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Beyond Communication Access

Promoting Learning of the General
Education Curriculum by Students
With Significant Disabilities

Michael McSheeban, BS; Rae M. Sonnenmeier, PhD;
Cheryl M. Jorgensen, PbD; Karen Turner, MA

Soeme in the field of special education hold that students with significant disabilities should pursue
the same learner outcomes as students without disabilities. However, educational teams often lack
the knowledge and skills necessary to support a student’s membership and participation in gen-
eral education classrooms aad learning of the general education curricufum, The Beyond Access

(BA) model encourages team members to think about how to move beyond creating opportunities
for access to a broader focus on membership, participation, and learning. The authors describe
the Comprehensive Assessment of Student and Team Supports (CASTS). This article reports the
perceptions of 35 pdrticipants from 3 educational teams working with 5 students with significant
disabiities regarding impact from the assessment after 6 months of model activities. Qualitative
analysis of survey guestion responses, along with analysis of Likert-scale ratings, revealed perceived
improvements in teaming practices, expectations for student learning, and student performance

- : : when using the model. The resulis are discussed for their educational, professional development,
) and research implications. Key words: assessment, augmeniative and alternative conmmunica-
tion (4AC), collaborative teaming, general education curriculum, inclusive education, systems

change

Something radically different is happening in edu-
cational services for students with severe disabili-
ties. Students are not only present in typical class-
rooms; they also are expected to make progress
on state academic content standards. . .. Access
to the general curriculum...means more than

mathematics—access means academic progress.
(Browder & Spooner, 2006, p. 1)

Many changes have occurred over past
decades in the field of education for stu-
dents with significant disabilities' regarding

being exposed: to content such as reading and the best environiment in which to learn, the

appropriate curriculum to learn, and the ex-
tent to which these students can learn and
communicate. When students with signifi-
cant disabilities first became eligible for a
free and appropriate public education in the
United States (1975), they were typically ed-
ucated in special schools or selfcontained
classrooms for students with disabilities. In
the 1990s, an increased focus on high edu-
cational standards for all students, combined
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'Students with significant disabilities are those who have
traditionally been labeled as having mental retardation,
autism, develepmental disabifities, traumatic brain injury,
and multiple disabilities.
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with a growing body of evidence showing that
students with significant disabilitics were ca-
pable of learning at least some generat ed-
ucation (GE) curriculum content (McGregor
& Vogelsberg, 1998; Ryndak, Morrison, &
Sommersiein, 1999), influenced a movement
toward requiring schools to include stu-
dents with disabilities in local and state
accountability systems through their partic-
ipation in large-scale assessments. AcCcess
to and progress in the GE curriculum be-
came education policy at the cenrury's end
(Individuals with Disabilities Education Act,
1997, 2004; No Child Left Behind Act,
2001).

Perspectives about what and how students
communicate have also shifted. Through the
1970s and into the 1980s it was thought that
some people were not ready for augmen-
tative and alternative compmunication (AAC)
(Shane & Bashir, 1980). “Since the mid-1980s,
‘candidacy’ guidelines for AAC intervention
[were] graduatly replaced by guidelines based
on -communication needs” (Beukelman &
Mirenda, 2005, p. 135). Best practices in AAL
stated. that assessment and evaluation should
be based on the daily communication needs
of 4 child, determined through observations,
interviews, and ecological inventories within
age-appropriate settings such as the GE
classroom (Beukelman & Mirenda, 1992;
Calculator & Jorgensen, 1991; Mirenda &
Calculator, 1993). However, if the setting
demuanded limited communication about aca-
demics, educators were satisfied i students
with significant disabilities comrunicated
about activities of daily living and personal
assistance (e.g., “eat,” “drink,” “bathroom,”
‘1 need a break™. Beukelman and Mirenda
(1992 broadened the Communication Needs
Model in an effort to address this limitation.
Their Participation Model for AAC was de-
signed to “provide a systematic process for
conducting AAC assessments and designing
mnterventions based on the functional par
ticipation requirements of peers without
disabilitics of the same chronological age as
the person who may cominunicate through
AAC” (Beukelman & Mirenda, 2005, p. 130).
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Communication access has come to be seen
not gs the goal but the means by which
students are able to engage socially and
academically at school.

Over the past 30 years, placement, learn-
ing, and communication access goals have
gradually evolved toward the GE classroom,
the GE curriculum, and AAC systerns: that
support full social and academic participa-
tion. The extent or degree to which each of
these goals is realized varies. Access is too of
ten operationalized as being in the GE class-
rootn for part of the day, learning some of the
GE curriculum, and communicating (socially
and academically) in only basic ways. Limited
access results in limited student outcomes
(Wehmeyer & Agran, 2006). What would hap-
pen if each of the three goals were pursued
to the fullest extent? What would happen if
“the place in which students with severe dis-
abilities had access to the general custicu
tum was in the GE classroom” (Wehmever &
Agran, 2006, p. k8); if students with signif-
icant disabilities ‘pursued “the same learner
outcomes- as students without disabilities”
¢Kleinert & Kearns, 2001, p. 21); and if AAC
supports were developed, monitored; and ex-
panded untit students could communicate the
same messages-—and to-the same extent so-
cially and acidemically-—-as students without
disabilities?

The Beyond Access (BA) model (McShee-
han, Sonnenmeier, & Jorgensen, 2002) was
created to narrow the gip between these
goals and current practice. The BA model pro-
motes learning of GE curficulum by students
with significant disabilities in the context of
GE classrooms through a student and team
planning process grounded in high-quality
professional devéiopment. The BA model
organizes best practices for students and their
teams into a coherent, rejterative, and man-
ageable process of assessment, implemen-
tation, evaluation, reflection, and revision,
promoting coatinuous program  improve-
ment. The BA modcl redefines the standards
for access to the GE classroom, the GE cur-
rculum, and communication supports based
on the application of the criterion of the least
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dangerous assumption (Donnellan, 1984),
with the result of presumed competence
(Bilklen, 1999). :

The criterion of the least dangerous assumption
(L2A) requires that educators ask the question;

Given that the longterm goal of education is to
ensure that students zcquire the skills necessary to
be able to live, worlk, and recreate as independently
as possibie as adults; and

Given that there are a variety of educational
means or strategies currently available for instruc-
tion; and

Given that, through lack of conclusive data, we
are currently forced to make gssumptions about
the relative impact of various strategies on the long-
term goals,

Which assumptions will have the least danger-
ous effect on the likelihood that the goal will be
attained? (Dongellan, 1984, p. 148)

Biklen (1999) offered similar “guiding prin-
ciples for creating contexts for communica-
tion and participation” ¢p. 50). Stressing the
importance “that difficulties with demonstrat-
ing ability not be taken as evidence of in-
tellectual incompetence,” Biklen argued “as
& matter of basic sensitivity and good ed-
ucational practice, educators must presume
that the person is intelligent” (1999, p. 50).
(For more on this argument, see Jorgensen,
2005b.)

With the expectation that all students can
learn GE curriculum content, the BA model
is designed to facilitate progress toward full
membership, participation, and demonstra-
tion of learning: Membership in the GE class
represents students having access to valued
social roles and the symbols of belonging,
such as having a desk, being given class jobs,
going en field trips, and having one’s name
called during attendance. Participation is de-
fined as students actively accessing the social,
communication, and instructional life of the
chissrcom: Participation means that students
with significant disabilities take part in the
SAme copversations, activities, and instruc-
tional routines as their typical classmates. Ex-

amples include participating in the pledge of
allegiance, being called on in class for an an-
swer, going up to the board, having a role
during cooperative group activities, manipu-
latihg equipment during a science lab, and
having an active part during reading group.
Membership and participation are necessary
parts of learning, Demonstration. of learn-
fng is defined as showing what one knows
in ar observable way, perhaps with the use
of assistive technology (AT) and/or AAC, Ex-
amples include giving answers when called
on, compieting homework, taking tests, com-
pleting projects, doing group presentations,
and completing worksheets. These expecta-
tions for student membership, participation,
and learning, along with supports for collab-
orative teaming, are essential elements of the
professional development approach of the BA
model.

From 2002 through 2006, the BA model
was designed and evaluated as part of a fed-
erally funded grant from the Office of Special
Education Programs, U.8. Department of Edu-
cation. The BA model consists of four iterative
phases: (1) Assess student and team supports
in a comprehensive manner; (2) Explore and
describe new student and team supports;
(3) Implement and document student and
team supports; (4) Review, revise, and sustain
student and team supports. During years
1 through 3 of the project, the mode! was

field tested in 2 elementary schools and 1

high school, in 2 school districts (see, e.g.,
Sonnentmeier, MeSheehan, & Jorgensen,
2005). During year 4 of the project, the
model was redesigned and replieated with 5
students in 2 different school districts.

This article summarizes data on team mem-
bers' perceptions of impact resulting from 6
months of implementing the initial phase of
the redesigned BA model. Data include per-
ceptions of (a) impact en teaming practices,
(b) impact on presumed competence, () im-
pact on student performance, and (4) rea-
sons for' impact on educational practices and
student performance. Implications for prac-
tice, professional development, and future re-
search are also discussed.




METHODS

Participants
Schools

Schools were recruited using a multistep
process. An invitation to attend a 1-day nfor
mation workshop was sent to all special edu-
cation directors in New Hampshire. Educators
and school administzators from 8 school dis-
tricts attended the information workshop 1o
learn about the BAmodel and expectations for
participation as a replication site. 8ix of these
8 school districts submitted a written appli-
cation stating why they wanted to be a repli-
cation site, their philosophy regarding inchr-
sive education, and nominations of students
for the project. Two elementary schools were
selected because they showed comimitment
(a) to educating students with the most sig-
nificant disabilities in GE classrooms; (b) to
provide administrative support for staff to im-
plement the BA model, attend monthly pro-
fessional development workshops and weekly
team meetings, and complete data collection
protocols; and (¢) to form an administrative
team that wouid monitor the implementation
of the BA model and work on systems for sus-
tainability. School district A, population of ap-
proximately 12,000 residents, had included
stmadents with significant disabilities at least
parttime in GE classrooms for more than 10
years. Professional development for the staff
and strong administrative support for inclu-
sive education practices were already in ex-
istenice. School district B, with a population
of close to 10,000 residents, also had strong
administeative support but only recentiy had
begun to inciude students with significant dis-
ahilities in GE classrooms. District B had a his-
tory of due process and mediation brought
by parents. Both schooi districts had been la-
beled “schools in need of improvement” be-
cause of their inadequate yearly progress on
statewide assessments.

Students

Five students (2 from school A and 3 from
school B) were selected for participation
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based on selection criteria showing that they
(a) were eligibie for the New Hampshire Alter-
nate Assessment; (b) had the label of signif-
icant disabilities, such as mental retardation,
autism, cerebral palsy, Down syndrome, etc.;
{¢) could benefit from AAC and/or AT to sup-
port learning; and () were in GE classes for
at least 50% of the day in at least two core aca-
demic areas (e.g., language arts, math, social
studies, and science).

Table } presents a summary of student char-
acteristics upon entry to the BA project. The
students ranged in age from 7 years 5 months
to 8 vears O months, with a mean age of 7 years
8 months. All the students were described by
their teams as having moderate to severe cog-
nitive impairments. The students used a vari-
ety of unaided communication means, includ-
ing facial expressions and natural gestures,
sign language, and speech. Four of the 5 stu-
dents had been introduced to AAC strategies,
including the use of picture communication
symbols, switches, and electronic communi-
cation devices.

Educational teams.

A total of 35 team mempers participated
in implementing the BA model. Teams comr
prised parents/guardians, general educarors,
special educators, related service providers,
and administrators with a range of experience
in education and AAC, as shown in Table 2.
Any reference to team members includes the
parents/guardians as members of their respec-
tive teams.

BA model implementation

The first 6 months of implementation of
the BA model included an orientation, com-
prehensive assessment of student and team
supports, and three best practices workshops.
Two BA faculty members (Jorgensen and
McSheehan) wegre present 1 day a week at
each school.

Orientation

Members of each educational team partici-
pated in a 2-day orientation that addressed the
underlying assumptions and praciices of the
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Table 3. Beyond Access orientation and best practices workshops conducted from August 2005

to January 2006

Description

Month Time

Orientation

significant disabilities
« Beyond Access model overview

2005b3
» Collaborative teaming practices

2605a)
Best practices workshops

team discussions, and accountability

» Historical perspectives on practices for educating students with

» Understanding what constitutes access 1o, participation in, and
jearning of the general education curriculum
e Least dangerous assumption of presumed competence (jorgensen,

s Instructional planning based on instructional routines (Jorgensen,

» Structures and processes for effective meetings, such as defining the
purpose of a meeting, effective use of an agenda, processes to support

o Planning for the use of augmentative and alternative COfMUNICAtion
and ussistive techpology for participation and learning within
instructional routines (Jorgensen, Schuh, & Nisbet, 2006)

o Literacy assessment and instruction for guided reading, silent reading,
word study, and writing using augmentative and alternative
communication and assistive technology (Stuzrm et al,, 2006)

August 2 days

September 1 day

December

1 day

January 1 day

BA model {Table 3). Project management was
also discussed, establishing weekly meetings
for each educational team, monthly adminis-
tration meetings with BA faculty and school
administrators for each school, and monthly
workshops for alt participants.

The assessmenf process

The Comprehensive Assessment of Student
and Team Supports (CASTS) is a process for
gathering information about the perspectives
of each of the team members that serves
as a basis for implementing the BA model
(Table 4). It differs from other assessments
used to identify the capabilities of students
with significant disabilities in that it takes
stock of student performance in the context
of current school and team practices, and how
these practices align with a preestablished set
of best practices associated with the model
(Appendix A).

Using the CASTS tools and acrivities, a va-
riety of types of information about each stu-

dent, his or her educational team, and the
schaol was collected. The BA faculty synthe-
sized the information, summarized themes
and discrepancies, and identified representa-
tive examples of student and team perfor-
mance. The BA faculty compared and con-
trasted the team’s current practices with BA
best practices (Appendix A). The BA facuity
then summarized and reported the findings
to the team and the team members together
reviewed and confirmed the CASTS findings.
That is, team members were asked to con-
firm the degree to which the BA faculty had
captured in the report the team’s current situ-
ation, opinions, and practices. As categories
of Summdry Findings from the CASTS ac-
tivities were reported (e.g., school context,
the student, and the team), team members
engaged in a consensus building process in
which they (a) added any missing and highly
relevant information, (M) sought clarification
or proposed revisions on any inaccurate in-
formation, and finally (¢) stated their level of
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Table 4. Activities for completing & CASTS with one student’s educational team

Personnel

4

=

~4

16,

i3,

14.

15.

individualized educational programs (IEPs)
(current and past) and evaluation reports (e.g.,
achievement, communication, occupational atid
physical therapy, psychology, and medicai}

. Complete questionnaire addressing

strengths/weaknesses in the student’s educational
progran: and the team’s practices

. Collect and review questionnaires from all team.

members to identify common themes and
discrepancies

. Collect and review team and school artifacts (e.g.,

team meeting minuies, school's professional
development model, building-wide behavior
procedures, school newsletter, mission statement)

. Observe at school and write a description of & day

in the life of the student from the student’s
perspective (Jorgensen et al., 2006)

. Based on school ohservation, write a description

of a day in the life of the team from the team
members’ perspectives

Codlect and review student work saniples, current
augmentative communication devices and
strategies, and instructional supports such as
adapted materials

. Visit the student’s home and interview the

student’s parents/guardians and siblings
Interview each team member 10 expand on
information gathered from questionnaires and
observations

11. Observe team meeting
. Conduct follow-up interviews and cbservations as

needed :

Analyze all information gathered to identify
common themes and discrepancies

{dentiy the alignment between the student’s
educational program and Best Practices that
Promote the Learning of ibe General Education
Curriculum in the General Education Classroom
by Students with Significant Disabilities

Identify the alignment between current teaming
practices and Best P:-c;cticeslthczt Prowote the
Learning of the General Fducation Curriculum
ih the General Education Classroom by Students
with Significant Disabilities

Team members
Schoot

administratoers
BA facuity

‘BA faculty

BA faculty
BA faculty

BA faculty

BA faculty

BA faculty
Team members

BA faculsy
BA faculty
Team members
BA faculty

BA faculty

'BA faculty

Activity Time
1. Inigfal interview to identify set of questions and BA faculty Upto2hr
concerns regarding the student and team Key team members
2. Review of the student’s educational records: BA faculty 2-4 hir

30 min per team
member

4-5 hy

2hr

1-2 days

2-3 hr

3-4 hr

1-2 hr per team
member

30-60 min
2-4 hr

3-5 br

1-2 hr

1-2 hr

{continues)
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Table 4. Activities for completing a CASTS with one student’s educational team (Continued)

Activity

and prioritize recommendations

Total time needed:

Personnel Time
16. Prepare summary of findings BA faculty 2-3 hr
17. Meet with team to review CASTS findings and BA faculty 2hr
ohtain agreement with findings Team members
. School administrators
18. Meet with team to review, obtdin agreement, BA facuity 1-2 hr

Tearn members
Schooi administrators
42-65 hr per
CASTS?

Note. Reference to team members includes parents/guardians. BA = Beyond Access; CASTS = Comprehensive ASsess-

ment of Stadent and Tear Supports.

* Jypically, the CASTS process is completed over the course of 2-3 weeks. Given the constraints of scheduiing for the
replication sites, the CASTS with the 5 students were completed over the course of 3-4 montbs.

agreement with the accuracy of each cate-
gory of information using six levels of agree-
ment (adapted from Kaner, 1996). Any find-
ing not getiing full team agreement was dis-
cussed, clarified, and edited until agreement
was reached,

Once the CASTS Summary Findings were
approved by the team, a sccond meeting was
comvened for the team to review publiely the
CASTS recommendations and reach consen-
sus regarding. them. BA faculty prepared rec-
ommendations in three categories: student
supports, team supports, and professiopal de-
velopment. These recommendations were in-
tended to build team capacity aligned with BA
best practices. (See McSheehan et al., 2002,
and Sonnenmeier et al., 2003, for more details
on subsequent phases of the BA model.)

Best practices workshops’

Team members participated in three work-
shops during which they learned about (2)
effective team meeting structures, () using
AAC and AT to promote participation and
fearning, (¢) and literacy (see Table 3}. The
empliasis of these workshops was on increas-
ing team collaboration and students’ participa-
tion in the GE classroom rather than on eval-
uation of student learning per se. Teams were
supported to move away from asking, “What
can this student do in this lesson?” to asking,

“YWhat supports are nceded so this student can
participate in this lesson like his or her class-
mates?” The BA model supported teams in
an ongoing, dynamic assessment where €on-
fidence in méasures of student performance
increased over time, Assessing what the stu-
dent knows is addressed in the latter phases
of the model. Clarification of content from the
workshops-was occasionally provided during
on-site visits by BA faculty in the first 6 months
of implementation.

Data collection
BA Impact Survey

The BA Impact Survey was designed to
evaluate each team member’s perceptions of
what may or may not have changed as a re-
sult of participating in the BA orientation,
CASTS process, and workshops,as wellas rea-
sons why changes may have occurred (sce
Appendix B for the complete survey). Team
members rated their degree of agrecment
(based on a 7-point Likert scale) with state-
ments about the impact that the process had
on the team’s practices related to (a) student
membership:and participation in the GE class-
room; () presumed competence when plan-
ning for the student’s pacticipation arud learn-
ing; (¢) student’s learning of core academics
(i.e., GE curviculum content); () student’s
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communication, (¢} team collaboration,
school-family relationships, and (g) effective
and efficient team mectings. Team members
were asked to Hst two examples of improve-
ments observed for each ared addressed, and
to describe why they thought these changes
had occurred.

The BA Impact Survey was distributed E)Y
BA faculty and completed by team members
during the February workshop. fach partici-
pant completed one survey for each student
team on which he or she was a member. A to-
tal of 38 surveys were completed by 30 team
members since some individual team mem-
bers served on more than one student’s edu-
cational team.

Data analysis

The team members’ agreement ratings for
the BA Impact Survey questions were entered
into a Microsoft Access database. The mean,
mode, and standard deviation for each Likert-
scale item on the impact survey were calcu-
fated. The content of the responses to the
open-ended survey questions also was ana-
fyzed to identify themes using an iterative pro-
cess for coding the examples based on in-
ductive analysis methods (Bogdan & Biklen,
2003; Merriam, 1998). Two researchers (Son-
nenmeier and McSheehan) independently re-
viewed the examples for each question and
assigned preliminary coding labels that de-
scribed a broader category or thiéme that éach
example addressed. These preliminary codes
were compiled, and specific coding fabels
~ and codifig definitions were agreed upon. The
two researchers independently recoded the
examples. Each code was then verified for
agreement. Any disagreement about the as-
signed codes was discussed until agreement
was reached. The coding definitions were re-
vised as needed.

A third researcher (Jorgensen) was trained
on the coding definitions and independently
coded all of the data. Bach-code was then veri-
fied for agreement between the third indepen-
dent researcher’s codes and the codes agreed
upon by the first two researchers. Again,
any disagreement about the assigned codes
was discussed until agreement was reached.

The coding definitions were revised one final
time.

The first two researchers then indepen-
dently recoded all of the data using the fi-
nal coding definitions. Reliability of coding
between the two researchers ranged from
96% to 100% agreement. Data that were reli-
ably coded by these two researchers were in-
cluded in the final data set. '

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The BA Impact Survey questions were
grouped into three categories for the pus-
poses of reporting the findings: (a) teaming
practices (efficient and effective meectings,
team collaboration, and school-family rela-
tionships); (b) presumed competence; and (€)
student performance (classroom membership
and participation, communication, and learn-
ing of GE curriculum content).

Likert scale ratings of impact

The results of the Likert scalé analysis,
which are presented in Table 3, illustrate that,
with two exceptions, team members agreed
that there had been some improvement dur
ing the first 6 months of the BA model in the
categories of (a) efficient and effective team
meetings, (b team collaboration, (<Y school-
family relationships, (d) presumed compe-
tence of students to learn GE curriculum, ()
student membership and participation; (£) stu-
dents’ communication skills, and (g) students’
demonstration of learmning, The average rat-
ings by team members ranged from a mean
of 4.5 10 a mean of 6.7. Onc exception was
P’s' team rating for school-family relation-
ships, mean 3.2, with a large range from 1 to
5. Another exception was the mean rating of
3.9 reported by C’s team members regarding
Rer-demonstiation of learning.

Examples of impact

The team members listed a total of 358 ex- -

amples of changes that occurred as a result
of the first 6 months of implementing the BA

model. Codes were assigned to 342 (96%) of -

the examples of changes. The remaining items
consisted of ambiguous responses, unrelated
answers, or items that did not {it with agreed
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Table 5. Levels of agreement® with staternents about improvements in teaming practices, pre-
sumed competence, and student performance

|
Stadents
C N P b T
Teariing practices
Efficient and effective meetings
n 8 9 6 8 6
Mean 5.9 5.4 6.7 5.0 6.5
Mode 7 7 7 5 7
sD 11 1.5 0.5, 0.9 0.8
Team coliaboration
n 8 9 6 9 _ 6
Mean 5.9 5.4 6.3 5.2 - 63
Mode 7 6 6 6 7
sD 1.1 1.3 0.3 08 1.2
Schoot-family relationships :
n 8 9 G 9 6
Mean 5.0 4.8 4.8 47 3.2
Mode 7 4 6 5 5
SD ' 1.8 1.3 2.1 1.0 1.8
Preswmed competence
n 8 8 6 9 6
Mean 5:1 4.5 5.8 5.1 6.2
Mode 6 5 7 5 6
§D 0.8 0.9 1.2 0.6 0.8
Student performance
Membership and participation
n 7 9 6 9 6
Mean 5.3 5.3 6.3 5.2 6.7
Mode 7 6 6 5 7
SD 2.2 1.3 0.5 1.2 0.8
Communication
n 8 9 6 8 6
Mean 4.5 5.0 5.2 5.1 5.7
Mode ) 6 3 4 7
SO 1.7 1.5 1.2 1.1 2.0
Demonstration of learning
7 7 9 6 9 6
Mean 3.9 5.0 6.5 5.3 5.5
Mode 4 5 7 6 5
5D 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 1.2

* {ikert-scale ratings: 1 = strongly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 7 = strongly agree.

upon codes and were eliminated from further effective team meetings, (b) team collabora-
analysis. tion, and (¢) school-family relationships (see
Appendix B). Analysis of the 159 examples of
changes in teaming practices revealed seven

Three of the BA Impact Survey questions  themes. Themes and exemplar comments are
addressed teaming practices: (a) efficient and provided in Table 6.

Impact on teaming practices
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Table 6. Distribution of themes and exemplar comments related to improved team practices

Theme

Exemplar comments n Yo

Attending meetings

Agendas (16)
Parking lot for ideas (7

Time management (8}

On-task behavior (32)
Defined meeting roles (5)

Total

“Meetings did not happen before; all of the team 2% 14
was not present.”
“Less meeting outside of the team meeting,”

Facilitation We used a “more organized approach to 16 10
meetings” when the “facilitator redirected the
group.”

Meeting structures and strategies: “Crur meetings are much more focused. We 48 30

accomplish so much in a short £ime.”

“Our agendas are set and timed each meeting!”

“Parking iot [for ideas not on the agendal
helped us to stay on topic.”

We “established time limits, rules, and
boundaries during meetings.”

Meetings were “task based.”

Meetings had “a faciiitator, timekeeper, and a

recorder.”

Communication “Working through difficult differences of 21 13
opinion.”

Shared understanding “The team all seem to be on the ‘same page’ at 24 15

the same time.”
“I feel that as a team we all really know what the
other person is working on.”

Positive intentions “Parent and school personnei are listening’ to 10 6
each other more attentively.” :

Team member role “Classroom teacher is taking the lead with more 7 1
confidence.”

“Staff work on goals jointly.”

139

Discussion of impact on teaming practices

The findings regarding teaming practices
are consistent with the findings of other simi-
lar studies (Hunt, Soto, Maier, Muller, & Goetz,
2002; Kent-Waish & Light, 2003; Soto, Muller,
Hunt, & Goetz, 2001). Effective and efficient
meetings have been found to be necessary to
support the wotk of a well-functioning team
{Jorgensen, Fisher, Sax, & Skoglund, 1998;
Kaner, 1996; Snell & Janney, 2000; Villa &
Thousand, 1995). Teams need time to mees,
skilled facilitation of meetings, and effective
commuitcation amorig team memnibers. These
practices support individual feam members in
fulfilling their roles, sharing responsibility for
the work, and fosterihg a positive collabora-
tive working environment.

Collaborative teaming practices were a
topic of the workshops and the BA faculty
modeled specific strategies for running meet-
ings for each of the teams. Simply having a
meeting is not enough. The role of an outside
facilitator was found to be helpful in provid-
ing structure to the meetings.

The concept of presuming positive inten-
tions (Garmsion & Wellman, 1999) was en-
couraged by BA facuity as one strategy to
redirect negative perspectives among team
members. In some cases, the refationship be-
tween the family and the school had been
seen as contentious or simply absent (e.g., T's
team mean rating of 3.2 in response to the
statement regarding improvements in school-
family relationships). Assuming that each
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Table 7. Distribution of themes and exemplar comments related to impact of preswned com-
petence

Theme ‘Exemplar comments n %

Membership “Daily attendance.” 9 13
“Having him stay in class.”
“[Studeni] is participating more in group activities instead
of nog-participation being anticipated.”
Participation-Instruction- “Giving him the same work.”

Curriculam “Assuming [the student] is beginning to read and has
some of those mechaaics in place; having him
participate in selfselected reading.”

“Gen Ed math class—working on same lesson with
support.”

Planning “When I plan a lesson, I now begin with whar the class s 8 12

doing instead of changiag the activity completely for
[the student]. I discuss with my team what supports
need to be in place for {the student] to participate.”

“ITeam members being! open to trying new and more
challenging activities for the student.”

I
v
(&2
]

Demonsteation of

Total

Supports “Giving [the student] a means to participate.” : 15 22
“He worked in small groups with other children with
modified work.”
“$he completes writing activities after reading.” 10 15
learning “Reading grade level text.”
“During language arts—guided reading, word wall
word-—{the student] is really improving!”

67

person has a reasonable rationate for doing
something (i.e., assuming a positive intention)
may support individuals to be more open
to Hstening to another’s comments or better
understand 4 family’s circumstances, such as
work schedules, which may account for the
Jarge variability in ratings noted among indi
viduai members of T's team.

Impact of presumed compelence

One of the BA Impact Survey questions ad-
dressed presumed compesence of students’
participation and learning (see Appendix B).
Team members provided 67 examples of the
impact of team members’ presumed compe-

. tence of the student. Analysis revealed five

themes. These themes and:exemplar con-
ments are provided in Table 7.

Discussion of impact of presumed
competence

Presumed competence was a focus of the
BA oricntation workshop and formed the
foundation of the BA best practices (see
Appendix A). Some of the questions posed
by the BA faculty during the CASTS inter-
views encouraged team members to reflect
on their expectations for each student’s kearn-
ing. Since Rosenthal and Jacobson’s classic
Pygmalion in the Classroont, educators have
recognized the influence of teachers™ expec-
tations on student performance (Rosenthal
& Jacobson, 1968). Kasa-Hendrickson (2005)
found results consistent with this study in
her qualitative investigation of teachers’ opti-
mistic constructions of students’ abilities. Pre-
suming a student with significant disabilities is
competent to learn the GE curriculum is not
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Table 8. Team ratings of students’ membership and participation in the general education class-
room prior to and following implementation of the Beyond Access model

General education classroom
membership and participation C

N P § T

of the Beyond Access model

Prior to the CASTS 0%-20%
Foliowing 6 months of implementation  60%-80%

0%-20%  40%-60% 20%-40%  20%-40%
20%-40% 60%~-80% 60%-80% 60%-80%

Note, CASTS = Comprehengive Assessment of Student and Team Supports.

standard practice in schools. Given partic’

ipants reported broad impact of this guid-
ing principle across students’ educational pro-
grams, specific professional development, in-
cluding coaching of team members o apply
presumed competence, appears to have had
a positive impact on tean members’ percep-
tion of student outcomes

When presuming competence, teams not
only expected students to be present in the
GE class but also collaborated in lesson plan-
ning and provided supports 16 promote the
students’ engagement in the same activities as
classmates without disabilities. The focus was
not on what a student can or cannot do. Par
ticipating in the instructional activities of the
GE curriculum is necessary for the learning of
GE curriculum: content-{Wehmeyer & Agran,
2006). These participants reported learning
of GE curriculum content by students, which
was previously not expected. They cred-
ited shifting of that expectation as respon-
sible, in part, for dramartic changes in their
perceptions of student performance to the
concept and guiding prineiple of presumed
competence.,

Impact on student performance

Three questions on the BA Impact Survey
(Appendix B) addressed team menbers’ per-
ception of changes in student performance:
(&) classroom membership and participation,
{b) communication, and (c) learning. Team
members’ perceptions of membership and
participation at the baseline and. following 6
months of implementation of the BA model

are presented in Table 8. Four of the 5 stu-
dents’ teams reported 60%-80% participation
by the student in the GE classroom follow-
ing 6 months of implementation of the BA
model. Team members provided 116 exam-
ples of changes in communicition and learn-
ing. Themes and exemplar comments are pro-
vided in Table 9,

Discussion of impact on student
performance

The BA model, and the CASTS in particu-
far, seem to create cognitive dissonance for
teamns regarding the expectation for students
10 be included in the GE classroom and the GE
curriculum. All teams reported an increase in
student membership and participation prior
to any specitic récommendations to do so. It
is notable that 4 of the 5 teams reported at
least 60%-80% membership and participation
by the student they supported. This is pertic-
ularly notabie for student C since she had just
reentered hier local school in August (at the be-
ginning of the BA project), following 2 years
of primarily home-based instruction. Student
N’s participation was influenced by the team’s
ability to provide behavior supports within
the classroom during instruction and other
activities (e.g., use of a leveled reading cur
ricutum) that did not match N’s learning style
well. :

The teams created more opportunities for
the students’ participation in and learning of
the GE curricutum. Although access to ac-
tivities in the classroom was necessary for




Beyond Communication Access 281

Table 9. Distribution of themes and exemplar comments related (o improved student perfor-

mance
Theme ' Exemplar comments n %
Communication
Opportunity to commuaicate “We are expecting [the student] to respond 12 20
verbaily or {with] pictures or [by] writing.”
“The team warked to get [the student] to use
his device more frequently.”
Supports for communication “Picture prompts.” 19 32
“Picture schedules.”
; “Using [DynaMyte] to read.”
i *Giving her time to respond.”
Means of communication & 24 40
Verhal (9) “ISeudent] will say when he is angry.”
: «[Student] said, ‘I need my pencil sharpened.”
Unaided (2) . “$he is making more eye contact.”
Aided (13 - “Improved use of communication chojces.”
: “Using AAC device daring academic
: instruction.”
Comgmunication about curricuium  “By allowing Ithe student] access to academic 5 8
5‘ material in his communication device, he is
better able to commumnicate in classtoom
: discussions.”
Total 60
Learning
Membership and participation “When [the student] is or was in the classroom, 8 14
there were more opportunities for him to be
following the core academics.”
Supports “Ways of group participation being researched 9 16
and teied.”
; “Computer use for writing.”
| Learning curricutum content: 21 38
Learning reading (9) “Learning new vocabulary— sight words.”
“ sgeydent able to summarize (with pictures)
non-fiction text in book report format with
modified materials.” '
Learning writing (6) “[Student] now writing 1 of 5 word wall words
that the rest of the peers do weckly.”
Learning maih (2) “Stident learning multiplication.”
“Participates in our daily math lessons.”
Learning other curriculum {4 “Compare and contrast lesson ~=[student]
learned same and different.”
Reference to curriculuimn 18 32
Reading (1) “Reading group.”
“Working with words.”
Writing (2) “Cast-a-Spell’ for spelling.”
Math (5) “Participates in whole class math instruction.”
Other curricuium content (1) “Ipvolved in learning about life cycles.”
Total 56

Nore. AAC = augmentative and alternative communication.
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students’ learning, it was not sufficient. Sup-
ports were also needed.

Improvements in studént communication
reflect changes in team members’ practices
as much as changes in student behavior. Team
members reported creating opportunities and
providing . supports for students to commu-
nicate. This is a promising finding, suggest-
ing that changes in tcam members’ expecta-
tions and practices led to changes in student
performance.

There were five examples of students’ com-
municating about curriculum content. Previ-
ous perceptions of these students’ commu-
nication emphasized functional skills {e.g,, [
need help; Hwant _..), activities of daily living
(e.g., I need to use the batbroom), and social
participation {e.g., bello). As tearns began to
focus more on students’ participation and en-
gagement with GE curriculum content, they
began to include age-appropriate messages
for curriculum content on the students’ AAC
devices.

Reasons for impact

In response to openended survey ques-
tions, team members provided a total of 171
reasons why the impact occurred. Codes
were assigned to 155 (91%) of the reasons
for impact. The noncoded items consisted of
ambiguous responses, unrelated answers, or
items that did not fit with agreed upon codes
and were eliminated from further analysis.

Reasons for impact on team
member practices

Four of the BA Impact Survey open-ended
questions addressed team members’ percep-
" tions about why there were changes in team
practices: (&) provision of supports to the stu-
dent, (b) factors influencing provision of sup-
ports, () what influences team members to
change their practice, and (d) team collabora-
tion (see Appendix B). Analysis of the 122 re-
sponses revealed five broad themes. Themes
and exemplar comments are presented in
Table 10.

Changes in expectations was reported as
a factor influencing changes in team mem-

bers' practices, including a belief that the sto-
dent could participate more in the classroom.
Presumed competence in planning and in ex-
amining individualized educational program
goals was also reported. Having shared under-
standing and facilitated meetings also were re-
ported as reasons for changes in team mem-
bers’ practices. Team members perceived that
changes occurred “because we worked on
weekly goals as a team” and had “more time
for communication among team members.”
Team members reported planning for the stu-
dents’ participation based on the GE goal for
the activity and providing the supports to
make the students’ participation successful as
reasons for changes in their practices. Reflec-
tive practice approaches represented a third
of the professional development reasons for
change. Team members reported that the op-
portunity to reflect, “think abowt the child,”
and “look zt the effectiveness of what they
are doing” led them to change their practice.
Team members noted that the CASTS “inter-
views can be very eve opening; vou don’t
really see some things as true until you are
forced to speak them out loud.”

Reasons for impact on students’
Performance

One question on the BA Impact Survey fo-
cused on reasons for improved demonstration
of learning of GE curriculum content by the
students. Analysis of the 33 responsées clus-
tered into four themes. Themes and exemplar
comments are presented in Table 10

Nearly a quarter of the reasons cited for
changes in the students’ demonstration of
tearning of GE curriculum focused on the ex-
pectations of team members regarding the
students’ abilities. Specifically, respondents
reported that emphasizing presumed compe-
tence resulted in planning lessons, modifying
GE curriculum, and exploring different ways

‘a student could participate in the curriculum

(¢.g., programming academic vocabulary on
the AAC device). The students’ membership
in the classroom was cited as a reason for
changes in students’ demonstration of learn-
ing. Increased membership led to a greater
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Table 10. Distribution of themes and exemplar comments for reasons for impact on tean: prac-
tices and improvements in student performance

Theme

Exemplar comments

%

Reasons for impact on tearn practices

Expectations

Shared understanding

Facilitated meetings

Planning and acquiring supports
Professional development,
including reflective practice

Total

“The [presumed competence] approach and
willingness of the team to apply the theory.”

“CASTS provides z road map that all team
members have agreed to follow.”

“Guiding the entire team to be working on the
same goals, which in turn lead to
improvement all around!”

“Weekly-meetings scemed essential for good
team coilaboration.”

“HEveryone needs a set time 1o COME
TOGETHER.” _

“1 think giving our team guidance of how to use
our time was of greas value.”

“Team has learned various supports.”

“The CASTS process is the opposite of stagnant!
It is a dynamic process whereby all team
members look at the effectiveness of what
they are doing and ask on a daily basis, 'How
can I ereate the best environment for [the
student] to learn?’”

“Process of educating the team of best
practices and helping them to think carefully
about areas in need of support.”

Reasons for improved student performance

Expectations

Membership and supports in
general education classroom

Team collaboration and placning

Professional development

Total

“[Presumed competence] opened our minds
more to ALL the possibilities academically and
socialfy that lie ahead for {the student].”

“1 think just keeping him in the classroom
makes a huge difference!”

“Team members’ dedication to creating
modified materials to GE curriculum.”

“Classroom teacher was put into leadership role
and others were used to support curriculum
IN the classroom.”

“More thought went into how to plan for the
child to participate.”

“Tdeas from BA workshops” were used with
student.

“Expertise and encouragement from [BA
faculey].”

26

19

25
45

1

17

33

21

16

20
37

15

52

Note. CASTS = Comprehensive Assessment of Student and Team Supports; BA = Beyond access.
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need for supports for students’ active partic-
ipation in the classroom. Over half of the re-
sponses concerning reasons for change in stu-
dents’ demonstration of learning were related
to team collaboration and planning (e.g., “hav-
ing time to plan curriculum” and “team mem-
bers’ dedication toO creating modified mate-
rials for the curriculum™). In addition, team
members attributed students’ demonstration
of learning (e.g., “use of dry erase board™) to
something they learned during a workshiop.

Discussion

A variety of reasons for changes in team
members’ practices were reported, suggest-
ing that no one factor was responsible for the
changes observed. Holding high expectations
for student learning of the GE curriculum (ie.,
presuming competence), having time to eval-
uate and reflect on current team and school
practices and their influence on student learn-
ing, and high-quality professional develop-
ment through workshops and on-site coach-
ing may work togethér to influence team
members' practices, Following these profes
sional development activities, team members
were open to ideas and willing to try new in-
structional approaches. The changes in team
expectations and team practices enhanced
student membership in the classroom, creat-
ing a demand for appropriate supporis for the
students’ participation. In order for these sup-
ports to be provided effectively, team collabo-
ration and planaing wis essential. Team mem-
bers reported that these changes were related
to concomitant changes in student leasning.

IMPLICATIONS

The results of this study showed that school
‘teams that participated in the BA orientation,
CASTS process, and professional develop-
ment workshops reported perceived changes
in {a) their team’s effectiveness; (b) their ex-
pectations for students’ membership, partici-
pation, and learning of the GE curriculum; (¢)
the supports that were provided to students;
and {d) the students’ membership, participa-
tion, and fearning of GE curriculum content.

Limitations of this study

The schools that participated in this project
were chosen precisely because they were sup-
portive of inclusive education for students
with significant disabilities and in fact had
been practicing at least partial inclusion for
several years. The impact of a comprehensive
needs assessient process (the CASTS) and
professional development activities in other
schools that were less supportive of the aims
of the project might not have been as great,
and the design did not allow for control mea-
sures. The students who participated in the
study represented a narrow age range, 50 gen-
cralization to other age groups should be done
cautiously. The fact that this study’s results
were based on team members’ perceptions of
change rather than on observable measures
might reflect predisposition to give positive
ratings to activities to which one has devoted
time and attention. Finally, although some
developmental measures were available for
some of the students at the beginning of the
BA project, no pre/post measures of student
development were included to indicate direct
outcomes of implementing the BA model.

Given these limitations, this study never
theless provides some preliminary implica-
tions for expectations for student and team
learning, instraction and inclusion, AAC and
communication supports, professional devei-
opment, and future research.

Implications of greater expectations for
student and team learning

This study indicated that team: members
made a conpection between student learning
and their own expectations about what stu-
dents with significant disabilities could learn.
Kasa-Hendrickson (2005) found similar results
in her study of four classroom teachers. This
suggests that a first step toward improving stu-
dent performance ought o be raising team
members’ underlying expectations for stu-
dents’ learning. Rather than using perceived
student deficits as the driving force for edu-
cational programs {i.€., focusing solely on re-
mediation of what students cannot do), this




study suggests that teams shift their attention
to how the environment, instruction, curricu-
lum, materials, and AAC supports can be ma-
nipulated to create the context in which a stu-
dent can access and participate in GE ciass-
rooms and learn the GE curriculum.

These findings also suggest that any evalu-
ation of student learning abilities ought to be
postponed until there is a high level of confi-
dence that the necessary conditions and sup-
ports for fearning have been in place consis-
tently. Evaluation of student learniag should
be accompanied by a related evaluation of
the team’s effectiveness in inciuding the stu-
dent in an accommodating learning environ-
ment, eduacators’ expectatiohs for the stw
dent’s learning, the quality of instruction and
supports (including AAC), and the team’s col-
laboratiorn, skiils. Judgments about what stu-
dents are learning shoulid take place within a
dynamic assessment process where teams are

_continuously asking: “How is the student do-

5‘“}‘?‘éing?” “How well are we providing supports?”
“What can we try next?” “How might we do
this differently?” “How can we provide the stu-
dent with the means to show us that she is
competent?”

Implications for instruction
and inclusion

"The mndividualized educationai programs of
students with significant disabilities often fo-
cus on access and life skills, and many of these
students are not expected to learn the same
GE ¢urriculum content as their classmartes
(Jorgensen et al., 2006). This study showed
that teachers who learned to apply the con-
cept of presumed competence were able to
suspend their need for initial divect evidence
of the students’ abilities and to see the link be-
tween the student’s learning of GE curriculum
and the instruction and suppotts that were be-
ing provided within the GE classroom. They
made comments such as “his being in.the
classroom really helped him to learn” and
“when we provided him with the visual sup-
ports, he showed us that he can learn math.”
Although a presumption that the student may
be able to learn GE curriculum content ap-
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pears to be an important factor, especiaily
for students with the most significant disabili-
ties, simply maintaining high expectations for
fearning does not seem to be sufficient. How-
ever, it does appear to lead to other deeper
changes in systems that support new learn-
ing, both for educators and students. These
findings are consistent with those of others
(Kasa-Hendrickson, 2005; Kluth, Straut, &
Biklen, 2003; Wehmeyer & Agran, 2006), who
have suggested that students’ menzbership in
a GE class where they receive instruction
in the GE curriculum is not only a desired
outcome of education but also improves the
likelihood of their learning GE curriculum
content.

Implications for AAC

The findings of this study have implications
for AAC evaluations and supports. In practice,
AAC evaluations that focus on acquiring or
improving the use of technology for com-
munication are limited to what a particular
student needs without. explicating what the
team needs in . order to implement these
recommendations. Whether AAC services are
provided by insschooi staff or consultants,
any evaluation of students for AAC ought to
include a similar assessment of the team’s ca-
pacity to implement those recommendations,
plus identifying and assisting with the follow-
up technical assistance to help them do so
(Beukelman & Mirenda, 2003; Sonnenmeier
et al., 2005)., AAC assessment shouid
be thought of as dypamic and ongoing
(Goossens’, 1989), linked closely with the
students’ access to, progress in, and learning
of the GE curriculum and the team’s ability to
implement AAC and AT best practices.

A second implication related to AAG is the
importaace of giving students a way to comr-
murdcate abowt the GE curricuium even be-
fore they have demonstrated what they know
(Goossens’, 1989). The participants in the cur-
refit investigation reported that AAC supports,
including vocabulary and messages related
to the GE curriculum, led to improvements
in students’ participation and learning. This
study supports the principles of Benkefman
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and Mirenda’s Participation Model (2003) and
the recommendations of the National Joint
Commitiee on the Communication Needs of
Persons with Severe Disabilities (1992, 2002)
that there should be no prerequisites to pro-
viding students with a means to communicate
about age-appropriate topics and academic
subjects.

Implications for professional
development

The findings of this study suggest that pro-
fessional development for teams that work
with students with significant  disabilities
should be carried out within an integrated
system of job-embedded activities, including
needs assessment, workshops, instructional
planning, teaching, data coliection, and re-
flection on practice and student learning out-
comes (National Staff Development Council,
20015,

Prior to the provision of professional devel-
opment, a comprehensive needs assessment
of the student and team should be conducted.
In this study, data were gathered from multi-
ple sources and teams were involved in the
identification of and prioritization of profes-
sional development activities based on analy-
sis of these data. Given the increased demands
for membership, participation, and learning
in the BA model, professional development to
enhance teaming practices may be a neces-
sary first step in order to proceed with pro-
fessional development related to enhancing
knowledge and skills in AAC or other best
practices. Without well-functioning teams, it
i likely that recotnmendations regarding AAC,
instruction, and supports might not be imple-
menied, and that professional development in
other best practices might not be as effective.

In addition to focusing on instructional
practices that meet criteria for evidence-based
practices (Access Center, n.d.), it is useful to
address expectations about student learning
and collaborative teaming. Professional devel-
opment should promote exploring creative
and innovative strategies to improve students
with significant disabilities’ access to, partici-
pation in, and learning of the GE curriculum.

Implications for research

The results of this study suggest numer-
ous questions for future investigations. Do
the tearn members’ perceptions of change re-
flect observable changés in team behavior,
instruction, and student learning? Are simi-
far changes observed for students who are in
preschool, early elementary, later elementary,
middle, and high schocl? What effect does
the school district’s philosophy about inclu-
sive education have on the implementation of
the BA model?

How effective are GE teachers as pri-
mary instructors for students with signifi-
cant disabilities? What variations in practice
are explained by professional development in
presumed competence versus in other best
practices (e.g., AAC, instructional strategies)?
Do other teams report sifiilar outcomes with-
out using presumed competence? What- fea-
mres of the BA model and other instruc-
tional supports move students beyond access
and result in their learning of GE curriculum
content?

CONCLUSION

The results of this study show that team
members who applied the principles and pro-
cesses of the BA model perceived positive
changes in how students with significant dis-
abilities engage in and leara the GE curricu-
fum. Specifically, team members reported that
engaging in a comprehensive process of re-
flection (as promoted by the BA CASTS pro-
cessy led to changes in their teaming prac-
tices, curriculum planning, and provision of
student supports. A challenge for the field is
to rethink current assessient practices to al-
low for more extensive assessment of 4 stu-
dent’s abilities within the larger contexts of
the family, classroom, school, and community
that takes place over an extended period of
time. Such practices will set the stage for the
effective implementation of educational best
practices that provide for not only acecess to
but also iearning of the GE curriculum by
all students, including these with significant
disabilities.
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Appendix A

Beyond Access Model Best Practices That Promote the Learning of General
Education Currsculum Content for Students With Significant Disabilities?

1.

High expectations and the least clangerous assumption of presumed competence.
All students with significant disabilities pursue the same learner outcomes as stdents
without disabilities. When students do not currently demonstrate content knowledge or
skills, the least dangerous assumption principle (Donnellan, 1984) of presumed compe-
tence (Biklen, 1999) apphlies, and all aspects of their educational programs reflect high
cxpectations

General education class membership and full participation. Students with signifi-
cant disabilities are members of age-appropriate general education classes in their neigh-
borhood school and have access to the full range of learning experiences and environments
offered to students without disabilities (Jorgensen, 1998; McGregor & Vogelsherg, 1998),

. Quality augmentative and alternative communication. Students with significant dis-

abilities are provided with accurate and reliable augmentative and alternative communi-
cation supports and services that enable them to communicate about the content of the
academic curriculum and in social situations with adults and age-appropriate classmates
(based on Beukelman & Mirenda, 2005; McCarthy et al., 1998).

Curriculum, instruction, and supports. Curriculum and instruction are designed to

accommodate the full range of student diversity. Individualized supports are provided to’
- enable students to fully participate and make progress within the gcncral education cur-

riculum (Jorgensen, 1998; Kleinert & Kearns, 2001).

. Ongoing authentic assessment. Authentic, performance-based assessmients are con-

ducted within typical activities in inclusive environments for the purpose of identifying stu-
dents’ learning and communication styles, preferences and interests, academic suengths
and weaknesses, and need for support (Beukelman & Mirenda, 2005; Goossens’, 1989).

. Family-school partnerships. Families and schools are engaged in partnelsmp to cre

ate quality inclusive educational experiences for students with significant disabilities
{Giangreco, Cloninger, & Iverson, 2000),

. Team collaboration. General and special education teachers and related service

providers demonstrate shared responsibility by collaborating in the design, implementa-
tion, and evaluation of students’ educational programs and their individualized educational
programs (Giangreco et al., 2000; Rainforth, York, & Macdonald, 1992).

Special and general education reform. Administrators provide leadership to align gen-
eral and special education reform and improvement with respect to the creation of a
community of learners that is inclusive of students with significant disabilities (Kieinert
& Kearns, 2001),

Professional development. Professional development for general and special education
staff is linked to improved educational outcomes for students with significant disabilities
(Danielson, 1996; National Staff Development Council, 2001).

*For the list of best practice indicators, see Jorgensen, C., McSheehan, M., & Sounenmeier, R. (2002), Best practices
that pramoie the learning of the general education curricuium content by studenits with significant disabilities.
Retrieved from http://iod.unh.edu/beyondaccess/bestpractice. pdf
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Appendix B

Beyond Access Impact Survey

Directions: Based on your experience with the CASTS {Comprehensive Assessment of Student
and Team Supports) process, assign the number that best represents.the level of agreement you
have with the statement, using a 7-point scaie, with 1 = strongly disagree, 4 = neither agree or
disagree, and 7 = strongly agree. Following each statement, list two exampies of changes that
you attribute to pﬁrticipation in the CASTS process for each area addressed. :

1. Participating in the CASTS process resulted in an increase in the student’s membership and
participation in the general education classroom. '
Estimate of the student’s level of membership and participation in the general education

classroom;
PRIOR to CASTS ... Within 1 month FOLLOWING CASTS
L 0%-20% T 0%-20%
[ 120%-40% - Heow-40%
[l40%-60% [J40%-60%
L160%-80% Ll60%-80%
[ Is0%-100% L 180%-100%

2. Participating in the CASTS process resulted in the application of the least dangerous as-
sumption of presumed competence to learn the general education curricufum when
planning for the student’s participation and learning within lessons.

. Participating in the CASTS process resulted in improved learning of core acadeinics by the
student.

4. Participating in the CASTS process resulted in improved communication by the student,

5. Participating in the CASTS process resulted in improved team collaboration.

6. Participating in the CASTS process resulted in improved school-family relationships.

7. Participating in the CASTS process resulted in more éffective and cfficiegt team meetings.

W

Open-Ended Questions Divections: Based on Your experience with the CASTS process, de-
scribe how your practice has changed by responding to the listed open-ended questions. Please
report only on changes you have made, not on your perceprions of changes made by other
team members. Please inctude specific examples of the impact of the CASTS process whenever
possible.

1. If you reported changes in the student’s demonstration of learning of general education
curricutum as a result of the CASTS process, why do you think those changes took place?

2. If you reported changes in the team’s provision of supports to the student as a result of the
CASTS process, why do you think those changes took place?

3, If you reported changes in team coHaboration that occurred as a result of participation in
the CASTS process, why do vou think those changes took place?

4. What is it about the CASTS process that influences team members to change their practice?

5. Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about the impact of the CASTS process
on student learning, team collaboration, professional devclopment, or systems varizbles?




