
Accessing the General Curriculum:

Core Curriculum:
Standards & Benchmarks

November 2001
VOL. 22 NO. 2

Published and edited by: The Utah Personnel Development Center • 2290 East 4500
South, Suite 220 • Salt Lake City, UT 84117-3431 • In Utah 800-662-6624



Contents
3

Houston, We Have Lift-Off

4
I’m Walkin,’Yes Indeed

6
Don’t Pass on U-Pass

7
All I Wanted to do Was Learn

9
Connecting the IEP to the General Curriculum

11
Look But Don’t Touch: Accessing the General Curriculum?

14
Access to the General Curriculum: Challenges and Opportunities

16
Transition Services and Access to the General Curriculum

18
English Language Learners (ELLs) 

And Academic Achievement In All Classrooms

20
Participating in General Curriculum:

Yeah But, Does Arlo Have to Take the Test?

21
The Other Core: The Heart of Educational Philosophy

22
How Do Students With Severe Disabilities Access The General Curriculum?

23
Underneath the Tip of the Iceburg

24
Special Education On The Block

26
Quality Education, Appropriate Activities...General Curriculum?

27-35
Resources, Monthly Updates, Service Directory and Calendar

The Utah Special Educator is published and edited by the Utah Personnel
Development Center, Carriage Hill Office Building, 2290 E. 4500 S.,

Suite 220, Salt Lake City, Utah 84117, (801) 272-3431,
in Utah (800) 662-6624, www.ulrc.org. The Utah Special Educator is a

publication of the Utah Special Education Consortium. 
The consortium board members are:

Ted Kelly, Steve Hirase, Mary Vaughan, Helen Post, Susan Ord,
Bruce Schroeder and Mae Taylor.

The Utah Personnel Development Center Staff:
Team Leader - Jerry Christensen

Program Specialists:
Jim Curtice, Michael Herbert, Cheryl Hostetter,

Ginny Eggen, Loydene Hubbard Berg, Diane Johnson,
Terri Mitchell, Connie Nick

Secretarial Staff:
Mary Baldwin, Cheryl Smith, Sylvia Valdez

The Utah Special Educator Editors:
Cheryl Hostetter, Editor • Michael Herbert, Co-Editor

The purpose of The Utah Special Educator is to serve as a medium for the 
dissemination of information related to promising practices and other dimensions 

in the provision of a Comprehensive System of Personnel Development. 
The Utah Special Educator is also available in alternative formats.

All views and opinions expressed represent the authors and do not necessarily
reflect the views and opinions of the Utah Learning Resource Center, the 

Utah Special Education Consortium, or the Utah State Office of Education.

The Utah Personnel Development Center is a project funded through the 
Utah State Office of Education to the Utah Special Education Consortium 

for a Comprehensive System of Personnel Development.

The Utah Special Educator

November 2001

Call  For Articles
The Utah Special Educator publishes articles and announcements that are of interest to our
readers by special education oriented organizations and educational institutions within the

State of Utah. Announcements are limited to one half page in length. Articles and announce-
ments must be received by the following dates for publication:

• December-Parental Involvement-November 9, 2001
• February-Instructional Strategies-January 4, 2002
• March-Classroom Management-February 22, 2002

• May-Technology-March 29, 2002

Contact Cheryl Hostetter, Editor, The Utah Special Educator, 2290 E. 4500 S.,
#220, Salt Lake City, Utah  84117 (801) 272-3431 or (800) 662-6624 in Utah.

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



“Houston, From The Editors

he Federal Legislature pushed the button and the rocket
called IDEA ‘97 took off into the sky leaving in it’s wake
bits and pieces of PL 94-142, and expecting education 
(general and special) to be in the cockpit happily 

navigating into the new frontier!

I am finally feeling the effects of being in education for longer
than I thought I would be on this earth! When I started looking at
the research on school reform, the state core curriculum and 
special education, the dates kept getting farther and farther away
from the present. The knowledge of my being in “the field” when
all this came about has brought me to the realization that I have
participated in many “reforms” while Orbiting the Giant Hairball
called education. It reminds me of a quote by John Foster Dulles,
which says,

“The measure of success is not whether you have a tough 
problem, but whether it’s the same problem you had last year.”

I’m feeling like the problem keeps raising its head and we still
haven’t figured it out after 20 years of reform.

In preparation for writing this article, I looked up the web site
for the USOE to see how the curriculum section had defined the
Core Curriculum. The State Board of Education established the
policy of a specific Core Curriculum in January 1984, which
came on the heels of the 1983 National Commission on
Excellence in Education publication A Nation at Risk, and
launched the reform efforts in general education. The adoption
was 11/7/86 with a revision in August of 1993. It stated:

The Core Curriculum represents those standards of learning
that are essential for all students. They are the ideas, concepts,
and skills that provide a foundation on which subsequent learning
may be built. The Core should be taught with respect for differ-
ences in learning styles, learning rates, and individual capabilities
without losing sight of the common goals. Although the Core
Curriculum standards are intended to occupy a major part of the
school program, they are not the total curriculum or a level or
course.

With the reauthorization of IDEA’97 and the accompanying
regulation in 1999, the U.S. government made decisions related
to the curriculum that made changes in what students with dis-
abilities learned in school. Since then, general and special educa-
tion teachers and administrators have been attempting to define
what a school day would look like for a student with disabilities
in relation to the IEP, and access to the general curriculum, as
well as participation in the state and district-wide assessments.

Over the past twenty years that have encompassed these
reform issues for general/special education, the two entities have
maintained a love-hate relationship with each other over the issue

of curriculum. In the past, special educators have looked to the
IEP to act as the primary curriculum contract between general
and special education. No longer is this the case-the curriculum is
not the IEP. Instead, consideration of the curriculum must drive
what special educators do and must formulate how they are to
collaborate with their general education peers.

Now, many of you are concerned about how this is going to
impact you, your students, and the relationship with parents and
general educators. Others of you who have been involved with
Utah’s Project for Inclusion (UPI), Behavioral and Educational
Strategies for Teachers (BEST) and the Utah Personnel
Development Center (UPDC) over the years are still concerned
but hopefully feel that you have been given a bit of a head start 
in trying to figure out how to navigate this tsunami.

This is another realization I have come to in my vast experi-
ences with education in Utah. We seem to be able to see into the
future and take steps to prepare for issues that take other states by
surprise. Such was the case with BEST, UPI and the UPDC. For
many years these programs have given districts, schools and 
educators tools to address the issues confronting the state as they
attempt to make meaningful connections to the general curricu-
lum. Due to these efforts, BEST and UPI were recently named by
the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) as nationally
recognized programs for inclusion of students with a variety of
disabilities in the general education classroom. These state-wide
programs will be highlighted in a publication disseminated by 
the federal government in the spring of 2002.

In light of this federal mandate, The Utah Special Educator
will be focusing on specific areas in IDEA’97 that will be impact-
ing educators during this school year and for years to come as
this concept of accessing the general curriculum metamorphoses
right before our eyes. Rest assured that we are dedicated to the
idea that it is our charge to be responsive to your needs and pro-
vide you, the reader, with the most current thinking and research
around the topics related to special education in Utah. This month
is focusing on the Core Curriculum. We felt that hearing from the
policy makers at the USOE and district levels would be helpful 
in determining what they perceive this mandate is, as well as 
how educators in the field are doing on a daily basis to make it
appropriate and meaningful for themselves and their students. As
educators we are faced with more responsibilities than we feel we
can manage, so I want you to remember and focus on the essence
of what we are about. 

“Many things can wait; the child cannot. Now is the time his
bones are being formed, his mind is being developed. To him,
we cannot say tomorrow; his name is today” –Gabriela Mistral.

Enjoy!

Cheryl Hostetter, 
Editor

Michael Herbert, 
Co-Editor
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“I’M Walkin,‘ 
YES INDEED”...

Well, we’re off. Hope all is going well in your classrooms and schools. Let’s look at taking some
much needed and well deserved time for us now. Ah ah, no excuses about having too much to do. In
reality there is too much at stake, our emotional and physical well being! We ended the school year
with an article by yoga instructor Charlotte Bell about the joy of awareness and walking which drew
the attention of many of you. So let’s kick off this year by looking at the possibility of integrating
some walking time into our daily routine.

THE BENEFITS
I don’t want to spend too much time on this. I mean, come on, those of us who aren’t taking the

time for a daily walk are hardly not exercising because we aren’t aware it is good for us. Research has
pointed out the effect of exercise (in this instance walking) in reducing the risk of high blood pressure,
diabetes, osteoporosis and cancer; as well as lowering our stress, our cholesterol and improving our
quality of sleep, not to mention increasing our overall sense of well being.

So how come we’re not out there with our colleagues breaking a sweat? I tend to think it’s because
we look at the activity of walking as “something we know we should be doing ‘ cause we know it’s
good for us,” and not as something that is just plain fun and enjoyable. 

Then there are others of us who feel a sense of guilt when we take the time to enjoy ourselves
instead of “doing good” for someone or something else. We teacher types often fall into this category.
But remember this years’ mantra, “please put on your own oxygen mask before attempting to assist
others.” Taking good care of our life is the first step to helping others.

LET’S GO!
OK, let’s make this fun. Walking with others is often the key. Whether it’s a spouse, child, friend,

colleague or pet; hitting the trail with someone else can provide just the motivation we need. Forming
a walking team or club at school is a great way to get started. The club can be formed around the idea
of participating in upcoming walks to support various charities such the Leukemia Foundation, the
fight against breast cancer or even sponsoring a walk to support a community or school cause. The
event should be far enough away in the future so that the “team” has time to “workout,” thus establish-
ing walking as part of a daily (or at least thrice weekly) routine and not just a one shot “ordeal”. 

This plan is not always the best for everyone. Some of us (and at times all of us) will prefer to take
a stroll on our own. In fact, if stress release is our goal walking alone at a leisurely pace is often more
effective than walking at a brisk pace with others. 

–Fats Domino
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At whatever pace one chooses music can enhance the experience.
A small walkman or CD player can provide us with a great opportu-
nity to enjoy not only the outdoors but also our favorite music. 

At times you may wish to try a variety of speeds during each
walk. To help with this, record music that reflects the tempo you
wish to walk at different times so you will not have to continually
look at your watch to know when to change your pace.

PLANNING YOUR OWN ROUTINE
Don’t attempt too much too soon. Remember you’re doing this

for fun and profit (well at least for fun) and the last thing you want
to do is burn out or injure yourself. It is usually better to decide on
an amount of time to walk rather than a specific distance. This
allows you to fit your workout into a busy schedule without
compromising the rest of your day. It also allows for you to meet
your goal (which is time not distance) on days when you are tired or
just don’t feel like pushing it.

Always warm-up! Be sure to include stretches that loosen your
ankles, hamstrings, hips, lower and upper back and neck. Not a big
deal, five or six minutes should do it. Spend the first three to five
minutes strolling at a leisurely pace before picking up the tempo
(here’s where the variety of music is really nice) to something like
walking to get somewhere on time for ten minutes. Now slow the
pace for five, before picking it up again for five, and then finally
spend the last five minutes at a comfortable stroll to cool down. 
It is important to enjoy the experience. If you are tired or have had 
a difficult day slow down your tempo, but walk your usual amount of
time.

It’s always a good idea to repeat your stretches at the end of a
walk to help prevent injury or sore stiff muscles (which can’t be
avoided altogether if you have not exercised in a while).

A FEW TIPS
Most experts seem to agree you need to walk at least 20 to 30

minutes a minimum of 3 times a week in order to experience most
benefits.

Needless to say, if you want to experience dramatic weight loss
or a dramatic increase in stamina, you must gradually work up to 
45-60 minute walks at a brisk pace 4 or more times a week.

Buy some comfortable walking shoes! They will make a differ-
ence. Two pair would be best. One for school and the other for home
(We wouldn’t want to miss because we didn’t have our shoes 
would we?)

A small snack (yogurt, banana, crackers, energy bar, etc.) before
walking will supply you with some energy on the walk.

Take some water with you even if you are going for just a short
walk. Drinking water every fifteen minutes will keep you from 
getting dehydrated and will supply you with energy.

First and foremost get moving and enjoy the experience. You
deserve it and those who depend on you will notice the difference. 

Happy Trails! 

Helpful websites:
Utahraceguide.com (for a list of run/walks in your area)
Prevention.com (good information on health with a 
special section on walking) ■
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You’re already tired of hearing about U-PASS and 
state standards. You smile and nod as this month’s consult-
ant drones on about paradigm shifting and data driven
decision-making. The only data driven decision you’re
contemplating involves moving to Idaho and building a
cabin in the mountains, or perhaps a career in hotel-motel
management.

Don’t move. Standards and state tests have swallowed
the entire country. Iowa recently adopted a statewide 
testing program, making them the fiftieth state to join the
club.

Let’s face it, what makes state testing so annoying is
the fact that we don’t seem to be much better at preparing
our students for these tests then we were five or even ten
years ago. In many places poor students still achieve
“below basic” scores on math and reading tests. Even 
middle class students seem destined to fail any science
question that involves a fulcrum.

Why is it so hard to get students to succeed on these
tests? The Roman poet Manlius wrote, “the end depends
on the beginning”. That is, success depends on getting off
to a good start. I don’t think we ever got off to a good 
start with this standards movement.

When standards were introduced, we never stopped
teaching what we had already been teaching. We tried to
add standards to the school day and our workload. Big
mistake! Most research shows that American teachers are
already trying to cover too much material. Fourth grade
teachers in Japan are content to cover 17 math topics. And
they have 250 days of school to do it in. In Singapore it’s
against the law to adopt a textbook with more than 100
pages. Compare that to America where the educational
mantra is still “finish the book.” And the bigger the book,
the better. Fourth grade teachers here scurry to cover on
average 78 topics in a 180-day school year. That comes
out to little more than two days per topic.

More and more states are moving to stretch class times,
school days and even the fiscal year in an attempt to cover
more material and hopefully improve their test scores.
Elementary schools in Washington, D. C. have already
added an extra hour or more to school days, and the gover-
nors of California and Georgia are proposing school years
be extended up to 30 days. Meanwhile in New York, their
governor thinks students need to stay in school past dark
and New York’s mayor wants Saturday classes. Everyone
seems to think the road to educational nirvana lies in 
more time to teach more “stuff.”

So here’s the 100,000 dollar question: When standards
came along why didn’t teachers focus on this material and
put some of the other stuff aside? The new math standards
will be introduced soon. I suspect we’ll see about three
dozen standards for each grade. I think even I could teach
fourth graders to determine the area of a rectangle in a
week. This is what it works out to-80 days divided by 36.
The real question is whether or not I will have the nerve,
sense and permission to put aside all the other stuff.

State standards are here to stay. They are beneficial in
that they provide teachers with a focused plan-a roadmap
of what to teach and when to teach it. However, even 
the best roadmap is useless if the path is cluttered with
unexpected detours and distracting side trips. Students
who succeed will be those that have been guided by 
teachers who have abandoned all those detours.

You can contact Dr. White at:
Learningconnectiononline.com

Don’t Pass on U-Pass

Michael White • Center for Performance Assessment



ALL I  WANTED TO DO
WAS LEARN!

ACCESSING THE GENERAL CORE
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nce upon a time a little girl by the name of Emily attacked
life with joy and a spirit of exploration. She often found
herself facing predicaments as a consequence, but she

loved to problem solve so she was happy. 

She exhibited an artistic flair while still in diapers. Well,
actually, she used the content of her diapers to dabble in 
finger-painting. She was happy.

Emily had a seemingly endless supply of energy. When 
appropriately channeled, she loved to use this supply to learn
about the world around her. Learning came from hands-on 
experiences and grilling any adult in her presence with questions.
She was very happy.

Emily looked forward to beginning her elementary school
experience. She loved people and learning and couldn’t help but
think that school would provide her opportunities with both. She
quickly discovered, however, that school meant sitting still, not
exploring. School meant working quietly, not collaboratively.
School meant answering questions, not asking them. Emily 
was not happy.

Soon, an endless stream of parent-teacher conferences and 
doctor appointments began. Emily was diagnosed as a severely
ADHD child and was medicated. She was diagnosed as a school
phobic who experienced severe anxiety attacks. Teachers attacked
her mother’s parenting skills and recommended books on Assertive
Discipline. Funny, she was delightfully well behaved 
at home and was happy. At school, Emily was not happy.

Emily’s elementary school was a year-round, open-classroom
school. Coming back from the freedom of off-track brought on
severe anxiety attacks. The open-classroom environment was not
conducive to an ADHD child. Emily’s mom finally moved her to 
a nearby elementary school that had classroom walls and a regular
schedule. The new teacher hadn’t been told that Emily was a 
discipline problem who had a bad mother. She participated in 
student government and enjoyed her teacher. Her thirst for 
knowledge was actually given a sip or two. Emily was happy. 

The time came for Emily to attend middle school. Seven 
teachers all requiring that she put her name on a different place on
papers perplexed her. She thought she was doing well to remember
to put her name on her papers at all. When she asked teachers to
repeat their instructions she was told that she needed to listen the
first time. Funny, she thought she had listened and that repeating
instructions was part of her IEP (Individual Education Plan).
Emily disliked being labeled as a resource student. She found out
that middle school kids like to pick on students so labeled. Emily
did find an outlet for her boundless energy. She beat up anyone
that made fun of her. She quickly discovered, however, that such
behavior was frowned upon. Emily’s anxiety attacks increased.
Emily was not happy.                                      Continued pg. 8

Vicky L. Dahn, Director of Curriculum • Utah State Office of Education

O
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Soon, Emily’s IEP was re-written to include a three-step
process for her school phobia. When the anxiety attack came, she
was to excused to talk to the counselor. If that didn’t quiet things,
she was allowed to phone home. If that didn’t work, she was
allowed to go home. Sometimes she missed several days in a row.
Emily tried to continue learning at home. Her mom picked up
assignments and spoke often to teachers. The assistant principal
decided it was in her, Emily’s interests, to turn her in for truancy.
Despite a psychiatrist’s note detailing his diagnosis, the juvenile
court judge decreed that Emily would attend school every day for
four weeks or she would be sent to the Juvenile Detention Center.
Emily became seriously suicidal. Emily was really not happy. 

Emily lived through the four weeks, on heavy doses of 
tranquilizers and on a 24-hour a day suicide watch. Emily did not

learn. Emily seldom went back to middle school. She was placed
on home and hospital. Completing packets became her only 
learning experiences. Emily was not happy.

As the fall before her sophomore year approached, Emily
yearned to attend high school. She thought that dances and
assemblies and driver’s education might be fun kinds of learning
experiences. Care was taken to fit her with a schedule that was
just right. Teachers were carefully chosen that were deemed 
“kid-friendly.” She very anxiously went off to day one of her high
school career. She excitedly came home having had a very good
day. The next few days also went well. Emily was happy.

Then one day, another student took the classroom textbook
Emily was using from off her desk. Emily sweetly asked: “What
are you doing?” The other student not so sweetly and very loudly

replied: “I need to use a book. You’re a stupid
resource kid. Everyone knows that resource kids can’t
read.” The class laughed. Emily walked out. Emily
never returned to high school. Emily tried to commit
suicide. Emily was not happy.

Emily ended up completing several more home
and hospital packets. They still didn’t fit her learning
style. She didn’t learn much. However, Emily did
participate in one extra-curricular activity. She
became pregnant just before her 17th birthday. 
Emily wasn’t sure if she was happy.

With her new status, she entered the Teen Moms’
program. There she found a teacher that actually
enjoyed working with her learning style and her
enthusiasm for experiential learning and her bound-
less energy. Emily loved school. Emily was happy. 

Emily graduated from the district’s alternative high school
with her two-month old baby looking on. Emily was beaming. 

Throughout her K-12 experience, all Emily wanted to do was
access the general core within the framework provided by her
IEP. Regular education teachers didn’t know, or worse yet, care
that so doing required adaptations and modifications. Special 
education teachers had far too many students assigned to them.

When Emily heard I was going to write this article, she was
very happy. She asked me to make certain that I let everyone
know that all she wanted to do was learn and no one seemed to
want to help her to do so. She doesn’t want any other students to
have to experience her nightmare. She wants me to share her
story so that all students will be given a chance to be happy. ■
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Carol  B .  Massanar i ,  Program Spec ia l i s t  MPRRC

INTRODUCTION & RATIONALE
While a generally accepted goal of special education has been to return

students to the general classroom, in reality, many students have remained
in special education for the remainder of their time in school. Goals and
objectives for students have most often been based on some standardized
achievement test used in the process of evaluation (e.g., the Woodcock
Johnson) and may or may not be correlated with the content being taught
in the general education setting. In fact, separate curriculums have existed:
one for special education classrooms and one for the general education
classroom. The net result has been that students with disabilities have not
had opportunities to learn the content of the general curriculum, and in
essence, were excluded from efforts to improve education through account-
ability. 

Recognizing that too many students with disabilities were automati-
cally excluded from statewide accountability systems and possibly from
opportunities to learn subjects that are required of other students in the
general curriculum, Congress included language in the reauthorization 
of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) that makes it imperative 
to make connections between IEP goals and objectives and the general 
curriculum. The Senate and House Committee report explains the intent 
as follows:

The committee wishes to emphasize that, once a child has been identified
as being eligible for special education, the connection between special 
education and related services, and the child’s opportunity to experience
and benefit from the general education curriculum should be strengthened.
The majority of children identified as eligible for special education and
related services are capable of participating in the general education 
curriculum to varying degrees with some adaptations and modifications.
This provision is intended to ensure that children’s special education and
related services are in addition to, and are affected by, the general educa-
tion curriculum, not separate from it. (S. Rep. No. 105-17, p. 20 (1997)) 

The IDEA regulations require that the IEP contain a statement relative
to “how the child’s disability affects the child’s involvement and progress
in the general curriculum” [34 CFRßß300.347(a)(1)(i)]. In addition, the
regulations stipulate that the IEP also include a statement describing the
services, supplementary aids, modifications, or supports that will be 
provided for the child “to be involved and progress in the general 
curriculum.” [34 CFRßß300.347(a)(3)(i)]. 

While it makes sense to presume that IEPs should be driven by the 
general curriculum, it has not always been part of practice. With the 
passage of IDEA ‘97 and the subsequent regulations, connecting the IEP to

the general curriculum is now an expectation.  It will mean that special
education teachers need to know the content of the general curriculum 
and how to develop IEPs based on general curriculum content.  For some
teachers, this may be common practice. But for many, it will require 
gaining knowledge about the general curriculum as well as re-thinking 
and re-envisioning how IEP goals and objectives are selected.

GENERAL CURRICULUM DEFINED
The IDEA regulations specify that general curriculum is meant 

to be “the same curriculum as for nondisabled children” [34
CFRß300.347(a)(1)(i)].  Curriculum is generally comprised of what 
students are expected to learn and how they are expected to learn it.  The
curriculum does not include instructional strategy or teaching methodolo-
gy; but it does include expectations of how children will learn something
(e.g., multiplication computed using paper and pencil as opposed to using
a calculator).  For the purpose of developing an IEP that is connected to
the general curriculum, it is critical that consideration is given to both the
content nondisabled students are expected learn as well as the process by
which they are to learn it. This ensures that the IEP team is looking at 
both what the student should learn, as well as considering accommodations
or modifications that may be needed for the process by which they learn 
or demonstrate learning that content. 

COMPONENTS WHERE 
CONNECTIONS CAN BE MADE

The entire IEP conversation might evolve around connections to 
the general curriculum. However, there are seven specific IEP content
areas where the conversation should be directly connected to the general
curriculum in order to identify the implications for the student’s education-
al program. These seven areas include: current performance, annual goals
and objectives, supplementary aids and services, participation with non-
disabled children, participation in state and districtwide tests, transition
service needs, and reporting progress.

Current performance–Each IEP is to include a description of the
present levels of educational performance (PLEP) for the student. Some 
of this information, naturally, comes from the multi-disciplinary evaluation
results, other test data, and classroom observations. But a critical require-
ment from IDEA ‘97 is to include a statement as to how the child’s disabil-
ity affects her or his involvement in the general curriculum. Using the
above definition of general curriculum, one would expect the discussion 
at this point to include a clarification of the expectations of the general
classroom, both what the student’s peers are expected to learn and how
they are expected to learn it. When that is known, it becomes necessary 
to identify the strengths and challenges for the student in relation to those
expectations. This would be recorded as part of the PLEP and become a
major factor in determining the goals and objectives for the student. This
part of the IEP should also include a discussion of expectations related to

Continued pg. 10

Connecting The IEP To 
The General Curriculum
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extracurricular participation. While extracurricular activities are not 
generally considered part of the formal curriculum (i.e., a course of study),
they are very much an integral part of the school experience, contribute to
a student’s learning and development, and as such are part of the total
school curriculum. 

Annual goals and objectives–Goals and short-term objectives must
be individualized for the student, yet they should be linked to the general
curriculum. This means that the goals and objectives might be focused
around helping a student acquire the background content knowledge and
skills essential for eventually being able to achieve the level of her/his
peers. It might mean focusing goals and objectives around helping a 
student acquire essential learning strategies that will help her/him better
meet the expectations of how students are to learn the content. It might
mean identifying adaptations, accommodations, or modifications to the
general curriculum. Or it might mean identifying how a student’s needs 
are linked to the general curriculum even though the specific benchmark 
or skill is different from that of peers (e.g., learning to use a switch device
is linked to communication or reading). 

Supplementary aids and services–IEPs must include a descrip-
tion of the supplementary aids and services that a student will need.
Supplementary aids and services include modifications or program supports
needed for the student to receive a free appropriate public education. This
includes modifications or program supports needed for participation in the
general classroom and can include supports directly for the student or for
the teacher (e.g., special training). It is critical for the IEP team to be knowl-
edgeable about the general curriculum in order to know what supplementary
aids and services might allow the student to participate in the general 
curriculum. In some cases, a student might be able to remain in the general
classroom with the provision of supplementary aids and services only. 

Participation with children who are not disabled–IEPs must
include some explanation of the extent to which a child will not participate
in the general classroom or other extracurricular activities. If the discussion
to this point has focused primarily on connections to the more formal 
curriculum (i.e., the course of study, standards, benchmarks, classroom 
lessons, etc.), this is the point where conversation around participation in
extracurricular activities can not be avoided. 

Participation in state and district-wide tests–Both IDEA 
and Title I require states and districts to include all students when conduct-
ing state or district-wide assessments, generally for the purposes of
accountability reporting. The IEP team must determine the level at which
the student will participate in the state and district-wide tests. State and 
district-wide tests are developed to measure student progress in the general
curriculum. How the student is participating in the general curriculum (i.e.,
the goals and objectives that drive the content and process of the student’s
learning), will determine how the student will participate in state and 
district-wide tests. There are three ways in which a student might 
participate that include:

• take the state or district-wide test with peers at the same time and in 
the same format as peers; 

• take the state or district-wide test with accommodations or 
modifica tions; or  

• participate in an alternate assessment. 

Transition service needs–Beginning at age 14, and earlier if appro-
priate, the IEP must include a discussion of the course of study a student
will need in order to achieve his or her desired post-school outcome. This
is another natural place for making a connection to the general curriculum
in that the course of study is most often the classes that are part of the 
general curriculum, classes, or credits needed in order to graduate, or 
classes that are essential if a student is going to pass an exit exam required
for getting a diploma.

Reporting progress–Another new requirement found in IDEA ‘97 
is that the IEP must state how the parents will be informed of student
progress and how often they will be informed, which is to be no less than
as often as progress is reported for nondisabled students. Wherever possi-
ble, it makes sense that such reports would be part of or integrated into the
general reporting procedures of a school (i.e., part of regular report cards).
To make the determination of how and how often progress should be
reported, it is important that the IEP team have information about the 
general classroom teacher’s practice related to reporting progress in order
to connect the IEP decisions around reporting progress to the general 
classroom practice as much as possible. 

DECISION MAKING
When making IEP decisions, it is critical to have people at the table

who have knowledge about the student, who have knowledge about the
general curriculum, and who will be implementing the IEP.  Parents bring
invaluable information about the student that might not be identified readi-
ly in a school setting.  This is also an opportunity for the parent to learn
more about the expectations of the general curriculum.  The regular class-
room teacher brings knowledge about the general curriculum, both content
and expectations for how students learn/demonstrate content knowledge.
Additionally, it is an opportunity for the regular classroom teacher to learn
more about the student and to participate in helping to identify the supple-
mentary services or supports that could allow more successful participation
for the student. Hopefully, the special education teacher has begun to learn
about the general curriculum before the IEP team meeting. However, the
meeting provides an opportunity for ensuring that the knowledge and
assumptions held by the special education teacher are accurate.

Once assembled, the IEP team is ready for discussion and decision
making. When working with a group who are to arrive at shared decisions,
it is helpful to use a list of guiding questions that allow the group to
process the information more easily as a group. Some of the questions that
can facilitate the group’s ability to think together are:
• What is the desired outcome for the student? 

(Both short, e.g., 1-2 years, and long range outcomes, e.g., 4-6 years.)
• What are the skills and knowledge essential to achieving the 

desired outcome?
• What are the expectations of the general curriculum relative to 

the student’s age/grade?
• How do skills and knowledge essential to meeting the desired outcome  

compare with the general curriculum, including content and expectations 
for learning?

• What are the student’s present levels of educational performance?
• Based on information acquired, what are reasonable annual goals?
• How will the student be able to participate in state-and district-wide 

assessments?
• What specialized instruction and supports or services are needed for 

the students to achieve success?

CONCLUSION
All too often, students with disabilities receiving an education in a 

special education classroom have been provided instruction from a curricu-
lum that was separate from those of their peers in general classrooms.
Now, with the passage of IDEA 1997, students are required to have access
to the general curriculum. This access is made possible through the IEP
process where educational goals and objectives are connected to the gener-
al curriculum. This is true regardless of disability. The specificity of the
connection that is made will be dependent on the student’s strengths and
needs, but each student’s IEP should reflect how the goals and objectives
connect to the general curriculum as determined by the IEP team. In the
end, every child’s education, regardless of disability, is viewed as part of
one system and stemming from one shared curriculum.  
Note: This is a shortened version of a paper developed for MPRRC. The
original paper that includes more elaboration on the questions used for
decision-making can be found at: www.usu.edu/mprcc/IEP-CM.doc. ■
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LOOK
BUT DON’T TOUCH:
Accessing the General Curriculum?

recently ventured into an exclusive shop where all manner of
expensive objects d’art and museum-quality pieces were on dis-
play. Also on display were little signs on each shelf and counter
with the admonition, “please don’t touch!” The little signs didn’t
discourage me from touching the items as much as the prices did.

I couldn’t imagine what would happen to me if I were to drop and
break a “bauble” worth a month’s income or more. I soon tired of being
in a place where I could only dream of having, but couldn’t currently
possess any of that which was on display.

There is an old tale from the East in which a Hindu merchant
dreamed one night that he had died. He found himself in a spacious, but
empty room. On the far side of the room, he saw a door with a sign. It
read, “For the Damned.” Seeing no other options, he opened the door
and entered.

He was surprised and amazed by what he saw. Before him was a
large banquet table with every imaginable delicacy of food and drink.
Around the table were seated a number of people, but no one was eat-
ing anything. Each person was tied to a chair, with one arm tied behind
his back, and to the other arm was fastened a large spoon with a handle

so long as to be useless in getting the food from the table to the mouth.
He noticed that the persons sitting around the table were emaciated and
in the final stages of starvation. They were exposed to food, but they
hadn’t learned how to partake of it.

Exposure Alone Isn’t Access

To many students with disabilities, being exposed to the general 
curriculum doesn’t mean they can profit from it any more than sitting 
at a banquet table guarantees nourishment. In a sense, our inability or
unwillingness to modify and adapt curriculum or make other appropri-
ate accommodations says to many students “look, but don’t touch!”
According to the Institute for Academic Access (2001), one of four
institutes funded by the federal government to research strategies 
for improving results for students with disabilities in general 
education settings:

Although effective inclusion of students with disabilities in general
education classrooms is an important goal, it has proven a difficult one.
These students often spend as much as 70 percent of the school day in
such classrooms, but it appears that the kind of lecture-based instruc-
tion to which they are exposed does not facilitate their learning nor pro-
vide them an equal chance to master challenging academic content. 

When the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act was reautho-
rized in 1997, all students, regardless of their abilities, were assured
they would have an opportunity to become involved with and progress
in the general education curriculum. Each student is to have access to
what is being taught. Orkwis (1999) reminds us, however, that provid-
ing access “involves much more than supplying every student with a
textbook or a computer. Teachers must ensure that students are actively
engaged in learning; that is, the subject matter is cognitively challeng-
ing them, regardless of their developmental level.” Students with dis-
abilities can be prevented from meaningful interaction with the curricu-
lum because of inflexible instruction or materials that “inadvertently
create physical, sensory, affective, or cognitive barriers. Even though
they may have the same tools as everyone else, they do not truly have
equal access to the curriculum” (Orkwis, 1999).

Richard P. West, Executive Director • Center for the School of the Future
Professor of Special Education • Utah State University
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Richard J. Robison, Executive Director of the Foundation for Children
with Special Needs, reflected recently on the topic of access 
to the general curriculum. Mr. Robison has a daughter of high school 
age who has Down Syndrome. She is very much a part of the general
education environment with support from special education. Teachers
have enabled her to access the general curriculum by changing instruc-
tional formats, including authentic assessments, providing additional
opportunities for practice and tutoring, and generally furnishing “the 
necessary supports and services which [ensure] effective progress.”
About the family’s experiences, Mr. Robison (2001) wrote:

Someone has challenged my wife and myself about our thoughts 
on this by saying, “but when is she going to learn functional skills or life-
skills?” Our goal is for our daughter (and our son) to become as inde-
pendent as possible. What this implies is being prepared for and holding a
job that will provide the resources necessary to become independent.
Presently, students with significant disabilities experience unemployment
rates that exceed 70%. The most functional skills I can imagine in our
times, in our economy, are the literacy skills and awareness that come
from a high quality education. We will not neglect the practice of those
skills, but for the first time we are no longer being asked to choose
between special ed or curriculum, job skills or academics. The new 
IEP is structuring a change that is long overdue (emphasis added).

Literacy Is a Critical Pathway to Accessing 
the General Curriculum

School failure has devastating and long-term consequences with
respect to self-esteem, social development, and independence (Hawkins,
1996). “Research has shown that if children do not learn to use language
to communicate ideas and perspectives, read and write, calculate and 
reason mathematically, and be able to solve problems strategically,
their opportunities for a fulfilling and rewarding life are seriously 
compromised” (Lyon, 2000).

McCray, Vaughn & Neal (2001) interviewed middle school students
with reading-related learning disabilities to understand better their 
perceptions about the importance of reading in school and beyond. 

It was evident from all 20 students’ comments that they were aware of
the need to read proficiently both within and outside the classroom. First,
they recognized that they would not be successful in their classes if they
did not read better. Moreover, they were cognizant of the implications for
their future success outside of school if they continued to experience read-
ing failure. They spoke of the importance of reading success in terms of
school achievement, success in postsecondary education, future employ-
ment opportunities, and the ability to assist their own children to read.

Unfortunately, the procedures and strategies employed by many 
teachers to “deliver the general curriculum to regular students are often
unvalidated and ineffective for many of these regular students. For 
students who are even more vulnerable, and particularly students with dis-
abilities, the textbooks and methods used for defining and delivering the
general curriculum in the classroom often contribute to a student’s place-
ment in special education” (Hofmeister, 2001). The last several years have
seen increasing efforts to evaluate the impact of various approaches to
reading instruction and literacy improvement. Some of these programs
have been shown to be effective for a wide variety of learners, including
those with special needs. However, “none of the programs identified as
the most effective instructional programs in reading are produced by the
four publishers providing 70% of the materials in regular classrooms
nationwide” (Hofmeister, 2001; see also American Institutes for Research,
1999; Schacter, 1999). 

Recommendations to Improve Literacy and 
Reading Skills For All Students

The National Center on Accelerating Student Learning (CASL) 
recently explained why many established programs of instruction are 
not effective for students with disabilities (2001):

• Recommended and validated practices are not implemented correctly 
or completely because they are too complicated or too difficult 
to use in classrooms.

• Many interventions are not sufficiently comprehensive to meet the 
variety of instructional needs of students with disabilities.

• Early instruction in reading, writing, and math for students with 
disabilities focuses almost exclusively on basic skills, and provides 
too little attention to comprehension and knowledge application.

• Interventions have largely ignored the development of fluency (speed  
and ease of reading, writing, or the performance of other skills) and the 
benefits that fluent performance provides in the transfer of learning and 
maintenance of skills over time (West & Young, 1992). For students with 
disabilities, an emphasis upon developing fluent performance is critical.

Thus, successful interventions that will enable students with dis-
abilities to take full advantage of the general curriculum will (1) be 
comprehensive in scope, (2) be simple in application, (3) emphasize 
comprehension and application of knowledge and skills, and 
(4) promote fluent performance of critical skills. 

In October, 2000, the Education Interim Committee of the Utah 
State Legislature invited the Center for School of the Future to present 
its analysis of the research literature and recommendations for literacy
and reading skills improvement. Following a survey of literature and
focus group meetings with teachers and school administrators, we 
prepared the following recommendations pertaining to: (1) standards,
(2) best practices, (3) professional development, and (4) assessment. 

STANDARDS. Known as the State Literacy Program, H.B. 312,
passed during the 1999 General Session of the Utah State Legislature,
establishes “a goal of the state to have every student in the state’s public
education system reading on or above grade level by the end of the third
grade”. How will the state achieve this important goal? The recommenda-
tions included in this paper address not only the identification of best
practices in reading and literacy instruction, but they also pertain to the
process of achieving a widespread application of the best practices. 

RECOMMENDATION: Reaffirm our acceptance of the goal to have
every student in the state’s public education system reading on or
above grade level by the end of grade three.
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EARLY LITERACY. Students who are not reading at grade level by
the end of first grade have only a 1 in 8 chance of ever catching up to
grade level without extraordinary and costly interventions (Juel, 1988,
1994). Study findings suggest that students who fail to learn to read early
in their school careers risk falling further and further behind in their
development of literacy skills, and subsequently become more at risk 
for school failure. There is strong evidence that these students become
frustrated and drop out at higher rates than their classmates (Honig,
Diamond, & Gutlohn, 2000).

RECOMMENDATION: By the end of the school year, first graders
should be reading independently.

BEST PRACTICE. Achieving the outcomes in the first two 
recommendations is the responsibility of multiple agencies and interests.

National Reading Panel Report. In 1997, Congress authorized 
a “national panel to assess the status of research-based knowledge, includ-
ing the effectiveness of various approaches to teaching children 
to read.” Congress specified that the National Reading Panel includes 
14 individuals including “leading scientists in reading research,
representatives of colleges of education, reading teachers,
educational administrators, and parents.”

RECOMMENDATION: Establish a statewide panel with representa-
tion similar to the National Reading Panel to create for the state an
“evidence-based best practices checklist” for reading and literacy
instruction focusing on:

• Phonemic awareness
• Phonics 
• Fluency
• Vocabulary and Text Comprehension

The report of the National Reading Panel (2000) affirms that systemat-
ic phonics instruction produces significant benefits for students in kinder-
garten through 6th grade, and for children having difficulty learning to
read. The NRP recommends systematic early phonics instruction for
kindergarten and first grade students. For all students, systematic phonics
instruction should be integrated with other reading instruction in 
phonemic awareness, fluency, and comprehension strategies to create 
a complete reading program. 

RECOMMENDATION: Require a balanced and comprehensive
approach to reading and literacy instruction that includes (a) direct
teaching of phonemic awareness and phonics, especially in the first
two years of school, as well as (b) an abundance of rich and varied lit-
erature and writing practice.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: INSERVICE AND 
PRESERVICE TRAINING. Teachers must be provided evidence-based
preservice training and ongoing inservice training to select, or develop,
and implement effectively the most appropriate phonics instruction.
Furthermore, extensive formal instruction in both types of reading 
comprehension instruction is necessary, preferably beginning as early 
as preservice. [National Reading Panel, 2000]

RECOMMENDATION: Establish a coordinated system that includes
preservice teacher preparation as well as professional development
for teachers and reading specialists in current service.

RECOMMENDATION: Assure each student has a qualified teacher
and an adequate setting in which to achieve literacy standards.

• Preservice teacher preparation
• Professional development
• Reading specialists

RECOMMENDATION: Increase elementary and special education
teachers’ contracts and provide five days annually of professional
development in reading instruction and literacy improvement.

RECOMMENDATION: Increase the number of reading specialists in
each district.

RECOMMENDATION: Provide information, professional 
development and other resources to enable teachers and schools to
accommodate increasing diversity in language and learning (students
with learning difficulties or disabilities, students who are advanced
learners, or students who are English language learners).

ASSESSMENT. Assessment is used to inform instruction for both
large groups and individuals. Different assessment instruments serve 
different purposes. Statewide achievement tests are useful to inform the
public about system-wide instructional efficacy. While such broad-based
tests provide useful programmatic information, they are usually less 
precise in providing information about individual student strengths and
weaknesses. Individual diagnostic tests are very useful to inform parents
of student needs, but are less important for broad public accountability.
Regular assessments are needed to guide decisions about such things as
grouping, the instructional pace, and individual need for support 
(Honig, Diamond, & Gutlohn, 2000).

Fluent reading is made up of two major components: (a) the ability 
to recognize the written word, and (b) the ability to comprehend text as a
whole unit. In order to evaluate student progress and to provide help to
students with reading difficulties, teachers need to utilize assessments that
isolate these two major components. Reading speed is also an important
variable that distinguishes good readers from poor readers (West &
Young, 1992). For this reason, fluency tests are useful assessment 
measures (Honig, Diamond, & Gutlohn, 2000).

RECOMMENDATION: Require direct and frequent assessment 
of individual student performance for purposes of diagnosing skill
deficiencies and evaluating instructional success, and ensure that
principals and teachers have the knowledge and skills to design,
deliver, and adjust instruction accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION: Require assessments on standardized 
measures at regular intervals to ensure progress toward the 
statewide goals in each classroom, school, and district. 

Students in the McCray et al. study (2001) expressed their understand-
ing of the importance of literacy and reading skills in accessing the 
general curriculum. According to one of them:

Learning to read is extremely important because anything that you do
involves reading-like math, science, and social studies. I like working on
cars. There are books that help. There’re words on menus. Anywhere 
you go you’ll see words. And you better know how to read them.

The actions recommended above will improve the learning outcomes
for all students and provide opportunities for students with disabilities 
to become full participants in the general curriculum. ■
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A paradigm shift is happening among educators across
the nation. We’re hearing phrases like access to the general
curriculum, high expectations, standards for all students. 
We have been, for a number of years, quoting the phrase
“All Means All”. We now have a new opportunity to take
another step in reframing and refining this business of 
special education. 

The “standards movement” is a locomotive that has
arrived at our train station. It emphasizes high standards for
all students. A stated objective of the standards movement is
to hold all schools, teachers, and students to high standards
of teaching and learning (Murname and Levy,1996; Sum,
1999). IDEA ‘97 places a strong emphasis on high expecta-
tions for all students and also on ensuring their access to the
general curriculum to the maximum extent possible. In the

Analyses of Comments and Changes contained in the
Federal Register, the message is clear. “The concept of 
general curriculum in these regulations plays a crucial role
in meeting the requirements of the Act. The IDEA
Amendments of 1997 place significant emphasis on the 
participation of children with 
disabilities in the general 
curriculum as a key factor in
ensuring better results for these
children.” Furthermore, it is
noted “in each state or school
district, there is a general cur-
riculum that is applicable to all
children. A major focus of the
Act... is ensuring that children
with disabilities are able to be

Access  to  the  Gene ra l  Cu r r i cu lum:

Challenges and Opportunities

Nan Gray, Coordinator, Special Education • Utah State Office of Education
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involved in and progress in the general curriculum.” IDEA
‘97 also ensures the inclusion of all students with disabili-
ties in state and district–wide assessment programs. What
does this all mean? Let’s explore the concepts through a
series of questions and answers.

Does the standards movement mean the
end of the individualized nature of 
special education?

No. Standards provide the framework for individualized
planning. They link the IEP to what’s going on in the class-
room. They provide a direction for goals and objectives,
individualized strategies and interventions, and supports 
and services. IEP teams are still in the driver’s seat. The IEP
is the vehicle. The challenge to achieve standards through
access to the general curriculum provides yet another
opportunity for special educators and general educators to
collaborate, cooperate, and develop a common language.
The standard is the focal point or destination. How the 
student gets there is still highly individualized. 

Does access to the general curriculum
mean that all students will spend all day
in the regular classroom?

Not necessarily. The general curriculum can be taught 
in a variety of settings. General curriculum refers to the
content, not the place the content is taught.

Does this mean that special educators
need to become knowledgeable in the
general curriculum? 

Absolutely. If students must be included in state and 
district-wide assessments, instruction must be aligned.
Students must have the opportunity to learn the content and
skills that will be measured. A true collaborative partnership
with general educators is critical. All educators have skills
and expertise that, if shared and focused on the student, will
produce positive outcomes for that student. We have the
opportunity to implement supports and services for students
that are truly linked in a meaningful way to the general 
curriculum and to keep the student connected with what
peers are learning.

Why do students have to be included in
assessments? 

Good assessments provide information about the stu-
dent. The information derived from assessments, along with
information from other sources, gives us data from which 
to make educational decisions. In standards movement lan-
guage, the sources of information provide information as to
the student’s progress toward and proximity to a standard.

Have we forgotten that the students 
we serve have disabilities that present
standards challenges? 

No. The new paradigm promotes a challenge to end
fragmented services. We can link the educational programs
of children with disabilities to the general curriculum. This
practice will ensure continuity between a child’s participa-
tion in special education activities and what all students are
required to learn. Students with standards challenges 
may need accommodations, modifications, supports, indi-
vidualized instruction and supplemental services in order to
benefit from their learning opportunities. The instructional
methods, activities, adaptations, and services will vary. The
student with standards challenges needs to be supported in
meaningful ways according to their individual learning
strengths and needs.

Where do we start?

The literature makes several suggestions (McKenzie 
and Schaffner, 2001). Learn about your district’s standards
and the Core Curriculum. Practice collaboration. Practice
meaningful communication with all of the people involved
in a student’s education. Look at outcomes for the general
curriculum and the relationship of these to your students’
goals. Share processes and tools with general educators in
linking the standards to the learning goals and learning 
patterns of each student. Maintain a student-centered focus.
Keep learning. Last but not least, stay tuned to this years’
series of articles in the Special Educator!

We have an opportunity to turn concepts of the standards
movement and the requirements set forth by IDEA ‘97 into
considerable benefits for students with disabilities. Students
with disabilities are believed to be among those who stand
to benefit the most from high quality instruction. Are we 
up to the challenge? I believe we are! ■
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IDEA ’97 requires that the IEP team develop a transition
plan that is “a coordinated set of activities that are designed
within an outcome-oriented process, that promotes move-
ment from school to post-school activities, and are based 
on the individual student’s needs, taking into account the
student’s preferences and interests” (Utah Special Education
Rules, III-J, 2000). IDEA ’97 also requires that special 
educators “ensure access of the child to the general curricu-
lum, so that he or she can meet the educational standards
within the jurisdiction of the public agency that apply to 
all children” (Federal Register, 300.26(b)(3)(ii), 1999). 
So, how do provision of transition services and access 
to the general curriculum come together?

I believe that the student’s transition plan, based on
his/her desired post-school outcomes, drives the student’s
educational program. Beginning with the IEP meeting
before the student turns 14, the IEP team addresses 
transition services needs, meaning the courses of study 
(for the next 3-4 years) that will be meaningful to the 
student’s future and motivate the student to complete his 
or her education (Storms, O’Leary, Williams, 2000). The
courses of study may include required, elective, advanced
placement, vocational, concurrent enrollment, modified or
specially designed courses, as well as other educational
experiences in the school or the community. At this level,
the student’s transition plan determines what parts of the
general curriculum are to be accessed. This, of course, is
reviewed annually and is modified as appropriate to meet the
student’s changing interests, preferences, and needs. This
long-range planning is designed to prevent the student from
exiting school without the courses and experiences he/she

needs to meet his/her long-range goals and be successful 
in adult life. 

What about transition needs for more severe students
who may not have previously attended general academic
classes? We need to remember that the IEP team is required
to address instruction as part of the development of the 
transition plan. This refers to instruction the student needs 
to receive in specific areas to complete needed courses,
succeed in the general curriculum and gain needed skills
including, for example, self-advocacy (Garfinkle, 2000).
Looking at the courses of study which will help the student
achieve his post-school goal, we need to consider adapta-
tions, as appropriate for the individual student, in the 
content, methodology, or delivery of instruction to address
his/her unique needs and to ensure access to the general 
curriculum so that the student can attempt to meet 
educational standards. For example, if a student is inter-
ested in working in a child care center, how would the Child
Development class need to be adapted for this student to
access information which would help her to be successful 
as a child care worker? What standards and benchmarks
would need to be stressed in order for this student to gain
the knowledge needed to be successful in her job at the
childcare center? Are there some standards and benchmarks
that would be less needed for the tasks that we would expect
the specific student to be doing? We need to look at the 
content of what students are learning and decide if, in fact,
it is worth learning in light of the student’s preferences 
and interests. In order to make this determination, it is
imperative that the IEP team becomes familiar with the 
Core Curriculum in the areas being addressed.

Transition Services 
and Access to the 
General Curriculum:

Are They Compatible?
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Susan Loving, Transition Specialist • Utah State Office of Education

■

Beginning with the IEP meeting before the student turns
16, the IEP team needs to address employment and other
post-school living objectives. The transition plan may also
include student participation in vocational classes, especially
those connected with developing job skills that match the
student’s preferences. Vocational programs are directly 
related to preparing for paid or unpaid employment or 
for additional training for a career. Under the Perkins 
Act, school districts operating federally funded vocational
programs must provide students with disabilities equal
access to a full range of programs that prepare students for
future careers. Under IDEA, students with disabilities are
entitled to a full opportunity to participate in the vocational
programs offered to non-disabled students. In order to 
facilitate student success in these programs, the team 
would address necessary supports, based on the nature 
and severity of the student’s disability. 

The plan may address travel training, or orientation and
mobility training, which certainly assists the student in
accessing the general curriculum. How can a student attend 
a chorus class if he can’t consistently and safely find his way
to the chorus room? Other related services, such as 

transportation, communication services and devices, and
technology also need to be considered. What kinds of sup-
ports 
does the student need in order to be successful? The 
IEP team may consider peer tutors, classroom aid and 
supports, modified class schedule, etc. The team then 
needs to consider, as part of transition planning, if these
services need to be continued after the student leaves 
the school system and if so, through which agencies. 

The purpose of the mandatory transition requirement is 
to focus attention on how the child’s educational program can
be planned to help the child make a successful transition to
his or her goals for life after secondary school (Garfinkle,
2000). IEP teams need to consider all services available
through the school and community and determine, through
the IEP process, which services are appropriate to meet the
student’s preferences, interests, and needs. By looking at all
services, not just those provided by the special education
department in the school, we can help students experience
appropriate involvement and progress in the general curricu-
lum, achieve improved results, and be prepared for post-
secondary education, employment and independent living.
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English Language
Learners (ELLs)

his is the first article in a series to introduce answers 
to the questions puzzling Utah educators about English
Language Learners receiving general and special educa-

tion. The articles will provide information on how to apply
research-based teaching practices for all learners. This series
will be a vehicle to facilitate processes to demonstrate how best
teaching practices used in all classrooms can be applied effec-
tively with all students (English speaking and English Language
Learners). Teachers already have knowledge and skills that are
appropriate for all students. We hope that this series will be a
vehicle to share with teachers how teaching skills and training
such as balanced literacy, brain-research, critical thinking skills,
development, six-trait writing and other existing valuable
knowledge can be used in multilingual settings (English
Language Learners and English-speaking students).  

The demand for academic achievement for all students 
has puzzled teachers. Teachers are willing to help all students;
however, a good number of teachers wonder how to help all 
students in their classrooms to achieve standards when 
students are at different levels of knowledge and skills. 

Teachers, from  one year of teaching experience to 20+ years
of teaching experience, continue asking the following questions:

1. How can I help ELLs in my classroom when they 
don’t speak English? 

2. What can I do in my classroom so ELLs can learn 
with all students? 

3. How can students learn if they don’t speak the language 
of instruction?

These questions appear to have the following assumptions:

1. I want to help, but I cannot teach ELLs because they 
don’t speak English. 

2. I want to teach ELLs, but if there are no language skills; 
I cannot teach core curriculum (math, science, social 
studies, health, etc.).

3. Emergent English speakers are limited in their reasoning
because they do not speak the language.

Research tells us that by teaching content standards to
English Language Learners and English speaking peers in the
same classroom, ELLs will develop academic language skills to
achieve standards. Academic language skills are defined as the
language for math, science, social studies, language arts, health,
etc. Each core curriculum area has an academic code/language. 

ELLs, like English-speaking students, develop two types 
of English: social and academic English. Social English is 
naturally developed in daily routines: in the playground, in the
supermarket and in the mall. Social English is necessary to 
survive and does not need to be taught explicitly. The other 
type of English is academic English. Academic English is 
developed in classroom routines: by participating actively in the
content area classes with English speaking peers, by listening to
lectures, by taking notes, by demonstrating knowledge in
quizzes and tests daily. Academic English is the English used in
content areas such as Math (e.g. minus, plus, word problems).
Academic English needs to be taught explicitly, as it is taught to
English speaking students, in the classroom along with the core
curriculum. For instance, English speaking students receive
explicit instruction on the writing process; pre-writing, writing,
and editing skills to meet core curriculum standards. 

Due to the fact that there is only one piece of assessment
given to ELLs-a language proficiency test-some teachers
assume that ELLs cannot reason and have no knowledge of 
core curriculum because of their English proficiency. The 
results of the language proficiency test only reveals that English
Language Learners could be described as limited, fluent, or
competent. This assessment only reveals knowledge of social
English and some academic English. This assessment does not
reveal ELLs’ cognitive ability, academic experience or literacy
skills for academic purposes. For the school year 2002, it is
expected that the state will have a comprehensive assessment for
academic skills, literacy skills and thinking skills for English
Language Learners.   

In the absence of a comprehensive assessment, a gap analy-
sis approach is proposed to find out what English Language
Learners need to develop in the areas of social and academic
language, school/classroom culture, and core curriculum 
content skills.  

Nancy Geraldo, Specialist, Alternative Language Services • Utah State Office of Education

And Academic Achievement In All English Classrooms
T
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In order to find out what is in the gap, a thorough analysis 
of ELLs’. prior knowledge, academic language, and
school/classroom culture, regarding the American educational
system should be conducted through a series of questions. The
Gap Analysis is a tool to look for what is in between students’
knowledge, skills and abilities and school/class objectives to
perform at his/her grade level. The Gap Analysis will reveal the
level of academic literacy and academic competence of an ELL. 

Academic Literacy
• ability to navigate the academic system
• knowledge of study skills
• use of appropriate learning strategies
• knowledge of school/classroom culture 

Academic Competence
• background knowledge of core curriculum for 

each grade level
• knowledge of academic language for each 

content area
• ability to receive and process information deductively 

Conducting a Gap Analysis

The result of the Gap Analysis will provide teachers with
information on ELLs’ background knowledge, so teachers can
make instructional decisions based on students’ academic 
literacy and competence. The following is a list of sample 
questions to ask of all ELLs in your classroom:

A gap can be divided in four parts:

A. Social
1. What social skills are required for specific function 

(group work)?
• Ask questions

• Clarify content 
• Interrupt

2. Know the topic of conversation

B. School/Classroom Culture
1. Teacher’s Norms:

• What are the teacher’s expectations?
2. Teacher’s Standards:

• What is it to be on time?
• Book is open.
• Supplies are ready.
• Be seated when the bell rings

3. Teacher’s Beliefs   
• What are the teacher’s beliefs?

• All students will answer questions. 
• All students must participate in class. 

4. Teacher’s Traditions 
• What traditions are celebrated?

• 12 days of Christmas
• Sing songs for Pioneer Day

C. Content
1. What knowledge/skills do all students need to complete 

a specific task?
• Math (for instance)

• Finish ten multiplications in ten minutes.
• knowledge of addition
• knowledge of times tables
• knowledge of multiplication procedures
• experience in timed math activities

D. Academic Language
• What is the specific Math vocabulary?

• addition, add, sum, etc. 
• symbols: /; +; x; (.), etc. 

Closing the Gap

Closing the gap will help English-speaking students enhance
their knowledge, create a learning community and expand the
English Language Learners’ (ELLs) knowledge. Once skills are
identified for content instruction, teachers will need to transcend
the traditional approach to transmit knowledge. Teachers will
provide the skills, expand the knowledge of all students in the
classroom by presenting concepts in innovative ways to close
the gap such as using hands-on activities, applying to real-life
context and promoting critical thinking skills. 

There are various steps to close the gap to help English
Language Learners to achieve academic success. First, identify
skills needed for content instruction in a core curriculum area.
Second, provide students skills that enable them to participate in
class; explain class rules and expectations. Third, build all skills
necessary for students to complete any academic task. Fourth,
make sure that ELLs possess the academic language for each
core curriculum task. Fifth, check for understanding constantly. 

Teachers may use students who share the same language of
students who are advanced ELLs, to find answers to questions
that were left unanswered due to English proficiency. English as
a Second Language (ESL) teachers are a good resource for
completing a Gap Analysis. 

Your final goal is to elicit answers to the questions posted
above, so as a teacher you can guide your instruction based 
on students’ informal assessment of his/her academic skills,
academic language knowledge, knowledge of school/classroom
culture, and content knowledge. 

The next article will provide specific activities and rubrics on
how to assess and develop academic literacy and academic
competence. ■
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We all know the IEP team addresses the student’s participation in state and district testing. If
the IEP team decides the student should take the CRT for example, then the IEP would list any
modifications that might be needed. If the IEP team decides the child will not participate, then
the IEP would explain why the CRT is not appropriate for the child; and how the child 
will be assessed.

While there seems to be a lot of information regarding modifications, there doesn’t seem to be
much about how to decide if the student should even take the test in the first place. In fact,
research says there aren’t any guidelines on how IEP teams decide whether or not the special
education student should take the CRT. (See references at the end of the article.)

Maybe the assumption is that all special education students are supposed to take the CRT. The
IEP team discusses what kind of modifications to provide. If that is the case, then why does the
regulation say that if the IEP team determines the student will not participate, the IEP is to 
state why not, and explain how the student will be assessed. Maybe the author of the IDEA 
regulations figured there’d be some special education kids for whom certain tests wouldn’t be
appropriate. So who would these kids be, and for what kind of tests?  Maybe the story of 
Arlo’s IEP will shed some light on these puzzling questions:

Arlo was evaluated and determined to have a disability, actually a learning disability. Because we
have a copy of IDEA regulations on our nightstand and we read selected sections each night, our
team knows that in order to have been eligible for special education, we had to agree that Arlo’s
learning disability had to adversely affect his educational performance such that he needs special
education. Special education of course means that he needs specially designed instruction which
includes adapting the content, methodology or delivery of instruction.

In other words, in spite of all the interventions and strategies the regular teacher had used,
Arlo was having some pretty major problems in one or more areas of the general curriculum,
actually math in Arlo’s case.  In order to learn and progress in math, Arlo is going to need some 
“special” help. The method/delivery of instruction will need to be adapted beyond what the 
regular teacher alone can do. He may need to have what the regular teacher is teaching 
(content) adapted. After all, if he didn’t need these things, he wouldn’t have been classified 
as disabled-right?

So far Arlo’s IEP had gone pretty smoothly. We’d written his present levels of educational 
performance (PLEP). Since we wrote the PLEP according to IDEA regulations it included a
statement of how Arlo’s disability affects his involvement and progress in the general curricu-
lum. In his case the rest of the class is learning things like place value to the millions, division,
simple fractions and so on. Arlo is barely counting to 100. He still hasn’t mastered any of the
basic computation skills. You get the idea.

We wrote some goals designed to ensure Arlo can be involved and progress in the general 
curriculum. For example, we want him to learn place value to the thousands place, get addition
and subtraction down, that kind of stuff. We wrote them up in nice measurable statements that
would make the auditors happy. We even talked about how we would measure Arlo’s progress
on the goals and report it to his parents.

We knew he would need a lot more practice on each skill than the rest of the kids. He would
need smaller group instruction, so someone could make sure he wasn’t making any mistakes.
We don’t want him to practice getting the problems wrong. We agreed Arlo would need special
education services for 30 minutes a day to work on the math goals.

Then we came to the part in our IEP meeting where we talked about Arlo’s participation in the
state tests this year. The kids in Arlo’s class would be taking the CRT Math, so what were we
going to do about Arlo taking the CRT Math?

Silence, nervous fidgeting. I mean these high stakes testing issues are serious moral dilemmas,
like whether or not to do stem cell research.

We were worried that Arlo wouldn’t be able to do much better than guessing on the CRT Math.
On the other hand, don’t “they” want all kids to take the CRT’s? The IEP team is supposed to
determine what kind of adaptations he needs.

We were confused. What should we do?

Arlo’s father (a very folksy sort of guy) noticed our discomfort. He wanted to know what the
CRT’s were for anyway?

We explained about the Core Curriculum and standards, criterion referenced tests and validity,
accountability and norms. Because we are nervous and glad to be talking about something we
know about; we went on a 15 minute discourse, complete with charts and diagrams, regulatory
quotes, brochures and color glossy photographs.

Mercifully, Arlo’s father interrupted us and said, “Oh, so you mean they are something the 
government has mandated to see if you are teaching the kids what they are supposed to learn?”

“Well yeah, I guess you could say it that way”, wondering why we didn’t realize it could be 
so simply put.

Then Arlo’s father asked if the IEP goals we agreed to teach Arlo were on the Math CRT.

All us special ed. types got whiplash as we quickly turned to the regular ed. teacher who looked
up from her knitting. We knew there was a reason she was invited, she needed to get grandma’s
shawl done. She finished her stitch, cleared her throat pedantically and said, “No, according to
his IEP, what Arlo will be learning in math and what the CRT measures are not the same.”

Well, then Arlo’s father said, “If the Math CRT is measuring what the kids are being taught 
this year in math, and Arlo isn’t going to be taught those skills, why would we want Arlo 
to take the test?

Have you ever had one of the those peaceful moments when time seems to stand still, beautiful
music is playing somewhere in the background; and like a winter fog burning off in the 
afternoon sun, everything becomes simple and clear.

The silence was so noticeable it even woke the principal up.

Finally someone broke the silence, “Well if we all agree Arlo shouldn’t take the CRT math
because we don’t want him to take a test on material he isn’t going to be taught, don’t we 
have to say how he will be assessed.”

Uh, oh, I was sure this is where things were going to unravel.

But after reminding everyone that we had already decided how we were going to measure
Arlo’s progress on the IEP goals, Arlo’s father offered another suggestion, “Why not have the
progress on his math goals be the way he is assessed on what he is being taught in math this
year?”

I was near tears. For the first time in all my years in special education we were starting to do
something that made some sense. We finished up a few minor details on the rest of the IEP 
and passed it around for the official signing.

We thanked Arlo’s father, stood up, and without exactly knowing why, joined hands and sang a
rousing chorus of “We Shall Overcome.”

We may be on to something here. Give it a try in your IEP meetings. I hope it turns into 
a conspiracy.

References:
Burchett, Thomas D.  “Lack of guidelines on how to decide if the special education 

Tom Burchett, Director of Special Education • Salt Lake School District

■

Participating in General Curriculum:Yeah But, Does
Arlo Have to Take the Test? (PartII)
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One definition of the word “core” is, the heart or innermost 
part of anything. So, what is the heart of the Core Curriculum we
adhere to? Some would only see the standards-or the results we
attain after the learning experience. However, special educators
look beyond the standards to the objectives, or benchmarks. Here
they find the innermost part of the Core Curriculum-smaller units
of skills and knowledge that need to be mastered. These can 
be added to each other to achieve any stated standard. The 

benchmarks become individualized lessons, matching a student to
his or her needs. It is as easy as that-or it should be. 

To ensure success for students with disabilities and help them
participate in the general curriculum, we have to look at the other
“core”-the heart or innermost parts of an educational philosophy.
Well known author, Steven R. Covey has said, “The importance 
of a personal philosophy...is to help keep you focused on what you
want to be, what you want to do, and on the... principles upon
which you base your actions.” It also helps you endure the many
changes that happen around you. He states, “People can’t live 
with change if there’s not a changeless core inside them.” Right
now educators are wrestling with the new expectations of general
curriculum participation and assessment issues. However, the new
focus of education can be handled smoothly with an old education-
al philosophy as long as it contains some timeless principles. 
Let’s examine some component parts of educational philosophies
and see how they can help students reach their benchmarks. 

The belief that all students can learn.

Motivation is the key. Finding what motivates a student to 
want to learn can be like solving a mystery. You must become an
educational sleuth. “One size fits all” doesn’t work in education. Be
ready to adjust your teaching plan to reach the struggling 
student. If the core benchmarks are beyond the student’s ability,
task analyze them to find the smaller, doable parts. This becomes
easier if you have a knowledge of the educational research of
proven teaching techniques. Invest some time to keep abreast 
of research driven techniques. Build that into the educational 
equation. Subscribe to educational journals, or read a book to help
you learn about proven teaching techniques that motivate students
and help them reach their full potential. It might appear that the
student has the job to learn, but you have the real job-figuring 
out how they can do it.  

The belief that what you teach in the resource 
class should be closely aligned with the general 
education classroom.

Now more than ever, special educators need to do two things.
First, read and review the Core Curriculum for the subjects and

grade levels you teach. It’s easy to access from a variety of web
sites. The Utah State Office of Education web site
(www.usoe.k12.ut.us), the Utah Education Network
(www.uen.org), and many district home pages, all have links to the
Core Curriculum. Second, become familiar with the lesson plans
being taught in the general education classroom. Again, you need
to become a detective. Keep in contact with the general education
teachers. Ask what units they are currently working on. Offer to

share materials. If co-teaching is impossible, see if you can join
classes in the media center for special activities relating to the
units. Share some of the instructional modifications you have
developed. Many students in the general classroom can benefit
from the modifications too. 

The belief that a good example is worth modeling 
to anyone-students or teachers.

Suppose the lesson is teaching conjunctions. You know that the
acronym FANBOYS helps you remember the conjunctions; for,
and, nor, but, or, yet and so. Share it! Model it! Or, suppose the
learning task requires a series of steps. Verbalize those steps as you
work with the students in front of the classroom. Repeat the steps
when you work with them individually. Ask them to verbalize the
steps to you. Also, help students by making examples of good 
work to post around the room. 

In a co-teaching situation, much can be shared and learned from
each other. Ask the other teacher if you could follow a teaching 
outline that comes from Anita Archer, an educational consultant. It
goes: Attention, Review, Goal, Model, Prompt, Check, Review,
Preview, Independent Work. Offer to take the first three; Attention,
Review, Goal. Start class with a precision teaching drill to review the
previous lesson concepts. Then tell them how it will relate to what
they are going to learn today. Let the other teacher do the next three:
Model, Prompt, Check. The last three; Review, Preview, Independent
Work, can be done together. Offer to make the study guide for the
review. Recognize the content teacher’s expertise in the subject. 
But, you can model the technique for successful learning.

The beginning of the year is a good time to review your 
educational philosophy. Helping students with disabilities gain
access to the general curriculum is not a huge task if your philoso-
phy contains a belief that students with disabilities should partici-
pate in the general curriculum when appropriate accommodations
and adaptations have been made. The “core” belief structure of
your philosophy is the biggest part of success in matching Core
Curriculum standards and benchmarks to student success.

Peggy Childs, Inclusion Specialist • Washington County School District

The Other Core: The Heart
of Educational Philosophy

■
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artvigsen is a special K-12 school in the
Granite School District for students with
severe disabilities. After the reauthoriza- 

tion of the IDEA and the new requirement to 
describe on the IEP how we will “enable the 
student to be involved in and progress in the 
general curriculum,” we were faced with a 
difficult question. “How do students with

severe disabilities access the general curriculum?”

Our students all have severe intellectual disabilities 
occurring with at least one other disability. These include 
visual, auditory, medical and emotional disabilities. Over 50%
of our students are in wheelchairs. Their needs range from
those who are extremely medically involved and immobile to
students who walk normally and have the ability to learn 
basic skills. Our over-reaching goal is to help each student 
to become as independent as possible.

For a growing number of parents, Hartvigsen is their 
preferred placement option. This is a program where students
work on their IEP goals all day long. The curriculum is specifi-
cally designed to develop skills for independent functioning.
There is a concentration of related service providers at the
school. There are many opportunities to connect our students
with students in regular schools. There is great parent 
support and an informal network of former 
parents sharing their stories of success and
appreciation for the Hartvigsen experience. 

Despite declining district-wide enrollment,
Hartvigsen’s enrollment has grown some 30%
in the past five years-many students with atypi-
cal needs, a very atypical mission and focus, an
atypical facility, and a strong staff with atypical
licensures and experience. So what’s all this
about the access to the general curriculum?

The answer to our perplexing question lies
in our emphasis on teaching “acquisition skills”
to our students. Before anyone can read, they
must learn to listen, pay attention, follow 
directions, speak, independently initiate tasks,
and make decisions. To develop math skills, all
students must first be able to identify objects,
follow directions, count, reach for and grasp 
an object, and anticipate a sequence of events.
These are the developmentally appropriate
“general curriculum” for preschool and kinder-
garten. This is also the general curriculum for

those Hartvigsen students who, because of their disabilities,
have not yet mastered these skills.

Many of our students cannot hold an object, let alone write.
Opportunities to develop skills in coloring, painting, simple
drawing are also helping access the general curriculum of writ-
ing. Basic concepts in science and social studies are infused
into speech groups, cooking classes, Special Olympics, and
many other school activities. A general curriculum of music
and art are mainstays to learning the skills of self-expressions
Those students with sufficient pre-requisite skills are included
in reading and math instruction provided in our school.

Individualization is the key work of special education. Each
student’s program is individually determined. It is the IEP team
(including the parents) that defines what acquisition skills are
needed to access the general curriculum. It is the IEP team
(including the parents) that determines the student’s level of
involvement in the general curriculum. It is the IEP team
(including the parents) that evaluates the sufficiency of the
progress being made and the rate at which more complex skills
can be introduced. As long as we stand ready to provide what
the IEP team determines that each individual student needs, we
have met both the letter and the spirit of the law. The success
of this school is the evidence of the success of that philosophy.
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How Do Students With Severe Disabilities
Access The General Curriculum?
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Annie Wallace, General Education Teacher
Ecker Hill Middle School

Underneath the 
Tip of the Iceburg

ccommodating students with special needs is
no easy task, especially in an inclusionary setting.
However, it is the law. When it comes to helping our
special education students meet the core standards, it
is not only the law, but it will help all students
involved if educators can closely examine how they
help their students reach core standard goals. 

In today’s schools it is important to remember
that all students need to be treated with respect and
given the same opportunities. Many students with

special needs have difficulty reaching Core Curriculum goals. So how do we juggle our
regular education calls in an inclusionary setting and facilitate those students with special
needs? It requires hard work, a positive attitude, and teamwork. 

At Ecker Hill Middle School, a 6-8 middle school located in the Snyderville basin in
Park City School District, students with special needs are part of an inclusionary setting
that revolves around teamwork, and a positive attitude.

About 10 years ago, Park City School District declared that the district would become
fully inclusionary. Students with a variety of different abilities, including students with
severe disabilities returned to their neighborhood schools. Gone were the self-contained
classrooms and pullout sessions for these students. All students with learning disabilities
returned to the regular education classrooms. Along with the expectations that the 
students’ learning needs would be met, the need for resource students to meet the 
core standards emerged. 

Teachers geared up to work with all abilities. They had to work hard on scheduling to
make it possible for the resource teachers to be in the regular education classrooms for
part of the time. Regular education and special education teachers had to work together 
to make a cohesive and workable program.

Asked what works best, Jill Christensen, the 7th grade science teacher at Ecker Hill
Middle School, and Mary Clark, a long time paraprofessional, both stated that parent
involvement and well trained paraprofessionals can make all the difference in an inclu-
sionary setting. A well trained staff that buys into the program is also essential. “The 
attitude in the school needs to be optimistic”, states Jill. “It’s not always easy. There 
are days when the best laid plans fail. You need to pick up and move on. It’s important 
to remember that success comes in small steps.”

Core standards are set for average students. How, then, do we get those student with
special needs, varying abilities and severe disabilities to meet these standards? Lara
Peirce, the 7th grade special education teacher at Ecker Hill Middle School, notes that
grade level teams, usually made up of core teachers, related arts teachers and the special
education teacher, need to discuss what teachers want students to learn. IEPs need to 
be reviewed and teachers, both special education and regular education, need to work
together to keep kids on track. The IEP will have specific goals for each student. These
may be related to the core goals, or core goals may need to be set separately. Students
with severe disabilities should have specific goals. The pieces of the core that they 
need to know should be carefully laid out. 

An example would be Jill’s science class, where students with severe disabili-
ties would learn the seasons in a science unit on the earth and the atmosphere.
Regular education students and students with mild to moderate disabilities would
learn a variety of concepts that focus on the reasons for seasons. 

Core standards can be reached by students with disabilities. By law we 
must include these students in our classes. They need to be receiving similar
information. However, the way we present this information can change. We 
need to focus on how we can facilitate this learning and help our students to
reach core goals. 

In an inclusive setting such as the one at Ecker Hill Middle School, the teach-
ers focus on the child. Jill Christensen, when asked about her philosophy on
inclusion, says, “I don’t teach science, I teach kids”. This focus on her students
allows her students to reach their goals, both IEP and core goals. Modifications
and accommodations are important depending on a student’s IEP. However, it is
important not to compromise curriculum at the expense of reaching these goals.
Students who do not have special needs, or who may have varying degrees of
high–level achievement, need to be a part of the inclusion plan as well. 

One way that Park City School District is addressing this issue is with
Differentiated Instruction. Carol Ann Tomlinson (1999), an Associate Professor
of Educational Leadership, Foundations and Policy at The Curry School of
Education, University of Virginia, presented at a symposium held by the Park
City School District two years ago. She helped district educators understand that
all students should be given opportunities to learn in their own way. Differ-
entiated Instruction allows teachers to modify and differentiate materials 
for the variety of learning levels in their classroom. 

Tomlinson (1996) provides a how-to example for implementing differentia-
tion immediately in the classroom. “Anchor activities” is a useful and practical
tool that Jill Christensen adopted and modified for her classroom. The premise
behind anchor activities is that students have options from which to choose.
Once a student is finished with that day’s classwork, they may choose from a file
containing a variety of activities. Students are instructed that they need to com-
plete a certain number of anchor activities by the end of the quarter. More diffi-
cult anchor activities are worth more points, with the idea that they will 
take longer and prove to be more challenging. Less challenging anchor activities
are worth fewer points, but they take less time. Jill talked to her students about
picking the activities that interest them, versus picking activities that they 
could just get through quickly. Activities should be chosen that promote 
critical thinking skills, higher order thinking skills, and that promote the 
different multiple intelligences.

I have started using anchor activities in my classes, and the challenge is 
finding ones that will be differentiated in form. Some examples might be:
internet research, internet activities, brain teasers, activities that cannot be 
completed in class due to limited time or materials, enrichment activities and
small collaborative group work. I recently asked students what they would like
to work on (a novel idea) and they came up with many great ideas that I could
easily develop as anchor activities. 

These activities certainly have core standards in mind. Even though not 
every student will be working on the same activity, they will be working on
something that fits their level of learning and their learning style. When students
can choose what they are going to learn, they often have a heightened sense of
accomplishment and their learning is more meaningful to them. 

Reaching the core standards for all students can be a monumental task. Core
standards are the tip of a big educational iceberg that encompasses many aspects
of what we do as teachers. It is not easy to have a variety of learners in the class-
room, to whom we have to teach not only core standards, but basic life skills as
well. Strong partnerships between regular education teachers, special education
teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals, parents and of course the students are
critical. We can help our students with special needs reach the core standards.
Every small success helps us climb closer to the top of the iceberg. 

A
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Middle level education has always been about kids. But has it always
been best for students with disabilities? At Brockbank Junior High middle
level practice is definitely best for all students. Currently in its second
pilot year, Brockbank has implemented a flexible block schedule that 
supports teaming, curriculum, and multiple learning styles. The immediate
impacts are evident as one walks the halls of the school. There is a 
calmness throughout the building. More importantly, within the class-
rooms teachers are teaching with more hands-on activities, cooperative
learning, and other forms of instruction beyond typical lectures and book
work. The staff expectation is that test results will improve as a result of
this middle level effort.

Two years ago, Brockbank switched from the traditional seven period
model of junior high schools to a flexible block schedule. The structure 
is similar to many high school schedules that have alternating four period
days. What differentiates Brockbank from the high school model is that 
all students are blocked or teamed within that model. Two periods of the
block schedule each day are allotted as team time for seventh and eighth
grade students. The core of the teams consists of math, English, social
studies, and science teachers. Four of the six teams have a resource 
teacher. Each team also has two to four elective teachers. The entire team
is involved in curriculum mapping, curriculum integration, and team activ-
ities. To accomplish this, teams have a scheduled common planning period
every other day for eighty-five minutes.

The flexible block schedule has enabled resource students on the teams
to be more successful. Resource teachers are integral members of their
teams. They share a common planning time with the Core teachers to 
integrate curriculum, address student concerns, and coordinate skill 
development, such as reading strategies. While the regular education
teachers provide expertise in specific content, the resource teachers are
able to provide expertise in accommodations and modifications. Following
the rules of IDEA, the regular education teachers on the team are part of
their resource students’ I.E.P. team. Supervised studies is more meaningful
to students as their teachers work together and understand each others’
curriculum. In addition, the resource teachers co-teach one or two classes
with another teacher from the team, which enables resource students to
have more success. Increased support has also come from counselors and
administrators, who are assigned to teams and frequently participate in the
common planning period. All work together to make school more mean-
ingful and less chaotic for all adolescents at Brockbank.

Middle level education should be implemented in all junior high
schools. That does not mean, however, that it looks the same in all
schools. The essence of it needs to include teaming. From there, effective
teaming involves integration, accommodations, and modifications. An
important concept of this model is that resource students are able to make
connections between the Core subjects. All of this takes time and skill.
The time comes through providing a common planning time for teachers
to meet regularly. The skills are results of many hours of professional
development to train resource teachers, core curriculum teachers, and elec-
tive teachers on how to integrate curricula, work as a team, and 
use effective transitions.

The impact of the block schedule, teaming, and curriculum integration
are evident. Because knowledge and skills are integrated and reinforced
throughout the subjects, resource students learn strategies and content
more thoroughly. Resource students blend within the teams and feel 
the same team identity and individual importance as regular education 
students. In addition, parents are more involved, meeting with entire 
teams of teachers during common planning periods to better help students
succeed and update IEP.’s. The smaller team communities have taken
some of the chaos and confusion out of arguably the most difficult time in
life. The impact is most noticeable when you talk with students, parents,
and teachers. Overwhelmingly, they feel the changes at Brockbank have
already made a positive difference.

Those interested in the flexible block schedule, teaming, curriculum
integration as it relates to special education students, philosophy of middle
level education should contact Robert McDaniel at Brockbank
(robert.mcdaniel(2granite.kl2.ut.us).

SPECIAL EDUCATION
ON THE BLOCK

Robert McDaniel, Assistant Principal • Diana Paker, Resource & Team Teacher
• Jill Gills, Resource Department Chair & Team Teacher 

• Colli Hanks, English & Team Teacher • Brockbank Junior High School
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Accessing the general curriculum...what does that mean for a preschooler with
disabilities? Is there such a thing as the “general curriculum” for preschoolers in
Utah? The Utah State Office of Education does not have Core Curriculum for
preschoolers, but the curriculum department published the Pre-K Standards (guide-
lines) within the past year. These guidelines were distributed at the State Preschool
Conference, 2000. If you have not had the opportunity to read the guidelines it might
be a good idea to take a look at them. You may obtain a copy from Teresa Oster,
Early Childhood Educational Specialist, at the Utah State Office of Education.

The definition of “general curriculum” for preschool age children is “appropriate
activities.” Appropriate activities is further defined on page 46, III-I-LB of the Utah
Special Education Rules, as being age-relevant developmental abilities or milestones
that typically developing children of the same age would be performing or would
have achieved. If you do not know typical child development, the door is wide open
for misconceptions on what are appropriate activities for preschool age children.

Recent outstanding publications produced by panels convened by the National
Academy of Sciences, Eager to Learn: Educating Our Preschoolers , Bowman,
Donovan & Burns, 2000; How People Learn: Brain, Mind, Experience, and School
(Expanded Edition) (Bransford, Brown &Cocking, 2000); and From Neurons to
Neighborhoods, (Phillips, 2000) have expanded our knowledge base about how
important early years are in a child’s development. If you have not had the oppor-
tunity to read the above publications, I suggest you pick one and GO FOR IT!

Quality early childhood care and education programs can enhance cognitive,
emotional and social development. Participation in quality programs can lead to
immediate gains in cognitive test scores, better kindergarten achievement, lower rates
of grade retention and special education placement, and higher rates of high school
graduation. It is time to LISTEN to what validated research is telling us about
QUALITY early childhood education.

What is QUALITY early childhood education? Recent studies like The Carolina
Abecedarian Project, The Cost, Quality and Outcomes Study and The High/Scope
PCTTY Preschool Project have documented correlation between quality early child-
hood programs and later academic, social and emotional success. I believe you can
not talk about quality programs without talking about appropriate curriculum.

Early childhood curriculum provides the framework for what is actually 
happening in a planned environment where children interact with materials, adults
and peers. For young children with disabilities, this happens as those activities are
modified and adapted to fit the needs of the child. Curriculum should be planned
based on the best knowledge of theory and research about how children develop 
and learn, with attention given to individual children’s needs and interests in 
relation to program goals.

Theories such as those developed by Piaget (1952), Vygotskly (1979), and
Enickson (1963) provide us with a framework on how to work with young children
and make appropriate decisions concerning their learning process. As Diane Trister
Dodge states in The Creative Curriculum (1998), inherent in this framework is:

(A) A statement of philosophy–the beliefs and theories that guide curriculum 
development and implementation. You should ask yourself,

(1) What can I expect of a child at each stage of development?
(2) What do I know about each child that will help me individualize the program?

(3) What activities and materials are appropriate for each child? 
(4) How can I adapt the environment and materials in order to include ALL children?

(B) Goals and Objectives–the skills, attitudes, and understandings targeted for mastery.
(C) The Physical Environment–guidance on the importance of room arrangement,

how to select and display materials to support the development of trust,
independence and initative

(D) The Teacher’s Role–a clear definition of teaching strategies that promote 
learning and growth.

(E) The Parent’s Role–a commitment to the joint partnership of parents and 
teachers in promoting each child’s growth and development.

If you have not yet developed a researched-based philosophy on how preschool
children learn and develop, NOW IS THE TIME. When you have developed a sound
philosophy that is researched-based you will know what “accessing the general 
curriculum” is for a Preschool age child, In the absence of clear goals and objectives,
this can lead to haphazard curriculum planning that may not achieve worthwhile 
outcomes. We all know how important outcomes are for ALL children! Too often
early childhood programs have been criticized as ineffective learning environments
because they have emphasized children’s play without articulating the goals for 
children, the value of play for learning, and the essential role of the teacher in 
planning the environment and facilitating learning though play.

A fine balance must be achieved in planning curriculum for young children. 
On one hand, teachers may err by not doing enough planning to stimulate children’s
learning; but if their activity is dictated by the plans, the teacher may fail to adapt to
individualize differences and interests (Jones 1989). 

If you have not developed a framework here are a few things to ponder:
(1) Children learn best when their physical needs are met and they feel 

psychologically safe and secure.
(2) Children construct knowledge.
(3) Children learn through social interaction with adults and other children.
(4) Children’s learning reflects a recurring cycle and begins in awareness and moves
to exploration, to inquiry, and finally to utilization (Rosegrant, 1989).
(5) Children learn through play.
(6) Children’s interests and a “need to know” motivate learning,
(7) Human development and learning are characterized by individual variations.

It appears I am back to the same question I asked at the beginning. What does
“accessing the general curriculum” mean for preschool age children in the state of
Utah? Since we have no Core Curriculum, you need to be familiar with the standards
and guidelines endorsed by the Utah State Office of Education, What ever curricula
you are using in your preschool classrooms, ask yourself this question. Is the curricu-
lum I am currently using based on the best knowledge of theory, research and prac-
tice about how children develop and learn, with attention given to the individual
needs and interests in a group in relation to my program goals? If your answer is
YES, you are on the road to success. If your answer is No, it is time to ask yourself
some very serious questions.

As I have moved onto “greener pastures,” I would like to thank all of you for your
support in my former job as the Utah State Preschool Educational Specialist. I am
thoroughly enjoying my new position as Disabilities Manager in Davis School
District, Early Childhood Department and can be reached at: vscherbinske
@adrnin.davis.hstart.kl2.ut.us or 801-402-7309 #117. Life is short-keep in touch.

Valerie Scherbinske, Disabilities Manager • Davis School District Early Childhood Department

Quality Education, Appropriate
Activities...General Curriculum?

■
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The Milken Family Foundation. 
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I have found it more difficult to concentrate lately, due to challenging
world events. This must be true of learners as well. This week I was
teaching an assessment workshop for a large group of teachers on the
advantages of the Woodcock Johnson III (WJ III) model of assessment. 
I was attempting to present best practice guidelines, which if followed,
would save teachers between twenty-five to fifty percent of current
assessment time. A teacher who was sitting alone at the back of the room
(reading a newspaper) had apparently heard enough and angrily stated,
“Just when am I supposed to teach, anyway. We used to just give seven
tests, and now you tell us that we are supposed to give fourteen or more
with this new test. I am sick of this testing stuff...I have never felt 
comfortable giving or interpreting them, and they take too much time
away from teaching.” For this teacher, I represented the ENEMY. I 
represented the ENEMY because to him, I represented the Utah State
Office of Education and the rules and regulations that he said, “get in the
way” of teaching. I was the ENEMY because I dared to suggest that
some practices are more valid than what he may have been using. I repre-
sented the ENEMY because the information I was presenting was new,
and he had little or no interest in learning it. Perhaps his brain was just
too full of current events to listen and to learn. Perhaps he had been a
teacher for a long time, and was experiencing acute burnout. However, in
order to burnout, you need to be on-fire first. I sincerely hope that this
teacher had been “on-fire” at one time, and that he would be able to light
it again, fast. I hope he finds it soon; it is far too early in the school year
for burnout and cynicism, and I wonder about his students. Are they also
reluctant learners? To them, is he the ENEMY?  

What was he saying to me that I needed to learn, and what lessons
were there for my education? Sometimes the questions we ask ourselves
are worth more than the answers. I wish my heckler would have listened
long enough to hear that I could actually save him time, and that better
assessment information could improve the learning outcomes of his 
students. Unfortunately for his students, after his angry comments he
went back to reading his paper. I somehow doubt that he would read 
educational journals like this one anyway, as reading anything related 
to his “job” would take him away from “teaching.”

Our passion (job) is to synthesize complex (and sometimes contradic-
tory) information and present it so that others may learn. In the spirit of

peace and collaboration, the following
recommendations are offered for 
educational professionals who wish 
to maximize their time while using 
the WJ III. 

Recommendations for 
standardized assessment for the initial evaluation

My advice is to test better, not longer. The WJ III offers many new
options for diagnosis and assessment, but it is never required to adminis-
ter all (42) tests to one student. The legal requirement is (at a minimum)
to assess in every area of suspected disability, “including, if appropriate,
health, vision, hearing, social and emotional status, general intelligence,
academic performance, communicative status, and motor abilities.”
(USOE Special Education Rules, p.16.) If the referral process is 
adequately followed, assessment teams must gather pertinent information
and then choose assessments to answer the referral question(s). Teachers
should encourage referral sources (parents, administrators, general educa-
tion teachers) to be as specific as possible at the referral stage, in order to
design a strategy of assessment that will yield quality answers. Selective
testing is the standard of efficient and effective assessment. Depending on
the referral question to be answered, different combinations of 
subtests can be chosen and administered. It is the responsibility of the
assessment team to identify (at a minimum) which subtests to give, even
if some or all of the tests are to be administered by others such as educa-
tional diagnosticians or school psychologists. The more specific the 
referral information, the more targeted and focused the assessments 
chosen can be. The advantages of this strategy include; 1) a collaborative
plan to examine all possible causes of concern(s); 2) maximization of
tester and student time; 3) identification of underlying causes of learning
failure; 4) identification of present level(s) of educational performance 
in the referral area(s); 5) identification of relevant strategies to maximize
student learning and instruction; 6) identification of reasonable accom-
modations required for accessing the general curriculum; and, 7) 
provision of all pertinent data to determine possible eligibility for 
special education services. 

Consider the case of Peter, who is a fourth grade student referred to
the special education team by his parents for “reading problems.” The
team documented that his teacher tried quality interventions, and they
examined all available work samples and records. Because specific 
learning disabilities were suspected, the team decided to administer the
WJ III cognitive and achievements batteries as the standardized assess-
ment components. Because this was an initial referral, the team needed
in-depth information with which to: 1) identify the cause(s) of the 
learning problem, and; 2) examine intra-achievement differences between

Teacher As Enemy?
Michael Herbert, Utah Personnel Development Center

“The real problem is in the hearts and minds of men. 
It is easier to denature plutonium than to denature

the evil spirit of man.”

–Albert Einstein
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different reading tasks to identify present levels of achievement. The
team examined the cognitive options page of their ULRC/UPDC WJ III
Resource book (see figure 1, attached) and decided to administer the WJ
III Extended Battery; cognitive subtests #1-7 plus 11-17. In 
addition, they decided to administer cognitive subtest #8 in order to 
gain a Phonemic Awareness score (new information from the WJ III). 

Reading was the only referred area of concern, so the team examined
the WJ III achievement; reading options page of their WJ III Resource
book (see Figure 2, attached). The team decided to administer the Basic
Reading Skills cluster (# 1,13), and the Reading Comprehension cluster
(# 9,17) to answer the referral question of reading difficulties in these
two qualification areas. Achievement subtest # 2 (reading fluency) was
chosen, to examine the possible link between slow reading speed and
comprehension. Test #20 was also given, to obtain a Phoneme/Grapheme
Knowledge cluster score (tests #13, 20) to compare against the
Phonemic Awareness cluster score obtained in the cognitive testing. After
administration and scoring of these assessment subtests, the 
team would then decide if further reading tests of Word Attack (#13),
or Reading Vocabulary (#17) were indicated.

Recommendations for standardized assessment 
for the re-evaluation

Section 614(c) of IDEA makes it clear that teachers are not required
to conduct standardized testing for a re-evaluation to determine if a child
still has a disability. However, if a parent (full member of the assessment
team) requests further evaluation, then it must be conducted (see USOE
Rules, p. 17, 5c). With or without new standardized assessment data,
the team still must meet to review all pertinent data and to determine
whether the child is still eligible for special education and related servic-
es, the present levels of educational performance, accommodations or
modifications required to access the general curriculum, and other 
programming decisions. The evaluation team may conduct this review
without a meeting, but all assessment team members (including parents)
must participate. [An excellent, concise discussion of this can be found
in the 1999 Federal Register which can be accessed on the ULRC 
website. Go to: ulrc.org/hotnews/index.html, and read the IDEA
Practices information.]  

Assessment teams should review the existing evaluation data and
determine if further standardized assessment data is needed. Is the stu-
dent making progress towards his/her goals and objectives while satisfac-
torily accessing the general curriculum? It is recommended that the file
holder collect and share available curriculum based assessment data,
work samples, test scores and grades with team members prior to the re-
evaluation date. Are all assessment team members, including the parents
satisfied with the current program and services?  If further assessment is
warranted, the team should decide on an assessment plan by consulting
the option charts in Figure 1 and Figure 2 (attached).   Assessment teams
may decide to conduct selective testing to obtain new information from
the WJ III, which is in addition to assessment information already
obtained. The WJ III is a new test, and there are many new and exciting
diagnostic advantages besides new norms and new subtest cluster areas
worth considering. New assessment cluster areas and required subtests to
obtain these scores are listed below, and in Figures 1 and 2. (pg.30)

New cognitive clusters available with the WJ III

There are many new cognitive clusters available to practitioners,
which are useful in identifying the cause(s) of learning problems. 

These include:
• Verbal Ability (two subtests)
• Thinking Ability (four subtests)
• Cognitive Efficiency (four subtests)
• Phonemic Awareness (two subtests)
• Working Memory (two subtests)
• Broad Attention (four subtests)
• Cognitive Fluency (three subtests)
• Executive Processes (three subtests)

New achievement subtests and clusters 
available with the WJ III

The WJ III provides teams with standardized information in two 
specific learning disabilities qualification areas (Oral Expression and
Listening Comprehension) that were not addressed in the Woodcock
Johnson-Revised. In addition, new fluency areas examine the connection
between academic fluency and school performance. New clusters and
subtests include:

• Oral Expression (two subtests, SLD qualification area). 
• Listening Comprehension (two subtests, SLD qualification area).   
Not approved for qualification in Utah, but useful as a screener for 
further assessment.
• Academic Fluency (three subtests)
• Academic Applications (three subtests);
• Phoneme/Grapheme Knowledge (two subtests)
• Total Achievement (nine subtests)

Assessment is a tool, albeit a very powerful weapon in the hands of
the educated practitioner. We are at war with ignorance, and our battles
occur daily. We must use the most powerful tools at our disposal if we
are to make progress. All that we do should be focused on how our tools
and their use effect the student, not on how we are effected. We must
keep our minds open to new and better tools and practices. “The empires
of the future are the empires of the mind,” stated Winston Churchill.
Teachers are not the ENEMY!

This is the second installment in an ongoing series of articles on the
diagnosis, assessment and treatment (intervention) of learning problems
in school age children and youth. The opinions and observations
expressed are those of the author, and do not necessarily align with 
or reflect those of the Utah State Office of Education (USOE) as 
delineated in the Special Education Rules (June 2000). All practitioners
are encouraged to consult the USOE Special Education Rules for fur-
ther legal information and guidelines. Readers with differing viewpoints 
or perspectives are encouraged to dialogue with the author, and submit
rebuttals or articles to the Utah Special Educator to present their 
perspective.

Training in the administration and interpretation of the WJ III is avail-
able to interested school districts and institutions of higher learning in
Utah. Contact this author (michaelh@ulrc.org) at the Utah Professional
Development Center (UPDC, formally the Utah Learning Resource
Center, ULRC) for further information.

“When they hear of the Way, The highest minds 
practice it; The average minds think about it, And try it

now and then; The lowest minds laugh at it. If they 
did not laugh at it, It would not be the Way.”

–Lao-tse

■
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TIPS

TACTICS
Jerry Christensen,  Utah Personnel Development Center

It seems that technology and technology resources are growing at such
an exponential rate that it’s difficult for anyone to stay abreast of it all.
This series of articles will focus on both technology tips and unique
resources that may be of value to educators.

Have you ever done an internet search only to find a lengthy docu-
ment that would take hours to scroll through in order to find the informa-
tion you were seeking? I don’t have much Internet patience, so I usually
skip the article and do a new search. I’ve recently discovered a trick using
Netscape or Explorer browsers to quickly search within a web article.
After you’ve conducted a search and found the article you want to
explore, select the “Find” option under the “Edit” menu (press [Ctrl] F 
for a shortcut). Enter the word or phrase you want to find in the dialog
box and hit “Find” or the return key. The feature will find the first occur-
rence of your word or phrase. You can now continue the search by 
clicking the “Find Again” option under Edit in Netscape or “Find Next”
in Explorer. This simple tip has saved me a lot of time and prevented 
me from discarding valuable articles. 

Many of us have lists of valuable educational sites we use on an 
occasional basis, but many times we find ourselves bouncing from one
site to another in search of specific educational information. A powerful
site I’ve been going to first is bigchalk.com (www.bigchalk.com). A 
member of the Education Network, bigchalk.com helps centralize all 
your online educational resources. Here is a tip for your first exploration
of the site. When you first arrive at the Bigchalk Home Page, you’ll see
an orange link in the top-left corner of the page that takes you to the
teacher’s section of the site. Start here to investigate teacher resources on
the site. There is also a link to parent resources. To get the most out of the
site, you should become a member (free) by clicking at the top of the
page on “Log-in.” Registration only takes a minute and gives you a few 
more options. 

Again, please e-mail me with your favorite educational sites,
and I will share them with others in our educational community 
(jerryc@ulrc.org).

TIPS & RESOURCES
FOR TECHNOLOGY

Last month our time saver tips suggested we use a single “to-do” list to
keep track of our many obligations and tasks. This would include listing
time for self, family, work, goals and finances-depending on your needs.
We also suggested you work your list. This would entail reviewing your
list first thing in the morning and just before you leave work later in the
day. It also means listing times when you will work on these goals and
tasks. This month’s article will focus on increasing efficiency in our work
area.

Your work area (i.e. desk, room, etc.) should be arranged so that things
you use the most are closest at hand. Another way of viewing this accessi-
bility principle is all things must pay rent to be near you, or even in your
work area. Things pay rent every time, you use them and things paying the
most rent should be closest to you. Organize your room by asking: What
do I use every day? Every week? Every month and every year? Never?
Things you use every day should be placed close at hand, perhaps in your
desk. Things that are looked at every month or year should not be in or on
your desk. You might want to put them in file cabinets or boxes. If you
have items in boxes for a year without looking at them, they haven’t paid
any rent and should be evicted (you get the picture). 

The next set of tips deals with those items that need to be close at
hand. I find that each day I receive requests, calls, to-do items that must be
dealt with, but not necessarily at the moment I receive them. In the past 
I would leave them on my desk and make piles of these requests and even-
tually miss an event or lose the item. I know some of you use this system
and it may work most of the time. I have a better way and it always works.

In your desk drawer, create the following hanging files:
To-Do, Will Call, and To Be Filed. Items that must be worked on later
today or in the immediate future put in the To-Do; phone calls that must
be made in the immediate future put in the Will Call; items you need to
save or use in the future place in the To Be Filed. The second part of this
is to schedule a time each week to empty the folders. I use Friday 
afternoon before I leave for the weekend.

The last tip is part of my hanging folder system. It is called a “tickler”
file and I have no idea what “tickler” means with regard to folders. 
I’ve labeled one hanging folder for every month (12) and one for every
possible day in a month (31). I have all the day folders in front of all the
monthly folders with the current month only in front of all the days. The
current day is always the first day folder and when I begin a new day I
move yesterday’s folder to the back. When I receive an item that will be
needed on a specific date or some work I have chosen to complete on 
a date, I place it in that day’s folder. It could include meeting agendas,
parent calls, tests to be given a certain day, or paperwork I devote time 
to each week or month. Some people even include bills that are due on a
certain day as a reminder. The system enhances my to-do list by providing
a place for lesser action items that are important but may not be on 
my single to-do list.

Remember, a few minutes saved here and there might be enough time
to recover our sanity. This month’s recommended reading is entitled Time
Management from the Inside Out by Julie Morgenstern.

TIME TACTICS

■

■
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USOENEWS FROM

THE USOE
Staff Planning Activities

The Utah State Office of Education (USOE) special education staff has been intensively
engaged throughout the summer and fall in planning and development activities to focus on eleven
identified categories of programmatic activities for the 2001-2002 school year. These eleven “plat-
forms” represent the year’s priorities for special education programs, and are based on state and
federal requirements, as well as needs assessments conducted with school districts and other pub-
lic entities. Each platform planning team is comprised of one or more staff from USOE, the Utah
Personnel Development Center (UPDC), and school district and other agency representatives, as
appropriate. USOE will fund workshops and other personnel development activities for the year in
alignment with plans developed by each planning team. The eleven platforms and the USOE spe-
cial education staff member(s) who chairs each is:

Platform Chair

1. Standards-based IEP Deb Spark/Pat Beckman
2. Behavior/Social/Emotional Karen Kowalski
3. Qualified Personnel Bruce Schroeder
4. Access to the General Curriculum Pat Beckman
5. Core/Life Skills/Early Literacy Cal Newbold
6. Transition Susan Loving
7. Critical Need Areas Jocelyn Taylor
8. Coordinated District/School Improvement Plans Deb Spark/Brenda Broadbent
9. Eligibility/Interventions Dale Sheld
10. Parent Training Nan Gray
11. Innovative and Validated Initiatives from LEAs/IAEs Bruce Schroeder

More details about these activities will be forthcoming in future articles in the Special Educator.

Reauthorization of IDEA
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997 is scheduled for reauthorization during the 2002 session

of Congress. The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) of the U. S. Department of Education is holding a series of
Public Forums in several locations of the U. S., beginning with the first forum, held in Salt Lake City on October 10th.
Participants included school district and university personnel, parent and advocacy organizations, and other state agency 
personnel. During the year public and interested groups will provide input to Congress. A considerable number of concerns
for change have already been expressed, and it is expected that several interest groups will request extensive revisions.
When Congress passes final reauthorization, states will be expected to conform to the new law and its subsequent modified
Federal Regulations. USOE will at that time need to modify its State Special Education Rules, to conform to the new
federal requirements. Necessary changes are not anticipated for at least a year. We will certainly keep you informed 

about these developments.

Mae Taylor, Director, 
At Risk and Special Education Services, Utah State Office of Education

■
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Everywhere you turn in the special education world, you are
being inundated with information about accessing the general 
curriculum. And as with any seemingly “new terminology,” we 
have questions that need to be answered.

Q.  What is the general curriculum?

A. In Utah the general curriculum is the Core Curriculum. It 
represents the standards of learning that are essential for all students.
The Core should be taught with respect for differences in learning
styles, learning rates, and individual capabilities, with out losing
sight of the common goals and standards. 

Q. Do the “access to the general curriculum” requirements
apply to preschool students?

A. Yes, although the federal regulations and Utah Special Education
Rules specify that for preschool students the general curriculum is
defined as appropriate activities. These activities are further defined
as age-relevant developmental abilities or milestones that typically
developing children of the same age would be performing or would
have achieved. Utah has developed a set of Pre-K Standards (guide-
lines) that provide preschool teachers with objectives and skills that
address the developmental domains, and serve as guidance in 
developing IEP’s that are tied to standards. These guidelines 
contain the foundation skills that will lead to the Kindergarten 
Core, as children transition out of preschool into kindergarten.

Q. How do we account for accessing the general curriculum 
in the IEP process?

A. There are 3 specific sections where consideration must be given
by the IEP team in respect to the general curriculum or appropriate
activities for preschool students.

1. During the evaluation - information must be gathered during  
evaluation that is related to enabling the student to be involved in 
and progress in the general curriculum, through a variety of tools 
and strategies
2. Determining eligibility - How does the disability adversely 
affect the educational performance-include both academic and 
social/behavioral affects on accessing and progressing in the 
general curriculum.

3. IEP content - the present levels of educational performance,
measurable annual goals, objectives and/or benchmarks, related 
services, supplementary aids and services, must all have 
statements of how the student is or will be accessing and progress-
ing in the general curriculum.

Q. Can special education teachers and related service providers
continue to use teacher made curriculum?

A. Yes, as supplements and activities that compliment the Core
Curriculum, but they can not be used as a stand alone curriculum.
The Core Curriculum contains the essential standards for all 
students, but the Core is not the total curriculum. Rather than 
having a separate curriculum aimed at students with disabilities,
team members must continue to have high expectations for their 
students by utilizing the same standards outlined in the state 
Core Curriculum.

Q. Are all students, including students who receive their services
away from the general education setting, expected to be learning
from the Core Curriculum?

A. Yes, the general curriculum can be taught in any setting-regular
education classrooms, resource settings, self-contained settings,
special schools, prisons etc. The standards remain the same, even 
if the student’s placement is someplace other than the regular educa-
tion classroom. The Core Curriculum can also serve as the basis for
related service providers such as speech and language pathologists,
occupational therapists, physical therapists etc.

If you are wanting or needing 
additional information or training on
how to ensure that your students are
accessing and progressing in the 
general curriculum and appropriate
activities, contact your district special
education administrator(s). Training 
and resource materials are available
through the Utah Personnel
Development Center.

Brenda Broadbent • Compliance Specialist • Utah State Office of Education

FAQ’s:
Your Questions...Our Answers

■
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Service Directory
Utah State Office of Education
Special Education Services
• Mae Taylor • Director, At Risk and Special Education Services....................538-7711 • mtaylor@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Nan Gray • Coordinator of Special Education....................................................538-7757 • ngray@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Pat Beckman • Specialist, Access to the General Curriculum...................538-7716 • pbeckman@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Brenda Broadbent • Specialist, State and Federal Compliance, Preschool.538-7708 • bbroadbe@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Karen Kowalski • Specialist, Emotional Disturbance/Mental Health .................538-7568 • kkowalsk@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Susan Loving • Specialist, Transition.........................................................................538-7645 • sloving@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Cal Newbold • Specialist, Fiscal and Data Issues, Charter Schools...........538-7724 • cnewbold@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Dale Sheld • Specialist, Learning Disabilities/Communication Disorders/Assistive Technology
.................................................................................................................................538-7707 • dsheld@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Bruce Schroeder • Specialist, Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD)
............................................................................................................................538-7580 • bschroed@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Deb Spark • Specialist, Assessment and Monitoring.......................................538-7576 • dspark@usoe.k12.ut.us
• Jocelyn Taylor •Specialist, Other Health Impared, Traumatic Brain Injury, Autism•538-7726•jtaylor@usoe.k12.ut.us

Utah Personnel Development Center
2290 East 4500 South, #220 & #170 Salt Lake City, Utah 84117 • 272-3431 or 800-662-6624
• Jerry Christensen, Team Leader......................................................................................................jerryc@ulrc.org
• Jim Curtice......................................................................................................................................jimc@ulrc.org
• Ginny Eggen....................................................................................................................................ginnye@ulrc.org
• Michael Herbert..................................................................................................................................michaelh@ulrc.org
• Cheryl Hostetter............................................................................................................................cherylh@ulrc.org
• Loydene Hubbard Berg.................................................................................................loydeneb@provo.k12.ut.us
• Diane Johnson...............................................................................................................................dianejo@ulrc.org
• Terri Mitchell..................................................................................................................................terrim@ulrc.org
• Connie Nink.................................................................................................................................connien@ulrc.org

Utah SIGNAL Project
2290 East 4500 South #265, Salt Lake City, Utah 84117 • 272-3431 or 800-662-6624
• Bruce Schroeder, Project Director.......................................................................................bruces@utahsignal.org
• Monica Ferguson...............................................................................................................monicaf@utahsignal.org
• Dan Morgan...........................................................................................................................danm@utahsignal.org
• Sharon Neyme........................................................................................................................sharonne@utahsignal.org

Utah Parent Center
2290 East 4500 South, #110, Salt Lake City, Utah 84117 • 272-1051
• Helen Post, Director.................................................................................................................upc@inconnect.com

On The Back Cover:
Journal Entry Tuesday, Oct. 2001...

Reflection from the rear view mirror of the UPDC Van (Purple Haze) heading west (West Desert)

Journal Entry Wednesday, Oct. 2001...
Reflection from the rear view mirror of the UPDC Van (Purple Haze) heading home from the east (Vernal)

We cover the state for you!!!
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November 2001
2 Consortium.  Larry H .Miller Entrepreneurship 

Training Center, 9750 S 300 W, Sandy, UT. 
Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 or 800-662-6624.

2-3 LD Conference, Ogden Marriott, Ogden, UT. 
Contact Dale Sheld, (801) 538-7707.

6 Intervention Strategies for Administrators. Ogden. 
Contact Sylvia Valdez, 801-272-3431.

9-10 7th Annual Utah Paraeducator Conference, Provo 
Marriott Hotel, Provo, UT.  
Contact Marilyn Likins, 801-273-1843.

20 Intervention Strategies for Administrators, Provo. 
Contact Sylvia Valdez, 801-272-3431.

27-30 Behavior School Team Training at West High 
School. Contact Sylvia Valdez, 801-272-3431.

29-30 Utah Mentor  Teacher Academy, Provo Marriott 
Hotel, Provo, UT. Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 
or 800-662-6624.

30 Autism Team Training, Social Stories with 
Carol Gray, Airport Sheraton. 
Contact Jocelyn Taylor, 801-538-7726 
(Rescheduled from September 13, 2001) 

December 2001
2-5 17th Annual DEC Conference on Young Children 

with Special Needs and Their Families, Boston 
Marriott Copley Place, Boston, MA. 
Contact DEC Conference Office, (410) 269-6801.

7 Consortium. Larry H .Miller Entrepreneurship 
Training Center, 9750 S 300 W, Sandy, UT. 
Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 or 800-662-6624.

January 2002
11 Behavior School Team Training Follow-up,

Sheraton Airport. Contact Sylvia Valdez,
801-272-3431.

17-18 13th Annual Mentor Conference, Provo Marriott 
Hotel, Provo, UT. Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 
or 800-662-6624.

February 2002
1 Consortium. Larry H .Miller Entrepreneurship 

Training Center, 9750 S 300 W, Sandy, UT. 
Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 or 800-662-6624.

March  2002
7-8 Utah Mentor  Teacher Academy, Provo Marriott 

Hotel, Provo, UT. Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 
or 800-662-6624.

15 Behavior School Team Training Follow-up,
Sheraton Airport. Contact Sylvia Valdez,
801-272-3431.

21-22 Behavior Consultation Training, Sheraton Airport. 
Contact Sylvia Valdez, 801-272-3431

25-29 SARS Week in St. George, UT.

April 2002
11-12 Utah Mentor  Teacher Academy, Provo Marriott 

Hotel, Provo, UT. Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 
or 800-662-6624.

19 Behavior School Team Training Follow-up,
Sheraton Airport. Contact Sylvia Valdez,
801-272-3431.

May 2002
3 Consortium. Larry H .Miller Entrepreneurship 

Training Center, 9750 S 300 W, Sandy, UT. 
Contact UPDC, 801-272-3431 or 800-662-6624

10 Behavior School Team Training Follow-up,
Sheraton Airport. Contact Sylvia Valdez,
801-272-3431.

*This information is provided as a service.  We believe it to be accurate,
but it is important to confirm with the contact listed.  To obtain addition-
al information and to supply important upcoming dates, please contact us
at the number below. Current information is also available at the ULRC
web site www.ulrc.org

UtahProfessional Development
Calendar 2001-2002*

Letters To the Editors
•

Controversy exists and opposing opinions or feelings are valued.
Therefore, the Editors of The Utah Special Educator are 

encouraging letters from readers related to your perspectives 
concerning the articles or topics in our publication.

•
Writers are encouraged to identify themselves, but 

letters will remain anonymous at the writer’s request.
•

The Editors of The Utah Special Educator reserve 
the right to limit the number of the letters published.



Utah Personnel Development Center
2290 East 4500 South
Suite 220
Salt Lake City,  UT  84117-3431

ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED

Journal Entries...
On the Road Again!
(See Page 34)


