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Abstract

This article recounts vlements of vollaborative and classroom-based practices thwt SLPs reported
enacting in an urban school disriet where these SLPs carned very large caselouds ton average
approximately S0% greater than ASHA {1992] recomunendationst. Consultauen with classreom
teachers and team preparation of cross-disciphinary readingerniting P objectives were enpomng
SLPs pereetsed weavhers as satisfied with collaborative efforss Muigaung factors, inchuding targe
cuseload size, elements of weuacher resistence. and the sheence of SLPs from regulur education
curniculum plunming comnutiees, appeared to coexist with forestalied attwinment of collaborative
service delivery.

LR

Over the past decade several authors have deseribed successtul outcomes for students
receiving collubarative speech-linguage services (Bland & Prefock. 19937 Borsch &
Oaks, 1992: Falk-Ross, 1997; Farber & Klein, 1999, Throneburg et al.. 2000). Other
authors have proposed models for providing collaburative service delivery (American
Speech-Language-Hearing  Association [ASHAL 1999, BElksmin, 1997, Elksnin &
Captlouto, 1994 McCartney, 19990 Pershey. 19981 Contemporary standards-based
reforms emphasize that every student must work toward the expectations set for cach
acadenuc content arca. As the mandates of the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA. 1997 become fully ymplemented (ASHA, 19960 ASHA, 1999 Mead,
19991, more school speech-language pathologists (SLPsY wall assess students” abilities
to meet curricular demands. design curriculum-based goals and objectives for students,
and provide interventions designed to help students meet curvicular requirements, This
will apply whether the least restrictive environment for therapy 1s a classroom or a pull-
out seting.

Criven the time-tensiveness of collaborative service dehivery (Beck & Dennis, 19973,
schedubing may be difficult for SLPs with farge caseloads. Large caseloads remain a
perennial pouyt of dispute between speech-language organizations and state and/or local
education agencies. As a case m point, one state prescribed a caseload maxunum of 70,
approximately . 50%  over the state speech pathology  and  audiology  alliance
recommendations (Foulkes & Givier. 20001 ASHA (1993 advocates & maximum
caseload of 40 studemts for a full-nme school-based SEP (25 when serving
preschoulersy.

Having larger caseloads may compromise a SLP's effectiveness. Control of session
length. seswion frequency, group size, group composition, program duration. and total
time spent with regular education peers may not be possible. It may be difficudt o see
cach student i class at a time when instruction that is conducive to mtervention is
taking place. or the SLP may not be available o attend grade level or disciphine-based
team meetings and thus might not participate m mstructional planning and/or design of
Classroom madifications for caseload students, In order for all students o be serviced.
compromuses may be made that resolts in programming where the collaborative
elernent 18 fess than opimal.
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The purpose of this article is 1o desenbe how SLPs in o large, wrban schuol district have
begun o implement some collaborative practices. Thiy article desenbes elements of
colfeborative practices that are m place and explores factors that influence why a
relationship between speech-language mtervention and classroom nstruction was
sometimes not being attained. The greatest obstacle o collaburation ar this sire was
lurge caseload size. This contributed 10 2 luck of dme o discuss with teachers how
more consistent collaboraton might be enacted. Teachers and SLPs are just beginning
to acquire a mutual understanding of how their interventons might comeide to improve
the abilities of children struggling o gain the knowledge and master the skills specified
m state and distriet readingflanguage ants curricula, A survey was distributed 10 42
SLPs werking 1o a 52,000+ puptl, 82 school district 1 a fairly large city. The student
population 15 67.4% minarity. Per-pupil spending in this state is midrange for the
nation. Compared o state averages. district performance on state mandated testing was
below average for all grades m all areas. Grade promotion rates were below average
and the high school graduation rate was 0364, nearly 20% below average. Attendance
rates were lower and suspension rates were higher than average (City Profile, 2000,
Ohio Department of Education, 20000

There are several mianions to 3 small scale survey that restrict its generalizability,
Responses retlect conditions in one district only; the questions were subject
individual mterpretation; the accounts of professional practice may or may not
accurately reflect SLPS™ actual behaviars, and the viewpoints of teachers and other team
members were not assessedk. The survey probed four topics: caseload information,
contributions to reading and writing curniculum and instruction. impressions of teacher
satisfaction with collaborative service delivery, and self-perceptions of impact of
colaborative service delivery.

SLPs® Descriptions of their Caseloads and Assignments

Seventeen SLPs out of 42 (40.59%) responded to the survey. Fifteen worked full-time,
two part-ime. Three respondents served one butlding. seven traveled to two buildings,
six traveled to three buildings, and one traveled 0 four buildings per week. All served
multiple grades.

Caseload size ranged from 40 (o 84, with a mean of 71 and a mode of 60. The part-
nmers” caseloads were pro-rated and each equaled a full-ume caseload of 60, All
together, the 17 SLPs were responsible tor the needs of 1.206 students. In addinon, they
screened and tested referrals. Most students were served outside of their classrooms.
The respondents indicated that they saw 139 students {11.3%) in individual sessions.
The mean number of students per cascload seen individually was eight. There were 662
students (34.8% 3 seen in small groups, an averuge of 39 per caseload. Sixty students
were seen in regualar education classrooms and 345 were seen in speaial education
classrooms. In total, LG of the 1.206 students (9539 3 were served in a special setting,
GO 3% were seen I a non-classroom setting.

SLPs were asked, “What comments do vou wish to make ahout your assignment and/or
how vour tme s spent?” Lack of tme to provide quality services was discussed:
caseloads and group sizes were much too Jarge, ravel ok time away from therapy,
paperwork was time-consunmung, students with significant concerns needed  more
therapy time than could be allotted. Respanderns noted advantages of classroom-bused
therapy: scheduling efficiency, plus SLPs could identify and support the needs of
students not carrently recetving services.

76
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Contributions 1o Reading and Writing Curricolum and Instruction

Responses o the gquestion. “In what wayvs are classroom teachers and speech-language
pathologists collaborating m order o coordinate the aims of language services with
curricula in readmg/unguage arts?” Custered around two themes: curricutum-based
therapy and cross-disciphinary goal setting. Curnicutum-based therapy, Twebve SLPs
reported consuliation or therapy that addressed the reading/language ants curnculum,
Many used classroom texts. matertals, themes, units of study. vocabulary, and spelling
words i classroom-based and pull-out therapy. Code-based and meaning-based reading
and writing were addressed frequenty. Reciprocal sharing of materials and ideas with
teachers facilitated this endeavor. Therapists in classrooms taught portions of reading
groups or observed and consulted while class was in progress. Goal setting. SLPs set
goals based upon curricalum and grade promotion standards. Several developed TEP
gouls to be addressed by the SLP and learmny disabilities or reading personnel. Team
mectings, held prior o P writing and during IEP implementation, allowed service
providers to plan and review progress in goals being jointly undentaken or addressed by
one service provider. More meetings ook place among special needs teams than
between SLPs and classroom teachers.

While frequent team conferences were mentioned by some respondents, others reported
that, given time constraints, discussions were serendipitous, brief, informal, unplanned.
or held f the SLP mitated them. Some noted that Jack of dialogue was indicative of
butldings where service planning was not coordinated at all. but athers recounted that
well-coordinated  1EP planming  sometimes degenerated  into fragmented  service
delivery,

SLPs’ Impressions of Teacher and Satisfaction with Collaborative Service
Delivery
Respondents reported  on feedback  recerved  from  teachers  with whom  they
collaborated. Although school faculty peers do not generally evaluate one another,
teedback between partners 1s often received i the form of compliments or complaints
given directly by one’s partner or “second-hand”™ vig a supervisor. colleague, or parent.
Responses reflect only the respondent’s owyy knowledge of teachers” views, which may
or may not be complete. Teachers were usually satisfied with eollaborations, Abaut
halt of the SLPs had received praise from teachers, who mostly expressed the desire to
continue collaboration. SLPs were asked, "What do vou think contributed to teacher
satisfactuon?’ Respondents cataogued  ther strengths and successes in program
mmplementation:

o the SEP bstened and met teachery” ohiectives and needs

o the SLP was well prepared

o the SLP mannaned a focus on sdentified studenis” goals i both n-class and out-of-

class sessions

o the SLP effered suggestions and stragegios that were uselfut o the wacher how o

modify  materials, how o build  sipdents”  prior knowledge hefore reading.

miscelluneous wachimg technigues

the SLP seemud to boost wentitied studeris” seif-esteem
o the SLP <work with the teacher was truly @ combined eftort
o the SLP had a good repport with students and muade feaming casy and fun

the SLP provided sctvities for teachers and parents W use with identified students
o the SLP contnbuted good wdess for themes
thermes were more fully developed und more accessible w speial needs students
o the teachers found it easior to follow through oo special needs spudents” [EP objectives
the SLPs Jangusge lessons benefit the whaole cluss
the SLP had good classroom management skills
o the Wemified students made progress in lunguage. reading, wnting, andior in other
curmicuiar areas

1t
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o students reacted pasitively 1o the SLP s tntenventons

o the wacher enjoved getting input frovn the SLP

o waring was posiive: gond  conununication between purtiers, constant feedback
between partners. cooperation, shanng ideas.

SLPs™ speculated  that deterrents o collaboration could be astributed o five
possibilities: time conswainis, limnted knowledge of the mnstructionad routines carried
out by persons in other disaiplines, attitudinal issues related 1o intlexibility and
dystuncuonal mmterpersonal relationships, lack of willingness on the part of some SLPs
and Jack of SLP presence in policy making commuttees.

fo Time constraints. Lack of time wus primurily due to caseload size, travel between butldings,
ard too mapy meetungs. This resulied in o Jack of co-plunning nme and short stays wathin
buildings.

20 Limited knowledee of the instructional rowtines carried owt by persens in other
disciplines. Some SLPs suspected that some teachers do not reatize that SLPs provide languuge
enhancement <ervices: there are teachers who harbor the misconception that SUPs only work on
sound pronunciation problems. Reportedly, oo muny teachers have had no inservice instruction
on SLPs” potenunl roles. SUPs commented that collaboration 15 most mearangful when teachers
seck the mput of the SLP.

3. Awmindingl sssues. Very few SLPs indieated reveiving comphants from teachers, but where
scheduling problens andfer a teacher’s sense of being intruded upon persisted, SLPs perceived
thiat teachers were dissatisfied. Inflexitality and dysfunctional isterpersonal relationships were
frequently mentioned. SLP faments included « series of negative comments: “Teachers are set
i their ways,” “Colluburaton s not the trrdstton,” I mjust a bother 1o them,” “Teachers don't
want me in thelr classrooms,” “Teachers hasically hate me. 1 swerew up their schedules” “The
number of wilhing teachers 15 growmg but most don’t want 117 One SLP bemoaned. 71
coltaborate with them but they don’t collaborute with me” SLP« indicated that some teachers
may not feel equipped 1o evaluate students’ accomphbshment of goals set by a SLP and.
conversely, want to be the sole evaluator of students” classroom performance. without therapists”
input. Abso, some teachers were reluctant to modify cluss work 1o be more developnwnially
appropriate for students. In their estimation, this compronused standards for grade Jevel work

4. Lack of interest on the part of some SLPs. Some SLPs claimed little preparation for
implementing the curmigulum. Respondents stated that they were reluctan 1o engage in
collaborative services. either on the grounds that it 1s not as efficient as pult-out” or because
there s a "need o expireally estahlish the value of coliaboratve services.”

5.0 Lack of SLP presence in policy making commitices. SUPs had hinle input o
programmate and policy decisions, such as decision-making shout hteracy curnicula. Three
reported providing mput that affects reading programs at the building level but none provided
input at the district fevel

Self-Perceptions of Impact of Collaborative Service Delivery

Three out of four SLPs indivated that they most effectively promaoted student growth
relative to curricular demands when they combined classroom-based and pull-out
SErvices.

Conclusions: Gradual Changes

Even under large caseload conditions, collaborative practices were reported. The
participants have contemplated the relationship between speech-lunguage intervention
and classreom instruction. Another arca of suength appears o be IEP planning.
However, as the Chinese proverb states, “Good to begin well, better 10 end well”
Attenuation of teamn work was seen due to lack of time for imtegrated service delivery. It
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15 important tor the SLP 1w follow through on whether teachers adapt materials and
curniculum and interpret the quality of studems” performance relative o modified
expectations {see Cook & Friend, 19950 Giangreco. 1996, Giangreco. 1998 for

suggestions for teachersy,

Although some respondents deseribed inroads 1o collaboration. the situation was more,
as Onangreco (2000, po 230) phrases it an “ubsence of process” characterized by
“decisions .. made based oniotition. . historical practices, or advocacy hy
professionals.” A few SLPs reported that teachers have been resistive to SLPs
contributions o classroom instruction. A vicious evele of time constraints prevents
SLPs from cultivanng  relationships with teachers and arranging trial programs. One
consequence of @ fragmented program is that neither partner understands the other’s
mstructional purposes. Significantly, SLPs indicated that they have taken professional
development courses with their team members related 1o literacy acquisition. This may
facilitate “speaking the teachers’ language.” that is. having a greater shared knowledge
base relative o students” needs. As Giangreco {20003 advocates, all professionals need
0y be disposed o being ongoing learners who are committed to developing shared
frameworks with practitioners from other disciplines.

Future Considerations for Continuous Improvement

Ehren (20001 suggests professionals engage in dialogue about the relationship between
mstruction (the regular activity of the classroom) and intervention {additional support.
often related to teaching linguistic concepts and analytical thinking, that is given when
mstruction alone does not allow students to succeed in the classroom). According to
Crangreco (2000, p. 237), “Teamwork does not mean that all team members must be
mvolved i all team activities. Teams can agree 1o a division of fabor and determine
differentiated roles for their members.” Teams must develop contexts that facilitate
interacting. communicating, and learning amonyg students and adults.

Engaging in professional dialogue may help SLPs and teachers define  their
responsibilines, with SLPs being expert in language and knowledgeable abouwt
curniculum, and teachers being expert in curniculum and knowledgeable about language
tEhren, 20000 Norris, 1997). By approacting intervention as a continuum of - options,
from consultation o direct therapy, the SLP and teacher can mutually define  their
shared responsibilities for helping studemts achieve language-dependent academic
soalss Adminsstratve leadership and support are indispensable. Collaborative service
delivery cannot casually transpire given the of happenstance of faculty friendships.
comaidental scheduling, room proximity, or the good-heartedness of a few willing
teachers. Options for program  modification peed to he discussed jointly by
administrators and  faculty, Each seting must examine its needs, resources,
philosophies. carriculum, scheduling, and geography. SLPs and teachers need formally
reserved coordipation time to address team members” roles, schedules for classroom-
based services, and program evaluation. Administators need to allocate resources so
that caseload size, team size, and paraprofessional supports are optimal and ongoing
professional development opportunities are provided (Giangreco, 2000: Mead, 1999,
SLPs need 1o be appointed to curriculum committees at both school and district levels
Efficacy and outcome data need to be gathered consistently and strategies for
continuous improvement need to be regularly unilized,

Finally, the need for political activism cannot be ignored. The importance of mandates
to reduce caselond size persists, Future research might demonstrate how collaboration
partners enact their roles. modify classroom practices, fulfill their day 1o day routines,
and evaluate student outcomes,
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