Approaches............ 5
C. Inservice Strategies/Approaches ...................... 7
IV.  Program Challenges and Resolutions ....................... 14
V. Evaluation Approaches, Findings, and Implications .......... 20
VL ProgramImpact ..........c.ooooiiiiiin i, 26
A. Program's Effect on the Field of Education for
Children with Severe Disabilities ..................... 27
B Program Products ..................... ... ... ..., 28
C. Disserrination Activities ............................. 32
1. Written Products ............................. 32
2. Presentations .................. ... ... Ll 34
a. Learning From One Another and Others ... 35
b. Sharing Our Learning with Others ........ 38
VII. Listof Appendices ....................ccoooiiii i, 42

Social Network Survey

Integration Checklist

Scales of Independent Behavior
Structured Small Group Peer Interviews
Peer Interaction Observations

Parent Interviews or Surveys

Stages of Concern Questionnaire
Inclusive Education Monthly Updates
Support Staff Interviews or Surveys

FIQEEYON

This is the final report of a three year federally funded grant project to the University of Minnesota's Institute on
Community Integration. The project was conducted in collaboration with the Forest Lake Area School District
#831. Sincere thanks are extended tn the staff, students, and parents involved with the seven elementary schools
in the district for their efforts to include students with significant disabilities in regular school community life.

x oints of view or opinions stated in this report do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the United
States Department of Education. No official endorsement should be inferred. o

3




ACHIEVING MEMBERSHIP IN HOME SCHOOLS
FOR STUDENTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES

GRANT NO: HO086D00014
ABSTRACT

The Achieving Membership program was a collaborative demonstration effort of the
University of Minnesota's Institute on Community Integration and the Forest Lake Area
School District. The purpose of the program was to develop, document, and evaluate
district level, building level, and child team level strategies to achieve full inclusion in home

schools of elementary aged students with severe disabilities.

The Achieving Membership Program had three main components:

1. Establishing model demonstrations of inclusive education. Scandia Elementary was
chosen by the district to be the first school to welcome home students with disabilities.
During years two and three of the program, the other six elementary schools in the district
engaged in the process of planning and implementing the model. Although the grant
focused efforts on elementary age students, the long range goal of the district is to achieve
membership in home schools for students of all ability levels and ages. Itis anticipated that

many strategies developed with elementary age populations can be modified for use with

older and younger students.

2. Establishing support and training strategies. In order to make the inclusion a successful

experience, education teams need to get the appropriate level of support and training. This
support and training can take on numerous forms. The strategies utilized in Forest Lake are
detailed in the final report. Briefly, they included the use of district and building-level task
forces to work on issues and develop supportive processes and materials (e.g., individual

student program development, transition, and non categorical service delivery models).




Building-based and district-wide inservices were conducted, open discussion forums were
held, university graduate courses were held in the district during the summer, monthly
training opportunities were provided for and by district educators, and training and support
was also provided in the context of ongoing and individual student teamn meetings. A
monthly inclusion partner network was established, a district-wide technology team
developed, and collaborative planning time was provided for special educators each Friday.
Information packets that can be used as self-study guides or as content for a workshop
were developed for Forest Lake educators and family members in the areas of transition,
collaborative teamwork, individual student program development, and an overview of the
concept of inclusion. Lastly, a Forest Lake Yellow Pages was developed that identifies
people, places, and material resources in the district that could be helpful in supporting the
belonging, active participation, and learning of children with diverse abilities and learming

styles in their school community.

3. Evaluating processes and outcomes. Processes and outcomes were evaluated to assist

the Forest Lake School District and other districts across the country in learning how to
most effectively include students in general education programs and settings. The
evaluation process examined both what works and what does not work - for specific
students and teams, for each building, for transitioning students, and for providing training
and inservice education. Quantitative and qualitative measures were employed to evaluate
the processes and outcomes of this program. Several sources of data contributed to this
analysis, including information related to students with disabilities, neers without
disabilities, general and special education statf, parents of students with disabilities, parents
of students without disabilities, and district administrators. Student outcomes were
measured in terms of academic and adaptive behavior achievements, social development,

and integration into school community life. A multi-faceted dissemination plan was also

integral to the program.




I. PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Achieving Membership program sought to attain goals in three areas: a) Program
Development and Training, b) Evaluation, and ¢) Dissemination. Listed below are the
goals and overall objectives as established in the proposal.

Goal 1: Design and implement individualized educational services in home
schools and general education classes.

Objective 1: Provide specific information to the Forest Lake Board of

Education on program objectives and timelines and a general overview

of inclusive education for students with severe intellectual disabilities.

Objective 2: Provide inservice training and technical assistance to local

school staff and interested parents to form effective collaborative teams

and acquire the competencies necessary to educate students with severe
disabilities in their home school and age-appropriate general education
classes.

Objective 3: Provide tecknical assistance to personnel in each of the
participating schools.

Goal 2: Document and evaluate the process and outcomes of services to
students, instructional methods, inservice training, and technical
assistance.

Objective 4: Finalize the overall evaluation plan.

Objective 5: Gather the evaluation data.

Objective 6: Analyze the data for each measure.

Goal 3: Develop and disseminate products related to the program process
and outcomes.

Objective 7: Develop written products.

Objective 8: Develop audio-visual wmaterials ‘(e.g., slides,
transparencies) to augment training materials.

Objective 9: Disseminate products.




II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The program was based upon building capacity in home schools via training and
technical assistance. Children with disabilities are at high risk for diminished social
integration because both frequency of interactions and proximity with same age peers
without disabilities is usually compromised in educational programs given the use of
separate environments, curricula, and instructional interventions. Many children with
disabilities experiznce extreme isolation from neighborhood peers and even siblings
because they are transported out of their home school attendance areas. A major weakness
in our current models of educational service delivery is practice that isolates children from
their peers. Given this weakness, a primary focus of this program was to have children
attend the school they would attend if they did not have a disability label. This program
also had a focus on a system-wide change in service delivery for children with severe
disabilities. Therefore, our goal was to move all elementary age children with severe
disabilities from self-contained classrooms in one school to each child's home school,
where she/he would be a member of an age-appropriate general education classroom.

The effectiveness with which one builds capacity is dependent to a large extent on
the approach taken in providing training and technical assistance. This program has been
based upon the use of a collaborative style of interaction. Friend and Cook (1992) defined
interpersonal collaboration as a "style for direct interaction between at least two coequal
parties voluntarily engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a common
goal." Collaboration in this instance refers to how the partners in this program (Forest
Lake school district stakeholders and University of Minnesota personnel) worked together,
not what we focused upon. Friend and Cook (1992) identified six defining characteristics
of a collaborative style of interaction; based on mutual goals, voluntary participation ,
parity among participants , shared responsibility for participation and decision making,

shared accountability for outcomes, and shared resources. See Vandercook, York, and




Sullivan (1993) for a further delineation of each of these characteristics, with examples
related to partnerships between public schools and universities on the issue of inclusive
school communities. Suffice it to say that our experience tells us and was confirmed in this
program, that the use of a collaborative style of interaction between university and school
district personnel increases the likelihood that an innovation such as the inclusion of
children with disabilities in the school community will be insttutionalized and not fade
away when university involvement is formally ended.

The initial training framework was based upon a fairly prescriptive approach. It
was our intent to replicate the eight and tweive week courses developed by the University
of Vermont inservice training grant. However, as is described below under MODEL
DESCRIPTION, the training strategies .and approaches changed substantially when
university and school district task forces (being true to our collaborative style of interaction)
began to work out the details of our training model. Approaches to technical assistance
also changed from year to year and were mutually defined by university and school district

-personnel as needs changed.

III. MODEL DESCRIPTION

The model of support and training utilized in this program consisted of three
primary components: collaborative teamwork, technical assistance strategies, and inservice
strategies. This section of the report will describe each of these components over the three
years of the grant. The following section on PROGRAM CHALLENGES AND
RESOLUTION then describes aspects of the model that did not work well, changes that

were made to address those issues, and the effectiveness of the revised approaches.




A. COLLABORATIVE TEAMWORK

A collaborative style of interaction was identified in the CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK section as a cornerstone of this program's model. It would follow that a
number of collaborative teams were developed and utilized throughout the program to
develop, implement, and evaluate activities intended to move toward the goal of meeting the
needs of children with significant disabilities in their home schools as members of
chronologically age-appropriate classrooms. These collaborative teams basically fell into
two categories: 1) university/school district teams formed for the primary purpose of
planning and learning; and 2) individual student teams, formed to support the belonging,
active particiration, and learning of an individual child in her/his school community.
Year One

A joint university/school district management team composed of the Director of
Educational Services, the district-wide inclusion facilitator, the university coordinator, and
the university program director met monthly throughout all three years of the program.
This administrative team looked at issues throughout the district related to the development
of inclusive school communities and often developed initial proposals for dealing with
support and training needs in the district. A second collaborative team structure utlized
throughout all three years of the program and beyond were the teams surrounding
individual students with significant disabilities who were being educated in their home
schools as members of general education classrooms. University personnel were heavily
involved with the teams of the three students from Scandia who were the target of year one
efforts.
Year Two

In year two, the project moved from supporting children in one school to
supporting children in six schools. This broadening of scope changed the support of
university personnel from sngoing direct involvement with individual student teams to

more of a focus on supporting the Inclusion Partners (special education support teachers).




This support was provided in two ways: 1) large group meetings were held twice per
month with the inclusion partners; and 2) technical assistance and support in the buildings
(e.g., work in classrooms, attendance at team meetings, etc.) was done in partnership with
the inclusion partners.
Year Three

In addition to the continuation of the management team meetings described in Year
One, a two hour monthly collaborative team meeting was scheduled between the district-
wide inclusion facilitator and the two university coordinators. The focus of these meetings
was to communicate about teams and situations across the seven elementary schools and
engage in some problem-solving concerning these issues. Inclusion Partners continued
meeting to support and learn from one another. These meetings occurred once per month.
Year Three also saw a return to more ongoing, intense involvement with three individual
student teams and primarily "on call" support to other teams by university personnel.
B. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE STRATEGIES/APPROACHES

Over the course of the three years technical assistance was provided in many
different ways. Task forces consisting of individuals from the school district and the
university were formed to tackle issues requiring a lot of concentrated thou ght and attention
from a wide array of stakeholders. These groups did a lot of the work necessary to
formulate support strategy frameworks for teachers, parents, and students so that each
individual student team was not left to create their own unique way of attending to such
issues as individual student program development or transition from one year to the next.

The Inclusion Practices Priorities Instrument (Montie, Vandercook, York, Flower,
Johnson, and Macdonald, 1992) was developed as a tool to assist teams or individuals
working to develop inclusive school communities to assess the school community or an
individual student's team on issues related to creating a caring community, teaming together
in a collaborative manner, or effectively attending to individual student needs. This

assessment tool was used primarily during Years Two and Three with Inclusion Partners,
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assisting them to determine priorities for attention and also is.ues that could be the target of
collaborative effort between school district and university personnel. A third technical
assistance approach consisted of sharing written materials and person/agency specific
resources that existed both within and outside of the district with those individuals with
whom university personnel worked.
Year One

Technical assistance during Year One consisted primanly of university personnel
working very closely with the district inclusion facilitator and the three individual student
teams at Scandia Elementary who were being served in their home school, age-appropriate
general education classroom for the first time. The university coordinator was a member of
each of the three teams and spent time in the classrooms and attended many of the
individual student team meetings. Two task forces were also initiated Year One, one
focused upon developing and implementing an individual student program development
process and the second focused upon dev=loping, implementing, and refining the process
used to support a student's transition from one year to the next.
Year Two

The second year of the program, we expanded from working with and supporting
three students in one school, to supporting fourteen students in six schools. An inclusion
partner (a special education teacher) was identified for each student and served as the case
manager. The inclusion partners became the primary focus of university technical
assistance and received this support through twice per month Inclusion Partner group
meetings as well as support on an individual basis. The Inclusion Practices Priorities
Instrument was reviewed and discussed with each Inclusion Partner and an action plan
written to address those items that were determined to be of the highest priority. The
Individual Student Program Development and the Transition task forces continued their

work during Year Two which included disseminating this information to others, revising
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the processes based upon user feedback, and supporting others to effectively use the
strategies.
Year Three

The third year of the program saw a retum to focusing ongoing, intensive
university technical assistarnce on a smaller number of teams. Three teams were identified
based upon their interest in working intensively with university personnel, need (inclusive
education was a new concept for the educators on all three teams), and the diversity of
student needs represented by the three teams (primary categorical labels of the children
included one student labeled mildly mentally disabled, one with significant mental and
physical disabilities, and one with emotional/behavioral disabilities). Technical assistance
was provided in the areas of explicit curriculum, implicit curriculum, and collaborative
teamwork. The Inclusion Practices Priorities Instrument, among other tools and strategies,
was used to help determine priorities. Action plans were developed and monitored via
ongoing team meetings throughout the school year. Monthly Inclusion Partner support
meetings continued and "on call” or short term assistance was offered on an "as needed"
basis to those Inclusion Partners who were not on the teams receivin g ongoing, intensive
support. A third task force developed and worked throughout the year on issues related to
district-wide non-categorical support structures.
C. INSERVICE TRAINING STRATEGIES/APPROACHES

A variety of approaches were utilized to provide inservice training for educators,
family members, and children on the issues surrounding the belonging, active participation,
and learning of students with significant disabilities in their home schools as members of
age-appropriate general education classes. These included: (a) conducting training in the
context of ongoing school activities such as individual student team meetings; (b)
providing inservice training at the building level for both staff members and families served
by that building; (c) bringing in vutside experts to provide training and structuring it in a

way that the person also spent time in the classrooms providing hands on technical
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assistance; (d) providing district-wide inservice training opportunities; (e) conducting
open forums throughout the district (both proaciively and reactively); (f) providing
intensive week long summer training courses that could be taken for graduate credit; (g)
supplying information and engaging children in discussions related to issues of inclusion;
(h) conducting training on the job during the district's summer school program; and (i)
sharing information with the Forest Lake Board of Education on an ongoing basis.

Year One

A large amount of inservice training occurred in the context of ongoing team
meetings, particularly related to the issue of collaborative teamwork. Information was
provided on collaborative teaming structures and competencies and then those issues were
attended to and worked on in the context of ongoing individual student team meetings.
This training in context was possible because the university coordinator was a member of
each of the three student teams at Scandia and assumed responsibility for sharing the
information initially and supporting the implementation and evaluation of its use by each of
the three teams.

During Year One, overview inservices on inclusive school communities were
conducted at each building for the staff and also for the parent-teacher organization. These
inservices discussed the rationale behind inclusive education, shared stories of individual
students that had been included and reported outcomes realized for them, informed people
of the current efforts occurring in the Forest Lake School district, and provided an
opportunity for questions and dialogue. These inservices were facilitated by a joint team of
university and school district personnel.

Jackie Levin was the only expert outside of the grant team that was brought in to
provide inservice training during Year One. Jackie is the co-founder of a company called
Ablenet that develops simple technology to be used to support the active involvement of
people with disabilities in their communities. Jackie is also a speech therapist and her

inservice training and the follow-up technical assistance in the classrooms at Scandia
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focused upon the use of simple technology and specifically technology to support the
communication of the students with disabilities with their classmates, teachers, and family
members. This inservice and follow-up technical assistance was provided for the educators
and family members of the three teams at Scandia (the initial school that supported the
return of three children with significant disabilities to their home school community).

District-wide inservices were also held for two consecutive days in May for all
fourteen of the teams who would be supporting the inclusion of children in their home
schools the following year. These teams included general education teachers; special
education support teachers; program support assistants; family members; related service
personnel such as occupational therapists, physical therapists, and communication
disorders specialists; and principals. The content of the inservice and the delivery of
information was done by a team consisting of university support personnel and educators
and family members from Scandia who had the benefit of working together on inclusive
education issues for the past school year. The topics of change, collaborative teamwork-
including the roles and responsibilities of various team members, and individual student
program development were covered. Time was also provided for the teams to work
together and begin planning for the support of individual students in their home schools as
members of age-appropriate general education classrooms the following year.

Open forums were another format that was used to share information and provide
an opportunity for dialogue with people in the district regarding the development of
inclusive school communities. Beginning in January, open forums were provided every
other week, before school. The basic format of these forums included a brief sharing of
information from one of the team members (district and/or university personnel) currently
working to support students with significant disabilities at Scandia, followed by an
opportunity for dialogue. In addition to these ongoing forums, two additional open forums
occurred during Year One due to the anxiety and uncertainty of people related to inclusive

education and their need and request to know more and have the opportunity for dialogue.
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One of these forums occurred at the Scandia Community Center and was attended by
members of the Scandia community, as well as the neighboring communities who would
be including children into their school communities the following school year. The forum
included a panel of district educators and family members who had worked to include
children in Scandia that school year, and was facilitated by a local minister from Scandia.
Panel members were first introduced, provided an opportunity to make any opening
remarks, and then responded to questions and comments from the audience. The second
forui was sponsored by the Forest Lake Board of Education and included a three person
panel that provided information and responded to audience questions and comments. The
panel members included the Director of Educational Services in Forest Lake, the project
director from the University of Minnesota, and an individual from the Minnesota
Department of Education compliance and monitoring office and was facilitated by the
Superintendent of Schools in Forest Lake. This forum was attended by both educators and
family members in the Forest Lake district, some of whom had experience in the
development of inclusive school communities and some who did not.

An intensive one week training course was also developed and delivered during the
summer. The course, "Developing Inclusive School Communities,” was a University of
Minnesota three credit graduate course that was offered in the Forest Lake school district
and revised to better meet the needs of those enrolling in the training. The training was
conducted from 9:00 - 3:00 each day for a week and taking it for credit was optional. The
course participants included special education support teachers, program support assistants,
general education teachers, and related services personnel. Content included coverage of a
shared agenda between general and special education, curriculum design and adaptations,
friendships and relationships, change issues and strategies, and collaborative teamwork and
effective interpersonal communication.

A number of specific strategies were also utilized to provide information and

facilitate dialogue with the children in Scandia Elementary, both those who were in the

§ bt
94 ]




11

classrooms that included a student with significant disabilities and those classrooms t:at did
not. The district and Scandia Inclusion Partners and the university coordinator all offered
their support to classroom teachers that wanted to address issues of inclusion in their
classrooms. Many different types of support were provided including sharing videotapes
and facilitating discussions, expanding upon existing lessons on diversity to include
thinking about people with disabilities, and conducting lessons that focused upon
similarities and differences. In the classrooms that included a student with significant
disabilities, that student was identified as one of the first to be featured as "child of the
week” and a member of their family would come in to help interact with the classmates
during the student's interview that was part of the ritual that occurred during the featured

* child's designated week. The family could then help to introduce the child and tell his/her
classmates about the child, his/her family, and the things he/she liked to do at home or in
the commurity. Wheelchair etiquette discussions were facilitated by the occupational
therapist in each of the classrooms that included a child who used a wheelchair to get
around.

The summer school program also provided an opportunity for some hands on
inservice training so that staff members who might be having a child for the first time the
following school year could visit summer school, get to know the child, and talk to the
teachers about effective strategies to support the child's learning.

Written information was provided on an ongoing basis to the Board of Education
throughout all three years of the program. Information on inclusion was also routinely
shared during the "positive happenings" portion of the board meetings by the Director of
Educational Services. In ac’dition to these strategies that were utilized throughout all three
years of the program, the first year two "live” presentations were conducted for the Board
of Education. In the fall, the Director of Educational Services, the project director from the
University, and the principal from Scandia Elementary (the first school in the district to

include children with significant disabilities) shared information on the issue of inclusive
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school communities (what they are, why they are important, who benefits from their
development, and how). In the spring, team members from Scandia presented their
experience in developing an inclusive school community.

Year Two

The inservice training in context via team meetings happened much less during Year
Two because university support was spread across fourteen students versus three.
Building “inservices" happened less formally and primarily occurred via quick updates at
staff meetings or PTA meetings. University personnel were only involved in one building
inservice and that one was conducted with the principal, inclusion partner, and occupational
therapist from the school and was the featured presentation for one of the PTA meetings in
the fall as a way to inform people and provide an opportunity for dialogue regarding the
inclusion of children with disabilities into the school community.

Two outside experts (Peggy Locke and Joe Reichle) were utilized during Year Two
to assist in addressing communication challenges for the students who were bein g included
in their school community. These consultants worked primarily with the communication
disorders specialists and occupational and physical therapists who then had the job of
sharing the ideas and strategies with the teams with whom they worked and applying it to
those students for whom it seemed appropriate. After having some time to share ideas with
other team members and try things out with students, Peggy Locke returned and provided
more ideas and helped to problem-solve some of the issues that were raised as new
approaches were utilized with students.

District-wide inservices were provided on a monthly basis for a couple of hours on
a Tuesday after school. The idea for "Tuesday Ongoing Training Opportunities” (TOTO)
originated from a discussion with the class members from the week long course that had
taken place in August. The training topics were also generated from this group and then a
follow-up task force finalized the list of topics and identified inservice facilitators for each

of the topics. The training topics were jointly presented and facilitated by Forest Lake
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district staff and University of Minnesota personnel. The inservices were open to anyone
in the Forest Lake community. Attendance at the inservices averaged approximately twelve
people each time and typically included inclusion partners, program support assistants,
general education teachers, and related services personnel. The option was available to take
the training for two independent study graduate credits from the University of Minnesota.
The following topics were covered via TOTO:

* Collaborative teamwork

* Friendship facilitation

* Literature based learning and storybook journey

* Using technology to bring storybook journey and whole language lessons to life

Re-thinking traditional evaluations and assessments
* Lesson adaptations to address various skill levels
* Activity-based learning
* Integrating related services
* Supporting positive learning

An intensive training course was also provided during the second summer and
focused upon addressing the curricular needs of students with significant disabilities as
members of general education classes. In addition to focusing upon what should be taught,
the course also focused upon how things might be taught and progress evaluated
(systematic instruction and data collection and analysis). The option of taking the course
for graduate credit was offered again and the primary participants were inclusion partners
and program support assistants. The opportunity to learn about specific students, teaching
strategies, equipment use, or curricular design strategies was also available by joining the
summer school staff for a time during the summer school session.
Year Three
The third year of the program again provided the opportunity to provide a large

amount of inservice training in the context of ongoing team meetings, particularly related to
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the issue of collaborative teamwork. Information was provided on collaborative teaming
structures and competencies and then those issues were attended to and worked on in the
context of ongoing individual student team meetings. This training in context was possible
because a university coordinator was a member of each of the three student teams that were
the focus of ongoing intensive support during Year Three and this individual assumed
responsibility for sharing the information initially and supporting the implementation and
evaluation of its use by each of the three teams.

Two of the teams that were the recipients of ongoing support from university
personnel were from an elementary school that was including students with significant
disabilities for the first time. Because this was their first year, an inservice was conducted
to share information with the staff about the inclusion of these students and also to dialogue
with them and provide an opportunity to get their thoughts verbally and in written form. A
survey was developed and passed out at this initial inservice for the purpose of assessing
people’s understanding and comfort level, and asking them to identify additional
information that might be helpful to them.

A need for training, networking, and support was ideatified by program support
assistants during the summer training. Following up on this request, the district-wide
inclusion facilitator, university personnel, and a few program support assistants worked
together to develop a day of training for program support assistants and also provided time
for program support assistants to talk and identify strategies for maintaining an ongoin g
support network for one another. The opportunity to receive some training by joining in

the summer school program was again provided during the third summer.

IV. PROGRAM CHALLENGES AND RESOLUTIONS

A challenge that we faced very early in the program and one that often comes up

throughout the process of developing an inclusive school community was striking a balance
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between issues of membership (doing everything possible to support the child physically,
socially, and emotionally *~ be a part of the classroom and school community) and the
readiness or comfort level of the adults in being able to fully support a child's membership.
The primary resolution to this issue is empathic listening on the part of university support
personnel and supporting the team to engage in ongoing dialogue with one another for the
purpose of truly trying to understand one another's thoughts, hopes, and fears.
Heightened understanding will assist team members to best address the needs of the child
and of the adults and support moving on as new learning occurs and comfort levels
increase. Two specific examples of this challenge occurred early in the program. In the
original grant proposal it specified that the children would be returned to their home school
of Scandia Elementary mic-year and that the fall would be used as a time to engage in
transition activities to support that change in placement. That decision was obviously made
focusing upon the adult comfort level of this challenge. After some opportunities had been
provided for the team members at Scandia to learn a bit more about inclusive education and
engage in some dialogue, based upon leadership from the principal, the decision was made
to return the students to Scandia right away in the fall so that they would be physically
present from the beginning, a potentially important component of membership, a decision
that is obviously focusing upon the membership component of the challenge. There are
most definitely pros and cons to either decision (returning in the fall or waiting until mid-
year), the important point about this decision is that it was directed by members of the
child's team and not by some outside "experts" that had a one size fits all model in mind. A
second example of this challenge occurred for one of the children who was returning to
Scandia. This first grader began the school year with a split program; half a day in first
grade at Scandia and half a day in the special program at his old school. This decision was
made originally because there were concerms about how the child's therapy needs could be
addressed at Scandia. By the end of the first quarter there was team consensus that the

child's needs could all be met at Scandia and he then became a full-time member of the first
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grade. Sometimes new learning and comfort levels will be increased by engaging in
dialogue with others who have experienice in developing inclusive programs and other
times new learning and comfort levels are best accomplished by directly experiencing
different strategies.

A challenge inherent in a change effort of any kind is how to share information with
others who are not directly involved in the change initiative but who will certainly be
impacted by it. We faced this early on as we worked directly with the Scandia school
community and also felt a need to provide information to the other six elementary schools
in the district and engage in a dialogue with them related to inclusive education. These
attempts to share information and engage in dialogue with the other elementary schools
were not always well received and there seemed to be negative feelings (sometimes
verbalized and other times not) regarding the idea of including children with disabilities into
the school community. In retrospect, some of the strategies we think would have resulted
in a more positive reception to the idea of inclusive education and to the people sharing
information (Director of Educational Services, District Inclusion Facilitator, University
Project Director and Coordinator) were as follows:

* Focus upon sharing information and dialoguing with the principal and a smaller building
leadership team initially, gaining their involvement and support in sharing the ideas with the
broader school community.

* Provide opportunities in the inservice for smaller groups of people to talk with one
another and to engage in activities that help them to personalize the issue of inclusion and
broaden the discussion beyond the inclusion of children with disabilities to include anyone
(child or adult) who is experiencing a sense of exclusion in the school community.

* Either spend time yourself making connections and establishing rapport or conduct the
inservice with people who have rapport with the audience.

The third year of the program a building based inservice was conducted at Forest

Lake Elementary and many of these guidelines were followed and the general sense of the
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inservice was that it was received quite positively and resulted in a learning experience for
all involved, facilitators and participants. 4

Year Two of the program saw an increase in the number of students with significant
disabilities being included in their school community from three the first year to fourteen
the second year. Because of this large increase it was decided that the primary focus of the
university supports would be the inclusion partners. One vehicle for providing this support
was twice per month meetings with the inclusion partmers as a large group. The idea was
that this would provide an opportunity for new ideas and information to be shared and for
the inclusion partners to learn from one another as well as from university support
personnel. A good goal, but realization fell far short of our expectations. Several factors
contributed: (a) meetings were only an hour long; (b) the focus became administrative too
often (i.e., how is everyone doing with their quarterly reports? don't forget that monthly
updates are due next week etc.); (c) the group varied greatly with regard to their support of
the concept of inclusion and their skill level in supporting children to be included; and (d)
university personnel took on too much of the role of coordination and facilitation. The
third year of the program the inclusion partners continued to meet, changes were made, and
the goal of providing a forum for learning was realized. Changes included: (a) meeting
once per month for one and one-quartef hour; (b) the inclusion partners took the lead on
determining the agenda each month and it was set at the end of each meeting for the next
month; (c) new learning was a focus and time was provided for people to share
information, ideas, and strategies; and (d) university personnel were included as part of the
group but consciously avoided assuming leadership roles. The largest indicator that the
challenges were successfully met and resolved is the fact that these meetings for the
inclusion partners have been continued beyond the grant.

Overall university support Year Two was challenging and frequently felt
ineffective, due to the model of support that was established, not the skill or dedication of

the university coordinator. Basically the model of support focused upon the inclusion
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partners and included the inclusion partner twice per month meetings described above and
individual support determined by the inclusion partner. Individual support was, in part,
determined by going through the Inclusion Practices Prioriiies Instrument with each of the
inclusion partners and determining priorities that should be addressed and action plans for
addressing them. Fourteen teams and one primary external support resulted quite logically
in the primary support person being stretched too thin and the teams feeling inadequately
supported. University supports were reconfigured for Year Three to include:

* Working with district personnel on identified training issues

* Supporting inclusion partners via the monthly meeting and "on cali" problem-solving

* Specific focus on three voantary teams to further refine the quality of inclusive education

In addition to focusing ongoing support on three teams versus fourteen, university
support was reconfigured so that without increasing any university time, two coordinators
were identified so that they could partner with one another and the focus teams. Overall,
the university coordinators felt better about the effectiveness of their technical assistance
and support to the three focus teams, the inclusion partners, and the district-wide inclusion
facilitator. They attributed this primarily to making the task more manageable, having one
another as partners, and removing themselves from leadership roles in working with the
inclusion partners and the district inclusion facilitator.

The one part of Year Three technical assistance that did not work well for the focus
teams was conducting more extended team meetings. Short (30 minutes) team meetings
occurred in the fall. However, extended teaming times with the focus teams did not begin
until January (even though resources were available to provide plann’ng time). The
primary barrier appeared to be people's lack of understanding and experience in working
together in teams and recognizing the usefulness of ongoing team meetings. Once the
meetings began in earnest in January, team members found them to be very helpful.
Leadership (from school personnel) that supported team members to "give it a try” was not

present on the team and the university colleagues were trying so hard to be nondirective that
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they did not push as hard as perhaps they should have. In the future, we would suggest
letting people know that even though they might not see the benefit of ongoing, regularly
scheduled team meetings, many teams who have had experience including children with
disabilities into the school community have found such mectiﬁgs to be very helpful and, in
fact, often identify team meetings as the most important variable in their success. A second
strategy that we think would increase people's comfort level with the prospect of working
together as a team would be to provide some training on collaborative teamwork for the
entire team prior to the school year beginning. The training should be fun and provide the
opportunity for relationships to develop and trust to grow and the content should focus
upon task and relationship skills, logistics and structure, and problem solving strategies
such as creative problem-solving (Giangreco, in press) or the approach delineated by
Johnson and Johnson (1987). These problem-solving approaches were utilized with the
focus teams and were very useful in helping people move through issues and focus on
working together to identify solutions and strategies instead of getting stuck in the problem
admiration phése or in the mindset of viewing the problem as one caused and controlled by
“things out there," which, of course, leads to feeling powerless to effectively address the
issue.

The last challenge is one that plagues most school districts-knowing about and
effectively utilizing resources within the district and the state. Two strategies were
developed to support this effort. The Director of Educational Services sends copies of the
table of contents from journals received by the district to building liaisons. Secondly, a
Supporting All Kids Yellow Pages was developed, which is a directory of péoplc, places,
and materials ihat currently exist in the Forest Lake school district to support learners of
diverse abilities and learning styles to learn together. This resource directory is on disk and
the district-wide inclusion facilitator will work with a central administration secretary each
year to update the resource directory so that capacities within the district will be known and

easily accessed.
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V. EVALUATION APPROACHES, FINDINGS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of evaluation is to answer questions that are of interest and concern
to those impacted by the issue. The issue in this instance is the membership, active
participation, and learning of children with disabilities as members of appropriate age-grade
classrooms in the same school they would attend if they did not have a disability label.
Those primarily impacted by inclusion or those with firsthand information regarding the
impact of inclusion are: the children with disabilities who become members of general
education classes in their home school, the classmates of the children with disabilities in
general education classrooms, the parents of children with disabilities, and the educators
who serve children in our public schools. Evaluation activities were extensive throughout
the project. The specific targets and strategies changed across the years and were jointly
determined each year by an evaluation team consisting of personnel from the university and
the school district. Evaluation plans for each year are summarized in the three tables that
follow. A description of the evaluation activities used each year are briefly delineated here.
Information about the results and implications of the evaluation activities follow the yeas-
by-year activities listing. The primary focus for Year One centered upon the return of three
students with disabilities to their home school, Scandia Elementary, during the 1990 - 1991
school year. Two students were members of kindergarten classes and one was enrolled in
first grade. Year Two focused upon the inclusion of fourteen students with disabilities in
their home schools of: Columbus, Forest View, Lino Lakes, Linwood, Wyoming, and
Scandia Elementary, during the 1991 - 1992 échool year. These fourteen students included
six kindergarteners, three first graders, one second grader, two third graders, one fourth
grader, and one fifth grader. Year Three focused upon the inclusion of sixteen students
with disabilities in their home schools and involved all seven of the elementary schools in

the Forest Lake District (Columbus, Forest View, Lino Lakes, Linwood, Wyoming,
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Year One Evaluation Plan

1990 - 1991
Table 1
Evaluation Targets, Measures and Administration
Person(s)
Instrument/ Coordinating/
Target Measure Respondent(s) Frequency Administering
Target 1. Social Network a) parent(s) pre/post annually |'S. Johnson
Students: Survey b) classroom teacher J. Olson
Students with C) peer J. Monte
disabilities T. Vandercook
transitioned to 2. IEP Periodic team participating in | pre/post annually | case manager
inclusive settings Review IEP deveiopment
(n=28) 3. Integration teachers and support | pre/post annually | 3. Olson
Checklist staff
4. Scales of parent pre/post project S. Johnson/J. Bauer
Independent A. Schumacher
Behavior (SIB)
S. Structured small peers pre/post annually | J. Montie
group interview
peers without
disabilities: 6. Peer interaction monthly S. Johnson/T.
classmates of observations Vandercook
target population

7. Participation in peers ongoing J. Olson

M.AP.S. process
IEP

parents 8. Participation in IEP | parent ongoing case manager
planning (MAPS)

9. Structured Interview | parents of children post annually S. Johnson-develop
with and without and administer
disabilities in target | tape recorded &
classes (random interview
sample) videotapepartizipants

) 10. Concerns Based all (7) principals, pre/post annually | T. Vandercook
child study Adoption Model classroom teachers, S. Johnson
team members (CBAM) & special education
Questionnaire staff from each
building
11. Inclusion Practices | classroom teacher pre/post annually J. Montie
Questionnaire and special education
teacher
12. Inclusive Education | In target school, monthly J. Olson/J. Montie -

Monthly Updates

classroom teachers,
building principal,
special education
support personnel,
parents.

pass out

S. Johnson - graph
and summarize
anecdotes




21

Scandia, and Forest Lake Elementary), during the 1992 - 1993 school year. In addition to
the children identified in Year Two, a kindergartener and a fifth grader were added to the

focus of our efforts.

Year One (1990 -1991)

. SQQ]‘a].NQLWQrk Survey is designed to give information about the number and kinds of
personal relationships that children have. The survey was completed by parents arid school
team members in September and again in May. In addition, parents of eight kindergarten

and first grade classmates also compleied social networks in May.

* Integration Checklist is designed to help team members realize additional ways to include
students with disabilities more fully in the school community. The checklist is divided into
four sections, each related to a different aspect of inclusion; "Go with the Flow," "Act
Cool,” Talk Straight," and "Look Good". Each section contains several questions about
students, teachers, or routines that are rated for a particular student as happcﬁing all/most of
the time, some of the time, or rarely/never. Core team members completed this survey in

September and again in May.

. f In ndent Behavior (STB) is a standardized measure of adaptive or functional
behavior skills. Data were collected in a structured interview format with the parents of
elementary age children with significant disabilities in the district. These interviews were

conducted from October through January.

» Structured Small Group Peer Interviews were conducted to gather information on

classmate and focus student attitudes and knowledge about how they view themselves and

one another with respect to their abilities/capacities and needs. Interviews were completed

o)
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at the beginning and end of the year with a small group of students from each of the three
inclusive classrooms. The participants in the interview included the newly included child

{student with significant disabilities) and several classmates.

* Pger Interaction Observations were conducted to observe children initiate interactions
with one another and with the instructors in the room, as well as respond to initiations they
received from classmates and teachers. Observations were conducted once or twice per

month in each classroom.

* Parent Interviews were conducted to elicit the perspective of parents of Scandia
kindergarten and first grade students who were members of a classroom that included a
child with disabilities. Families were randomly selected from the three classrooms and

fifteen parents were interviewed over the telephone during May and early June.

. f Concern stionnagir is a tool used to gain information about the
concerns that school staff have with regard to a particular innovation (in this instance,
inclusive education). The survey was completed in August by 208 professionals and
paraprofessionals from all seven elementary schools and by 167 professinnals and

paraprofessionals in May.

* Inclusive Education Monthly Updates are surveys that provide the opportunity for staff

members and parents directly involved in inclusive education to share their perspective |
relative to how inclusion is going. These surveys were completed on a monthly basis by
classroom teachers, parents, special education staff, principal, paraprofessionals, and

specialists (i.e., media, physical education).

28
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* Support Staff Interviews were conducted with staff members (secretary, health aide,
custodians, playground and lunchroom assistants, and cooks) from Scandia who were not
involved in any of the other evaluation activities. These people play a crucial role in the
school community and the interviews were a vehicle for gaining their perspective and
feedback related to how the inclusion of students with disabilities into the school
community had gone this year and their ideas for improvement. The interviews took place

in April.

Year Two (1991 - 1992)

. ial N. rk Survey was administered again during the fall and spring of the year.

Parents and schocl team members each independently completed a survey.

* Structured Small Group Peer Interviews were conducted with small groups of students
from five classrooms at the beginning and end of the school year. An attempt was made to
represent both boys and girls with disabilities as well as a variety of ages and ability levels.
Interviews were conducted with the following groups: second grade from Scandia;
kindergarten from Forest View; kindergarten from Lino Lakes; two third grades from

Linwood; and fifth grade from Columbus.

. ff Surveys were developed as an alternative means of gathering feedback
from secretaries, custodians, health aides, playground and lunchroom assistants, media
clerks, and cooks. Interviews were conducted Year One, however, that approach was not
feasible when we moved from working with one school to six. Surveys were distributed

in May and twenty-one surveys were returned, with representation from each school.
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* Stages of Concern Questionnaire(SOCQ) was again administered at the beginning and
end of the school year, with 182 completing it in the fall and 123 completing it in the

spring.

» Integration Checklist was again completed by core team members as a group in October
and again in May. Integration checklists were completed in both October and May for nine

students.

* Inclusiv ion Monthl were solicited from tearm members from the six

schools in the program year two. Respondents included classroom teachers, inclusion
support partners, parents, related services personnel, classroom paraprofessionals,

physical education teachers, principals, and school psychologists.

Year Three (1992 - 1993)

* Inclusive Educaiion Monthly Updates were solicited from team members from each of

the seven elementary schools.

. les of Independent Behavior (SIB) were again administered from March through

June. Pre and post SIB data were collected for twelve students.

* Support Staff Surveys were again distributed to secretaries, custodians, health aides,
playground and lunchroom assistants, media clerks, cooks, and instructional assistants.
Thirty surveys were returned and included representation from all seven elementary

schools




Year Three Evaluation Plan

1992 - 1993

Table 3
What Who How Coordinator
Monthly All A system is in place and will continue. We Sue Wolff
Updates Teams would like input about the usefulness of this
tool and how it might be used in the future.
Scales of All This was done for several students at the Joe Bauer
Indepen- Teams beginning of the Achieving Membership
dent Behav- program and will be repeated at the end of
ior (SIB) this school year. Inclusion Parters will be
Assessment contacted regarding who will be involved.
School All A questionnaire regarding inclusive educa- Terri
Staff Build- tion will be sent to school support staff (e.g., Vandercook
Ques- ings custodians, office personnel, etc.) at the end
tionnaire of the school year.
Stages of | All These were done at the beginning of the Sue Wolff, Terri
Concern Buildings school year and will be repeated at the end Vandercook
Ques- of the school year. This tool gives us infor-
tionnaire mation from all of the licensed staff within
each building.
Parent All We will do a short F.Y.I. newsletter at the Sue Wolff,
Survey Buildings end of the school year describing the Terri
Achieving Membership Program and its Vandercook, Jo
outcomes. This will go home to all of the Montie
families in the elementary buildings. Part of
this will be a short survey, which any parent
can use to provide feedback.
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Table 3 continued

e/ "

What Who How Coordinator
Social Focus Inclusion Partners have received information Sue Wolff
Network Teams regarding this pr