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Abstract 

 

This project explores student involvement in the Individual/Inclusive Education Plan (IEP) 

process. Through a workshop designed for educators, the project reviews historical timelines of 

inclusive education with particular focus on IEP’s, as well as current research. With the intent of 

re-examining IEP practices, the project delivers a new model entitled Strong Five that merges 

ideas from agile design thinking with the IEP process. This model emphasizes and promotes 

student involvement through five succinct phases enlisting classroom teachers, resource teachers, 

parents and students to collaboratively work towards achieving goals. The model aligns with 

current pedagogy of placing the student at the centre of their learning in addition to the newly 

revised curriculum in British Columbia.  

 

 

 

 

Keywords: Inclusive Education Plan, Self-Advocacy, Agile Design Thinking, Inclusion, Self-

Determination, Collaboration  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

iv 

Acknowledgments 

 

 

I would like to thank my project supervisor, Dr. Amanda McKerracher, and my second 

reader, Wendy Lo for their guidance, insight and support throughout this journey. I would also 

like to thank my family and friends for their patience, kindness and encouragement. I am so 

lucky to have you all in my life.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

v 

 

Table of Contents 

Abstract…………………………………………………………………………………..…..…...ii

Acknowledgements………………………………………………….…………………...…...….iii 

Table of Contents………………………………………………………………………………….v 

Chapter 1- Introduction……………………………………………………………..……………..1  

Inclusivity…………………………………………………………………………………1  

Collaboration ………………………………………………………………………….…..2 

Demystification …………………………………………………………………………...3 

Research Rationale for Studying These Issues …………………………………………...3 

Personal Rationale for Studying These Issues ……………………………………………4 

Overview of the Study ……………………………………………………………………6 

Purpose of the Project ……………………………………………………………….……6 

Design Thinking ………………………………………………………………..…6 

Design Thinking and the IEP ………………………………………………….….7 

Agility ………………………………………………………………………….…7 

 Summary of the Project …………………………………………………………………10 

Chapter 2- Literature Review……………………………………………………………..……...11 

 Individual Education Plan Then & Now ……………………………………..………….11 

  History ………………………………………………………………….……….11 

  The IEP ………………………………………………………………………….12 

  Issues with the IEP Process ……………….…………………………………….12 

  Student -Teacher Collaboration …………………………………………………14 



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

vi 

 Current Research ………………………………………..…………………………..…..15 

 Shift in Thinking ……………………………………………………………………...…19 

 Conclusion ………………………………………………………………………………21 

Chapter 3- Considerations for Implementation of the ‘Product’…………………………...……22 

Project Overview………………………………….……………………...….……..………..…..22 

Project Description: Purpose, Goals, and Transfer of Knowledge ………………,,,……22 

 Purpose ………………………………….……………………...….……..……..22 

 Transfer of Knowledge ………………………………….………………………23 

 Goals ………………………………….……………………...….………..……..24 

Support for the Project ………………………………….……………………...….…….24 

 Rationale ………………………………….……………………...…...…..……..24 

 Project Design ………………………………………….…………………….….25 

 Step One ………………………………….……………………......….……..…..25 

 Step Two ………………………………….…………………….....….……..…..27 

 Step Three ………………………………….…………………….....….……..…27 

 Step Four ………………………………….……………………….….……..…..28 

 Step Five ………………………………….……………………......….……..….30 

Conclusion ………………………………………………………………………………31 

Chapter 4- Reflection……………………………………….……………………..…...….……..32 

 Reflection ………………………………….……………………............….……..……..33 

Limitations ………………………………….…………….…………...…...……..……..33 

Implications for Future Research……………………………………….……………….35 

Conclusion ………………………………….…………………..……...….……..…….. 36  



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

vii 

  

References…………………………………………………………………………………….....37 

Appendix A ……………………………………………………………………….…………….44 

 



Running Head: Elementary Student Involvement in IEP Process: The Agile IEP 1 

Chapter One 

Introduction 

 

Inclusivity  

 

In the pursuit of achieving equitable education, policies around inclusive education 

dominated the dialogue around educational practices. Inclusivity, as defined by the BC Ministry 

of Education, “describes the principle that all students are entitled to equitable access to learning, 

achievement and the pursuit of excellence in all aspects of their education” (2016, p.2). While in 

theory, inclusivity celebrates diversity, teachers face significant challenges in supporting 

inclusion in practice. On one hand inclusivity is the ideal vision to support the needs of all 

learners in a holistic and meaningful way; on the other hand, there are diverging complexities 

that have arisen due to the ad-hoc fashion in which inclusivity was implemented. “The ultimate 

paradox was that the philosophy of inclusion promoted by schools and school boards was in 

direct contradiction to actual practice” (Lupart, 2009, p.19). It is within this paradox that facets 

of inclusivity have become a critical issue, and while inclusion is certainly a step in the right 

direction there is a deeply embedded uncertainty as to the functionality of inclusivity in a unified 

classroom environment (Lupart, 2009). 

Inclusion “implies a restructuring of mainstream schooling that every school can 

accommodate every child irrespective of disability […] and ensures that all learners belong to a 

community” (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002, p.13). Under the umbrella of inclusion and in an 

attempt to deliver functional inclusivity, students with exceptionalities may receive an Individual 

Education Plan (IEP) “that describes individualized goals, adaptations, modifications, the 

services to be provided, and includes measures for tracking achievement” (BC Ministry of 

Education, 2016, p.4). While research has suggested that there are positive outcomes associated 



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

2 

with student participation in the IEP process (Barnard-Bark & Lechtenberger, 2010), “active 

participation by the student in IEP meetings is often minimal” (Mason, Field, & Sawilowsky, 

2004, p.442). More significantly, because students are not actively participating, they are limited 

by their ability to collaborate with teachers and parents to better understand or advocate for their 

own learning needs. The minimal collaboration, active participation, and in some cases non-

involvement of students in their IEP process is a critical issue in special education.  

Collaboration  
 

“The purpose of the IEP meeting is to determine collaboratively the nature and degree of 

specialized instruction and services that a child with a disability requires; inherent is a shared 

responsibility for the development of the IEP” (Clark, 2000, p. 56). Collaborative practices aim 

to support student learning whilst empowering their own self determination and self-efficacy. A 

great deal of emphasis should be placed on the role of the student within any given collaborative 

partnership model. Providing a platform for students to engage in their own learning further 

enriches their self-determination skills and subsequently supports the development of self-

advocacy.  In fact, “self-advocacy has been identified as a critical component of overall self-

determination” (Hart & Brehm, 2013, p.46). One method of promoting student collaboration in 

their own learning is by developing self-awareness around their IEPs. “Collaborating on IEP 

development has the potential to create change in the way teachers teach and student learn” 

(Clark, 2000, p.56). In order to accomplish such collaboration, extensive training and support is 

required to all participating members as well as, the development of an effective model on 

collaborative IEP meetings. 

Collaboration between students and teachers serves a gateway towards practical and 

actionable inclusivity. The implications of collaborative practices support the growth of 
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academic and life skills of students and more significantly, will encourage all stakeholders to be 

accountable for their position in developing inclusive educational practices. By enriching the 

practices and policies surrounding IEP’s, demystifying the content of goals and objectives, and 

allowing students to take ownership of their own education even at a young age, can influence 

essential cognitive skills such as self-regulation, organization and planning.  

Demystification  
 

Often times, goals are set for students without much input or debrief with or from the 

student. Demystification is a vital component to the development of student progress and 

success. The process of demystification allows students to “put borders around their deficits and 

come to recognize that like everyone else they have strength and weaknesses” (Levin, 2002, 

p.283). Informed and collaborative practices can result in great strides for students to develop a 

sense of accountability for their learning. “If an assessment has been done, a child needs to learn 

about the findings and their implications” (Levine, 2002, p.283). Including students in the IEP 

process promotes student ownership and demystifies their weaknesses or areas of growth. 

Navigating deficits through the facilitation of a teacher or learning specialist has the potential to 

significantly alter a student’s perspective on their skills – directly influencing a positive growth 

mindset and can provide a safe space for students to take risks in their own learning. It further 

teaches students the importance of self-advocacy and self-determination. “Self-determined 

students […] are able to act as self-advocates. In their self-advocacy, student gradually assume a 

more proactive role and greater say in their IEP” (Hart & Brehm, 2013, p.40). 

Research Rationale for Studying These Issues  

Current research is focused on the advantages of having older students participate in their 

IEP meetings but further research is required to determine how this could occur at the elementary 
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level (Hart & Brehm, 2013).  The implications of such research would result in a metacognitive 

approach to building independent and accountable learners who would have an active role in 

collaborating with others to enhance their learning. 

It seems in many ways that teachers, parents and various stakeholders negotiate, 

challenge, sign off and pre-determine the needs of children based on a variety of measures. In my 

experience, students are often unaware or participate as secondary stakeholders to their own 

goals and objectives - this is a critical issue in special education. Collaborative practices can 

serve as the gateway to practical inclusive engagement. More significantly, the implications of 

collaborative practices will encourage every stakeholder in a student’s life, including the student, 

to be accountable for their position in the development of inclusive education. “Collaboration on 

IEP development has the potential to create change in the way teachers teach and students learn” 

(Clark, 2000, p.56). Educational enrichment comes from a cognitive understanding that students 

should always be at the core of educational practices and decision making as such, collaborative 

practices between students and teachers in relation to their personalized education goals and 

objectives ought to be explored and implemented.  

Personal Rationale for Studying These Issues  

 

Shortly after I began exploring the field of special education, I was confronted by 

increasingly diverse student populations which led me to question my understanding of being an 

educator. Despite all my pre-service training, I was still at a loss in my own practice. I felt ill-

equipped to support students and wondered how I was able to go through so many years of 

teaching with such a limited understanding of special education, particularly learning disabilities.  

At the time I made the transition into special education, I worked with a student who 

presented significant challenges in the area of reading and writing. I watched him struggle to 
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learn basic spelling rules and decode simple text – not for the lack of trying however. As his 

teacher, I simply did not know how to teach a student with dyslexia. As my frustration grew, I 

resorted to frantically researching strategies online and quickly discovered that in order for me to 

be able to support this student, I would have to learn and engage with my own practice at a 

deeper level. Eager to learn more, I signed up for Orton Gillingham training which led to my 

discovery of the fantastically chaotic world of special education.  

In my teaching practice, I have come to deeply appreciate practices that support the 

whole child. My experiences as a teacher have taught me the value of creating an environment 

that is safe, nurturing, and responsive. Teaching is not a business. Teaching is hard, emotional 

work. As White (2017) eloquently stated, “[t]he work we do as educators is human work. We 

bring our own humanity to our learning spaces and there, we meet human learning. Together, 

students and teachers can co-construct conversations and experiences that impact us well beyond 

our time together in the classroom” (p.12).  

Creating a sense of belonging in our schools begins by acknowledging that students are 

equal participants in conversations about leaning. As schools establish routines around Inclusive 

Education Plans, special thought should be given to authentic practice and purpose. Cultivating 

authenticity takes practice and mindfulness. It requires teachers to be reflective, responsive and 

meaningful in their practice and it requires administration to provide a space, time and 

exceptional leadership to facilitate such practices. 

In my experience, current IEP practices are isolating and disengaging. They are merely a 

document to represent a designation that has goals that may or may not be worked on throughout 

the year. Case managers are overwhelmed by the number of students placed on their caseloads, 

all with varying needs, challenges, and strengths. Teachers are left with managing a multitude of 
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variables that occur in classroom on any given day, trying to support each student the best way 

they know how. Many students do not even know their own goals, let alone what an IEP is. It is 

within these observations that I discovered that all of us (parents, teachers, learning support, 

students, administration) are within and without, frantically trying to negotiate time, resources 

and strategies that ultimately fall short of the student. Authenticity is pivotal to move forward 

and bring about a sense of engagement – and it all begins with the student. The absence of 

student voice during the development and implantation of IEP’s is reflected in the limited 

opportunities students have to voice their opinions on their own learning. 

Overview of the Study  

This project explores the IEP process with the intention of providing a framework that 

demystifies, simplifies and provides opportunities for collaboration. The Strong Five model 

intends to support reflective practices that students can take ownership of their learning and 

growth through a series of iterations or sprints inspired by agile design thinking. Adjusting the 

way in which we use an IEP to centre the student at its core provides opportunities for frequent 

collaboration, mastery of skills and the development of student ownership and self-efficacy 

bringing the student to the forefront of teaching and learning.  

Purpose of the Project 

Design thinking. Synthesizing information in a way that drives meaningful change is not 

a new concept in many fields such as software development and project management, much like 

the ideas of Universal Design of Learning were rooted from the concepts found in architecture. I 

propose that design thinking, with specific consideration to agility, can be significantly impactful 

in understanding how to evolve the IEP process to include student collaboration in a meaningful 

way. Design thinking can be defined as a “productive mix of analytical thinking and intuitive 
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thinking [… it is] a productive mix because you need both kinds of thinking if you’re going to 

analyze the past, project what you can from it, and create future that go beyond an extrapolation 

of the past” (Martin & Euchner, 2012, p. 10). Cohen and Mule (2019) wrote an article describing 

the mobilization of design thinking in a course taught in a girls’ boarding school in Kenya. 

Design thinking was used to provide the students with the opportunity to collaborate with 

faculty, peers and various stakeholders to develop parts of the school and curriculum. Design 

thinking was used to position “students as active constructors of knowledge, helping them 

reconceptualize the teacher-learner relationship” (Cohen & Mule, 2019, p. 31). Cohen and 

Mule’s course saw positive outcomes and when the students were asked if they found the design 

thinking paradigm helpful, all fifteen students responded in agreement although suggested that 

more explicit instruction be provided beforehand.  

Design thinking and the IEP. Using an agile design thinking process, the IEP would be 

written, executed and modified continuously to meet the student’s needs. Similar to a computing 

system where “regular updates are common, delivering incremental improvements that benefit 

the customer [the student and teacher] while giving the company [the student] feedback quickly” 

(Hassett and Burke, 2017, pg. 6). The idea of continuous feedback, check points and re-entry into 

the IEP’s goals and objectives, teachers, students and parents are informed of strategies and 

interventions that are positively supporting the student’s growth. Additionally, it provides 

opportunities for consistent collaboration with parents and students. More significantly, it 

provides opportunities for students to receive critical feedback to improve their own self-

determination skills.  

Agility. In software development and industries relating to project management, 

companies use agile methods such as SCRUM to manage projects. “These companies were 



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

8 

assembling small teams of highly capable people with the right skills, setting the vision for them 

to build the next generation product, giving them a budget and timeframe, and then getting out of 

the team’s way to let it do its thing” (Flewelling, 2018, p. 37). Agile processes use an 

incremental approach called sprints. Sprints are ‘time-boxed’ and run for between one to four 

weeks to ensure focus is maintained (Flewelling, 2018). Agile development emphasizes the 

importance of collaboration, ‘lean’ thinking whereby less time is spent on an overload of 

documentation, customers/stakeholders actively shaped the product and the acceptance of 

uncertainty in any development (Dingsøyr, Moe, Nerur & Balijepally, 2012). Agility in 

education is not far off, in fact in many ways educators already use agile methods in their 

classroom, progress monitoring being a prime example of such development. Table 1 – Agile 

Characteristics & The IEP, compares the ways in which characteristics of agile design thinking 

and the facilitation of developing and supporting a student and their IEP can be interwoven.  
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Table 1  

Agile Characteristics & The IEP  

Agile (Flewelling, 2018, p.38) IEP 

Built in instability – innovative approach to problem 

solving  

Finding evidence-based strategies to support student 

adaptations that are meaningful.  

Self-organizing project teams – autonomy to decide 

how they carried out the task of solving the problem 

Classroom teachers, Learning Resource Teachers, 

Parents, and Students have autonomy to voice their 

solutions.  

Overlapping development – build quickly and 

evolve with the project, fast feedback about what 

would work and wouldn’t work  

Continuous communication – modifying adaptions as 

they come up, quickly and effectively.  

Multi-learning – trial and error learning culture is 

fostered; the team is encouraged to diversity their 

skills to create team versatility (cross-pollination of 

skills)  

All team members play a critical role, learning is 

encouraged, collaboration is valued deeply (sharing 

of skills and knowledge) to best support student 

learning. 

Subtle control – management would check in with 

the team regularly to provide feedback rather than 

command and control  

Administration, district level staff limit command and 

control over stringent ‘legal’ nuances. This does not 

say that documentation should be disregarded rather 

places greater attention on the student needs first.  

Organizational transfer of learning – share 

knowledge with the wider organization and assist 

with growth of product  

Transition planning, building relationships with 

outside agencies to best support the student.  
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Summary of the Project  

 Research around student involvement in IEP’s is continuing to grow, however little 

research has been developed around elementary aged students. This project aims to support 

special and general education teachers in better understanding how to effectively involve 

students in their IEP process through a collaborative process using aspects of agile design 

thinking. 
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Chapter Two 

 

Literature Review  

 

This literature review will examine student-teacher collaboration in the IEP process using 

a variety of scholarly and legislative documents to establish a framework for better 

understanding student-teacher collaboration in the IEP process. First, we will look at an 

examination of the history of inclusionary practices and IEP’s. Next, this review will aim to 

reflect on current research on the topic of student-teacher collaboration in relation to the IEP 

process.  

The Individual Education Plan: Then and Now 

 

History. Early education practices often marginalized students with special needs. 

During this period of time students with exceptionalities were segregated from typically 

developing students through ‘pull out’ systems, whereby students with special needs were pulled 

out of their classroom settings to facilitate remediation and interventions (Jung, 2018). The issue, 

however, is that the pull-out model, “isn’t effective for the students who need supplemental 

instruction and intervention” (Jung, 2018, p.1). These educational practices began to face 

criticism in the early 1950s and 1960s when parents of students with exceptionalities lobbied 

against the marginalizing system of education, fighting for equitable rights for all children 

(Lupartrong & Porath, 2009). The push for a more accessible teaching influenced the shift 

towards inclusive learning.  

 This new ideology reflected a shift in educational thinking and pedagogy. The 

inclusionary ideology brought change in policy and practice as well as, brought much needed 

social awareness and a platform for students of all needs to have voice in their education. The 

use of “inclusive ideology as a counter hegemonic discourse can create a different reality, an 
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alternative public space, one in which formerly excluded students can be repositioned as valued 

members of the mainstream” (Fitch, 2003, p. 249).  While inclusionary practices “promoted 

many positive changes, the issue of diversity is complex and challenging because of the very 

nature of our diverse population […] the more diverse a population grows, the less agreement 

there is about shared values” (Lupart & Porath, p.5). These complexities still exist in teaching 

today and continue to pose a challenge to educators, policy makers and advocacy groups that 

work with and for students with exceptionalities.  

The IEP. The Ministry of Education in British Columbia defines an IEP as “a 

documented plan developed for a student with special needs that summarizes and records the 

individualization of a student’s education program” (2009, p.5).  

 The British Columbia Ministry of Education states that “the IEP document and 

implementation intention is to protect and support accommodations for students with special 

learning needs during the transition to the inclusive classroom” (McDonnell, 2014, p. 27). The 

development of an IEP is typically done by a school-based team including general education 

teachers, special education teachers, and parents to develop a customizable plan of action for 

accommodations in educational instruction. The IEP is a “summary of specific outcomes and 

performance objectives that have the highest priority for the students learning during the school 

year, with concrete plans as to how these goals can be reached” (Koskie, 2006, p.4).  

Issues with the IEP process. The IEP process is certainly not left unscathed in both 

practice and policy. Research indicates that “a significant lag remains in the degree to which self-

determination endeavors have been extended to and are reflected in the context of students daily, 

lived IEP experiences, within inclusive classrooms at the elementary level” (Hart & Brehm, 

2013, p. 41). These lived experiences influence the student’s ability to understand their strengths 
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and weaknesses, the ability to use strategies to assist in areas of need and their educational right 

to self-advocate for accommodations. While legislative policies encourage students to attend 

their IEP meetings, key stakeholders in the student’s life including teachers and parents fail to 

facilitate meaningful involvement in the IEP process (Cavendish & Connor, 2018). Sustaining 

and developing authentic inclusion (a term coined by Judy L. Lupart) requires the active 

participation of all stakeholders in a student’s life – including the student. The indication of lack 

of active student participation, particularly at the elementary level, impedes the ability for 

students to learn key self-advocacy skills and an authentic understanding of individual learning 

styles. Wehmeyer and Palmer (2000) identified that children, even at a young age, can learn and 

implement basic civil rights, how to communicate one’s message effectively, implement and 

evaluate solutions to problems, as well as, set simple goals with the assistance of a teacher. The 

collaborative practice of students and teachers in setting goals, identifying objectives, and 

tracking growth is the gateway to supporting authentic inclusion in a diverse classroom setting.  

The IEP process typically has four stages: planning, drafting, meeting to revise and 

finalize the draft, and implementing the program; however, “when involving students, an 

additional stage must be added at the beginning of the process to provide students with the 

necessary background knowledge and rationale to facilitate their active and meaningful 

participation” (Konrad, 2008, p.236). To support the addition of a preliminary stage, teachers 

must be confident in their abilities to teach students the skills they will need to meaningfully 

participate in their IEP meetings. In a study conducted by Scott (2010), it was found that “high 

school special education teachers’ self-efficacy improved as they spent more time working with 

students to lead their IEP meetings, when they received training on teaching students to lead their 

IEP meetings, and when they had support from their administrator” (Scott, 2010, p. 107). The 
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higher the level of self-efficacy felt by teachers increased the likelihood of involving students in 

their IEP process. Scott identifies the deeply rooted social impact of teachers who show low 

levels of self-efficacy for students who “must acquire these IEP meeting skills to become self-

advocates, leaders, and self-determined individuals” (Scott, 2010, p. 109).  

Student-Teacher Collaboration. Research has demonstrated that when students take the 

lead on their IEP’s and teachers act as facilitators, students were better able to discuss their 

exceptionality, their rights to accommodations and gained the ability to self-advocate for their 

needs (Mason, Kovac, & Johnson, 2004). Under the umbrella of the constructivist theory for 

example, the teacher’s role is not one of the scribe, but rather, the facilitator. As the role of the 

educator shifts, so does the paradigm of teaching. With the changes in the new curriculum in 

British Columbia, educators are being asked to support the growth of not only content areas but 

competencies as well. These competencies are linked to a deeper understanding of learning 

involving questioning, inquiring and various metacognitive practices. These competencies allow 

room for individualized learning, strategy development and differentiation which ultimately 

reflect the use of inquiry. As such a constructivist framework in delivering content and 

competencies to a diverse classroom setting can be viewed as advantageous to the learning of all 

students. 

Research has revealed that “a constructivist approach has not only been found to be 

effective in improving test scores, but also overall participation and retention of the material” 

(Mvududu & Thiel-Burgess, 2012, p.111). The constructivist approach has three main 

implications for teaching as described by Mvududu and Thiel-Burgess: the teacher must take the 

role of facilitator or guide, teachers cannot assume that all students have the same prior 
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knowledge, and teachers must provide an engaging and interactive environment for learning and 

the demonstration of learning (Mvududu & Thiel-Burgess, 2012).  

Current Research  

 

Student involvement in their IEP has inspired many scholars to research the benefits and 

gaps in collaborative teaching practices. While there are many students who have IEP’s, some 

research has found that very few of them are actually actively involved in the process (Martin, 

Van Dycke, Christensen, Greene, Gardner, & Lovett, 2006). Wagner, Newman, Cameto, Javitz 

and Valdes (2012) conducted two longitudinal studies to examine a variety of participatory 

factors of IEP involvement including student attendance and roles. Wagner et al. found that 

“research suggest that students are increasingly attending IEP and transition planning 

meetings…but that without direct instruction regarding meeting purposes and procedure they 

participate relatively little” (2012, p.141).  

Martin et al. (2006) used a program entitled the Self-Directed IEP to research the 

effectiveness of such interventions to increase student involvement. The authors found that this 

type of intervention was successful in increasing student participation and called for further 

research in this area of special education. Furthermore, Barnard-Bark and Lechtenberger (2010) 

conducted research to examine the implications of student participation in overall academic 

achievement. Here, they found that there was a positive correlation between student participation 

and overall academic achievement. Finally, Mason, Field and Shlomo Sawilowky (2004) 

produced a research survey resulting in findings that suggested that teachers supported student 

participation in their IEP’s; however, limited resources and training were provided. These three 

studies indicate a gap in the area of student participation in IEP processes that can be identified 

as a significant issue in special education practices today.  
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Martin et al.’s (2006) examined the use of the Self-Directed Individualized Education 

Plan (IEP) program (Martin, Marshall, Maxson, & Jerman, 1997) to teach students how to be 

actively involved in IEP meetings. Seven hundred sixty-four IEP team members from 130 

middle and high school transition IEP meetings participated in this study. Using a pre/post-test 

control and intervention design, Martin et al. (2006) randomized the assignment of students to 

either a control or intervention condition. Martin et al. found that the Self-Directed IEP 

intervention was significantly successful in areas of leadership, voice, perception, and overall 

attendance. However, there was a lack in examination of students of different cultural and 

linguistic backgrounds. Furthermore, teacher expectations differed across the board, with some 

teachers expecting full participation and others expecting limited participation. Martin et al. did 

not systematically measure teacher expectations to student performance. The authors suggested 

that future research further examine the role of teacher expectations in correlation with the level 

of student involvement. Martin et al. recommended that due to the evidence presented by their 

research and other bodies of work, that student participation in IEP meetings should begin as 

early as the upper elementary years.  

Arndt, Konrad, and Test (2006) also found similar results in their study of the 

effectiveness of the Self-Directed IEP. The interventions used in this study resulted in “students 

[acquiring] the necessary self-determination skills to advocate for themselves and actively 

participated during the IEP planning meeting” (Arndt et al., 2006, p. 206). While the focus of 

this student was primarily high school students, it contributed to the understanding that 

interventions such the Self-Directed IEP are proven to be valuable in facilitating student 

participation. 
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 Barnard-Bark and Lechtenberger (2010) focused primarily on student participation in 

their IEP’s in correlation to “academic achievement across time using a nationally representative 

sample of elementary school aged children with disabilities” (p.344). Using structural latent 

growth models, the authors examined the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study 

(SEELS) to measure student IEP participation as well as, a revised research edition of the 

Woodcock-Johnson 3 to measure academic achievement over three time points that were then 

analyzed. Barnard-Bark and Lechtenberger established that “student participation in the IEP 

process is not only associated with those less measurable or more qualitative constructs such as 

self-determination skills but actually translates into a significant association with better academic 

achievement” (2010, p.346). The study however was only conducted across one year and would 

have benefited from a more substantial time frame to determine the long-term impact of student 

involvement. Nevertheless, the implication of this research study provided evidence to support 

student participation in the IEP process as associated with positive outcomes across time. Further 

research is still required on instructing students on skills of self-determination with particular 

emphasis of professional development for educators.  

Using an online survey Mason, Field, and Sawilowky (2004) explored the classroom 

practices and teacher perceptions in involving students in their IEP process and self-

determination. The survey resulted in 523 responses and included a variety of question types 

including open ended, Likert rankings and checking all applicable boxes. The resulting 

correlations were made using the Spearman Brown prophecy formula. The findings of the study 

indicated that while there was high value placed on student involvement and self-determination 

in the IEP process, “instruction regarding self-determination tended to be unsystematic and 

informal and that districtwide leadership was rare” (Mason, Field, Sawilowky, 2004, p.447). This 
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study addressed the issue that teachers would benefit from additional training, leadership and 

information in order to support student involvement in the IEP process. The findings 

demonstrated the importance of future research addressing the impact of the systematic 

implementation of self-determination activities in schools across grade levels within districts. 

The authors also call for more longitudinal research in the area of student involvement in the IEP 

process at early ages and showed the limited formalized practice of inclusion in student 

participation. Further research is required to better understand the discrepancy between 

administrators and teacher’s perception of student involvement in the IEP process. 

Understanding how elementary students can meaningfully participate in their IEP 

meetings can be found in the building blocks of problem solving and goal setting. Palmer and 

Wehmeyer (2003), conducted a study using the Self-Determined Model of Instruction (SDMI) to 

establish goal setting in elementary aged students. The SDMI is based on theoretical work in 

self-determination and “provides a vehicle by which teacher of young children with disabilities 

can promote the acquisition and development of the skills that form the foundation for the 

development of self-determination” (Palmer & Wehmeyer, 2003, p. 115). The results of this 

study found that “students as young as 5 years of age can set goals and work through the model 

with the assistance and support of their teachers” (Palmer & Wehmeyer, 2003, p. 124). Evident 

in this study is the direct affect elementary student involvement can have on accountable 

learning, goal setting and even goal evaluation.  

Similarly, Hammer (2004) analyzed student participation in IEP meetings using the Self 

Advocacy Strategy with three middle school special education students. Hammer used a five step 

self-advocacy strategy entitled IPARS. The first step, is a gathering of inventory or a learning 

profile (e.g. a student’s strengths, weaknesses, goals etc..). The second step is where the student 
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provides this information in the IEP meeting. The third step is to ask questions and the fourth 

step is to respond to questions. Finally, the student will summarize their IEP goals. It was found 

that through the implementation of the IPARS self-advocacy strategy, the three students were 

“more involved with writing goals and participating in their own IEP conferences” (Hammer, 

2004, p. 299). As Hammer suggested, direct instruction in how to participate in IEP meetings can 

benefit students in understanding how to meaningfully contribute to their IEP process. Hammer 

suggests that limiting the number of skills listed on the inventory, providing more space for 

written responses, and using teacher led directed instruction are methods of modifying IPARS 

for lower grades.  

A shift in thinking. Traditional IEP’s have often resulted in limited to no student 

participation as well as an overall dissatisfaction by parents (Geltner & Leibforth, 2008, p.163). 

Traditional conferences exclude the student, focuses primarily on the teachers’ goals for the 

student, and often emphasizes the child’s deficits rather than strengths (Conderman, Ikan, & 

Hatcher, 2000, p.23). “When present levels academic performance statements and IEP goals are 

written in a deficit-oriented manner, special educators miss opportunities to see beyond the 

limitation and challenges that their students may face, and instead, overly focus on the 

shortcomings of the student” (Elder, Rood and Damiani, 2018, p.117).  

To shift the way teachers, perceive and implement IEP meetings, Weishaar (2010) 

suggests using strength-based planning into the IEP process, instilling “an attitude of fairness, a 

partnership between teachers and parents, and a perspective on how people and relationships are 

viewed by the school” (Weishaar, 2010, p.208). By preparing, presenting, and documenting 

through a strength-based profile parents and teachers can be well prepared and well informed 

throughout the entire process of developing and renewing an IEP. Incorporating strength-based 
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planning into the IEP process can have positive impacts on building strong relationships between 

schools and families. Ideally, such planning ought to also involve students in better 

understanding how they can use their strengths to support areas of weakness.   

One way to involve students within the framework of strength-based planning is to 

facilitate IEP meetings through the lens of student conferences. Student led conferences can 

provide an ‘authentic portfolio’ a phrase used by Conderman et al. to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of developing a dynamic portfolio to communicate a student’s strengths and areas 

of growth. By developing these working authentic portfolios “promote communication between 

the general and special educator, demystify assessment language, and focus on the process of 

instruction” (Conderman et al. 2000, p. 23). In doing so, teachers can effectively bridge the gap 

between parents, students and school. Teachers, as facilitators, will be able to emphasize 

authentic portfolios developed around the voice of the student.  

 Similarly, Keyes and Owens-Johnson (2003) found that using a person-centred approach 

(PCP) to develop collaboration and set meaningful full goals to be highly effective. Keyes and 

Owens-Johnson highlight that there needs to be a shift in focus from traditional ‘institution 

centred planning’ to ‘person-centred planning.’ Institution centred planning is characterized by 

its focus on adult participant with specific goals aimed at satisfying paperwork requirements. 

Person’s centered planning, on the other hand, is characterized as a reflective and creative 

process, focuses on an individual’s strengths and features collaboration among all participants.  

 Student collaboration in their IEP has also benefited from the changing landscape of 

inclusive education in British Columbia. Recent shifts to curriculum have emphasized the 

importance of teaching to diversity by providing equitable opportunities to all learners. During 

the inclusive education summit held in 2017, discussion around restoring inclusive practices in 
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British Columbia’s school took place. Here, focus was given to teaching to diversity within the 

new curriculum. “BC’s new curriculum revolves [standard lessons and outcomes], providing 

students with intellectual disabilities an entry point into the curriculum they’ve never had before” 

(Inclusive Education Summit, 2017, p. 7). By infusing models or frameworks like teaching to 

diversity in the context of the new curriculum, students are being provided with more 

opportunities to grow as self-regulated, independent learners. The IEP is a critical component to 

this shift, and as British Columbia moves forward in aligning policy and practice, educators are 

called to action to begin considerations on how to adopt inclusive practices. This can begin by 

taking active roles in professional development opportunities or opening doors to collaborating, 

sharing and celebrating teaching experiences with other colleagues. 

Conclusion  

These studies indicate that there is not only great value in involving students in their IEP 

processes in terms of academic growth but it also paves way for students to build essential self-

determination skills. Future research can be conducted on methods, interventions and 

implications of supporting teachers in developing instructional units on student involvement in 

the IEP process – from teacher training to professional development. Furthermore, research 

around administrative and policy developments can be conducted to analyze the benefits of 

making student involvement in their IEP process a part of their core academic and social and 

emotional development curricula. 
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Chapter Three 

 

Project Overview  

 

This project is created to provide an authentic, student centred model used to promote 

student participation in their IEP’s. The goal is to build a community of progressive, forward-

thinking educators to challenge, re-examine, and adopt IEP’s that work for the student. This 

workshop aims to provide an opportunity, based on current research and evidence, to reflect on 

our current IEP practices, and engage in meaningful discussions around the evolution of what an 

IEP can mean to students. This chapter will outline the purpose of the project, its goals, 

knowledge transfer, as well as the rationale and supporting research of a workshop design. 

Lastly, a breakdown of the project will be provided along with relevant research and descriptions 

of each step of the Strong Five model.  

Project Description: Purpose, Goals, and Transfer of Knowledge  

Purpose. The purpose of this project is to enrich the quality and efficiency of inclusive 

practices in education with specific focus on Inclusive Education Plans. Current research 

suggests that students are seldom involved in their IEP. This project proposes that student should 

be involved in their IEP’s even at a young age. It is imperative that educational faculties support 

the development of language, reasoning and executive functioning skills required to build self-

determination skills, especially for students with an IEP. The rationale behind such involvement 

is to provide students, at an early age, with the tools required to build independence and skills to 

develop self-advocacy beyond elementary and high school years. Using the functionality of an 

agile model to harness student growth can provide a truly responsive IEP. Furthermore, students 

will better understand the supports that are in place, whether it be environmental or otherwise to 

better ask for assistance when required. Ultimately, the proposed model challenges perceptions 



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

23 

of an IEP by moving away from a document for the parent and teacher to a document for the 

student with the facilitation of parents and teachers.  

Transfer of Knowledge. Educators are powerful advocates for students. As advocates, 

we strive to build meaningful connections with our students to help each and every one of them 

reach to their highest potential. I have always found great success in simplifying my practice by 

developing open communication, building trust with my students and inspiring students to take 

ownership of their learning. The Strong Five Model is based on these practices of 

communication, trust and ownership to supporting the development of student learning and 

growth. Using a workshop to transfer knowledge promotes similar practices by creating 

professional learning communities to communicate, build trust in the research and evidence, and 

empower educators to take ownership of challenging current IEP practices to advocate for 

student voice and participation. Professional learning communities as defined by the Ontario 

Ministry of Education (2005) refers to:  

a way of operating that emphasizes the importance of nurturing and celebrating work of each 

individual staff person and supporting the collective engagement of staff in such activities as 

the development of a shared vision of schooling and learning, capacity building, problem 

identification, learning and problem resolution. It is an environment in which staff can learn 

continuously and continually increase their ability to create the environment they desire. A 

professional learning community is exemplified by collaborative work that is grounded in 

reflective dialogue, in which staff have conversations about students, teaching, and learning, 

identifying related issues and problems and debating strategies that could bring about real 

change in the organizational culture (p.53).  
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This workshop intends to facilitate such a community to identify current issues with the IEP and 

move forward collaboratively in having conversations, providing strategies (such as Strong Five) 

and bring about change, whatever that may look like for each individual teacher, to fruition.  

Goals. There are three goals that this project aims to accomplish:  

1. To provide an opportunity for educators to revisit IEP practices.  

2. To share the history, evidence and current research of best practices.  

3. To provide a model that inspires educators to re-examine student participation in IEP’s to 

promote a more meaningful, collaborative practice with students.  

Support for the Project 

Rationale. Support for student involvement in their learning has overwhelmingly proven 

to be positive. Currently, the educational climate is changing and there is recognition that IEP 

practices are outdated and need to be re-examined to serve our growing and diverse student 

populations. In order to develop momentum and create positive change we must create spaces 

where teachers can learn and professionally develop their sills, re-engage with new research and 

evidence-based practices, and collaborate with one another, as well as with outside agencies. 

These discussions, workshops, presentations of new ideas invigorate learning communities to 

enrich their own practices and challenge traditional thinking to influence policy to better 

teaching practices. These steps are necessary to construct authentic inclusion. In a study 

conducted by Orit Avidov-Unger (2016) it was found that “professional development is 

significant not only for increasing teachers’ pedagogical knowledge but, also for enabling 

teachers to engage in the construction of their professional identity” (p.665). In the context of 

this project, the aim is to generate teacher communities that are collaborative. Similar to that of a 

responsive classroom approach whereby a community of teachers is developed to support one 
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another and encourage and foster collaborative practice (Sawyer & Rimm-Kaufman, 2007, 

p.212). “The ultimate goal of teacher collaboration is to create a base of pedagogical knowledge 

that is distributed among teachers within a school as opposed to being held by individual 

teachers” (Sawyer & Rimm-Kaufman, 2007, p.213). Through this workshop teachers will be able 

to identify their pedagogical attitudes towards student collaboration through the information 

presented founded in research. As teachers bridge a better understanding of history and research 

they will be equipped to facilitate change within the system among each other as colleagues as 

well as, other agencies (i.e. administration, districts, ministries).  

Project design.  This project is designed as a workshop for educators to revisit current 

IEP practices based on information from historical policies and practices to current research. 

Additionally, a new model – Strong Five is introduced to help illustrate the merging of agile 

design thinking with the IEP process. The intent of the Strong Five model is to reconstruct the 

current IEP process to fundamentally place the student at the centre of their learning. The model 

uses elements of agile design thinking to ensure that goals and objectives are frequently being 

discussed and re-examined so that students are actively progressing in their learning. The model 

comprises of five critical steps that are intended to meet the overarching documentation of the 

IEP but more importantly, serve the student as a document that is created by the student, for the 

student. The model in itself is a form of advocacy for student voice garnered by the facilitation of 

classroom teachers, special education teachers/resource teachers and parents.  

Step one. The first step of the Strong Five Model has two objectives: first to fulfill the 

documentation requirements of an IEP and second to gather data and information on the whole 

child. All districts use a platform or form as a system to develop an IEP for students with an 

identification. These forms usually consist of a variety of information including:  
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 The goals or outcomes set for that student for the school year where they are different 

from the learning outcomes set out in an applicable education program guide; or 

 A list of support services required to achieve goals established for the student; or 

 A list of the adaptations to educational materials, instructional strategies or assessment 

methods.  

 The present levels of educational performance of the student 

 The setting where educational program is to be provided  

 The names of personnel who will be providing the educational program and support 

services for the student during the school year 

 The period of time and process for review of the IEP 

 Evidence of evaluation or review, which could include revisions made to the plan and the 

tracking of achievement in relation to goals 

 Plans for the next transition point in the student’s education and linkages to Graduation 

Portfolio during Grades 10-12 (Ministry of Education, 2016, p. 17).  

Generally, a “case manager is appointed to co-ordinate development, documentation, and 

implementation of the student’s IEP” (Ministry of Education, 2016, p.18). The problem with 

such a document/form is that students rarely have the opportunity to read the information 

presented and if students do have the opportunity, the language is confusing, stringent, and lacks 

meaning for the student.  Nevertheless, it seems a necessary precaution to hold individuals 

accountable for student learning and growth.  

 With recent changes to British Columbia’s curriculum, a shift in thinking about these 

forms and/or documents has taken anew. Individuals such as Shelly Moore, a teacher and 

researcher, provides a creative and inclusive ways to align IEP’s to the new curriculum through 
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several professional development seminars and her online blog. Moore (2020) illustrates this 

alignment by placing student agency at the centre of the IEP (slide 3):  

 

 

 

 

 

 

This approach to aligning IEP goals to the new curriculum is a formidable way of considering 

the whole child – focusing on a student’s strengths rather than their deficits. Taking this into 

account, the development of an IEP at this step of the model should reflect similar values; 

mainly, placing student agency at the heart of document and aligning their strengths with place, 

assessment and support.  

Step two. Set a goal. Over the past few years, educators and scholars alike have been 

questioning the value of S.M.A.R.T (specific, measurable, attainable, time based) goals. 

Researchers have found that “many IEP goals fall short in terms of individualization, provision 

of sufficient details, alignment with students present levels of performance or high expectations” 

(Hedin & DeSpain, 2018, p.101). Discussions around re-defining S.M.A.R.T goals to better 

serve the student have actively been renegotiated in many districts around British Columbia. 

Shelly Moore, for instance, has worked diligently to explore and implement IEP’s that are 

redefined using S.M.A.R.T goals that put student agency at the centre or learning and teaching. 

These goals are strength based, meaningful, authentic, responsive, and triangulated (Moore, 

2019). By using the re-defined S.M.A.R.T goal, we are shifted to a person-place model whereby 
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barriers in the environment are identified and removed so that support and strategies are taught to 

all learners (Moore, 2019, slide 21). Using an ‘I can’ statement places the goal within the 

students’ scope and understanding. It is imperative that the language be student centred and can 

be understood by the student the goal is intended for.  

Step three. Set an objective. Objectives are steps created to determine how an individual 

can reach their goal. One of the main components of the Strong Five model is the ability to use 

language in a meaningful student-centred way. Objectives are an opportunity to tie together 

metacognitive thinking and student-centred language to build a shared understanding of how to 

reach a goal. Common language can facilitate the creation of pathways for students to visualize 

their end goal. What does my goal look like in practice? What do I need to achieve my goal? 

Who will help me along the way? Bringing metacognition forward assists in developing this 

language and “become aware of their own thought processes, plan and monitor their own 

learning, asses their own progress, and evaluate the products of their efforts” (Benton, 2014, p. 

10). By taking the time to converse with our students about their own learning students are better 

able to self-regulate their learning needs (Chatzipanteli, Grammatikopoulos & Gregoriadis, 2014, 

1227). Metacognitive actions “result in development of progressively greater degrees of self-

awareness and self-regulation. It shows, that practicing metacognition leads to learner 

independence and lifelong learning” (Benton, 2014, p.10).  

Step four: Be agile. The Ministry of Education describes the development of an 

Individual Education Plan as a five-phase process “which is continuous and flexible, rather than 

a series of five separate and discontinuous phases” (2016, p.12). The current IEP process reflects 

that of a waterfall model. Like a waterfall, it is sequential, flowing downstream. The waterfall 
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method lacks flexibility and makes big assumptions that do not change as a student progresses. 

Like a waterfall, it’s hard to go back to the top.  

While the waterfall model has some benefits, it does not allow for frequent and iterative 

check points to adjust and adapt to changes that may occur along the way. For example, when a 

student’s IEP is developed the goals are set often for an entire year with three check points at the 

beginning, middle, and the end of the year. Even as a continuous and flexible process, three 

checkpoints leave weeks, even months, between each assessment where students are not 

receiving adequate support, feedback, and/or accommodations to successfully meet or work 

towards their goals and objectives. Often times this results in goals being carried year after year 

with little progress. Further, it does not allow case managers, teachers, parents or the student 

chances to actively engage in targeting strategies that work for the student. Agility on the other 

hand, focuses on iterative delivery that is collaborative by nature, it “welcomes change and 

provides a framework that manages that change through the use of iterative and incremental 

development with regular customer feedback, reviews, and retrospective analysis” (Sliger, 2008, 

para.18). The key to agility is in the context of regular feedback, reviews, and reflection. These 

three characteristics shift the current practices of linear processes of developing an IEP to one 

that is cyclical, adaptable and reflective. To be agile is to run sprints or cycles of preforming, 

monitoring and communicating with a minimum of one to three-week frequencies.  

 Assessment practices are equally important in an agile learning environment. Hessler and 

Konrad (2008) explored the use of curriculum-based measurement (CBM) to assess and create 

IEP goals that facilitates immediate instructional adjustments. The effectiveness of CBM is 

dependent on the frequency of assessment, from a minimum of every six weeks to weekly 

assessments. Assessment and progress monitoring are a “vital components of an IEP and 
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essential to evaluating the appropriateness of a child’s program” (Etscheidt, 2006, p.60). 

“Decades of studies in the cognitive sciences show that the interval between learning 

opportunities affects not only what is learned but how well it can be used and generalized into 

new contexts” (Hauser, 2017, p. 421). Additionally, in a literature review study Alma Harris 

found that “research has consistently demonstrated that teachers achieved higher learning 

outcomes from pupils using such approaches [e.g. continuous feedback] in the classroom” 

(Harris, 1998, p. 172). As students learn to navigate their own learning, teachers can assist by 

providing meaningful feedback that is both continuous and visible through student centered 

rubrics and child friendly language. The more opportunities to practice a skill, the more a student 

will be able to demonstrate growth in any particular area. In order to best serve a student’s 

growth within a goal, assessment and feedback must take place frequently and with purpose.  

Step five: Be responsive. Responding to elements of a student’s learning journey that 

influences their successful achievement of goals is imperative to driving forward meaningful 

IEP’s and building student self-efficacy. When responding, teachers are facilitating student 

growth by modelling new strategies and building on student strengths. When responding, 

students are receiving feedback on their learning that is both authentic and meaningful through 

assessment, portfolio’s and discussion. “Teachers facilitate learning by providing students with 

important feedback on their learning process and by helping identify learning problems” 

(Guskey, 2003, p.8). Guskey (2003) uses a sports analogy to illustrate the process of responsive 

feedback whereby a coach would explain specific strategies for improvement, and the athlete 

would try again. The coach then re-watches and ensures that any problems are corrected, as they 

watch, the coach may stop the performance to correct or refine strategies and techniques along 

the way – a process called corrective instruction. “If a student makes a mistake, the teacher stops 
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and point out the mistake. The teacher then explains that concept in a different way. Finally, the 

teacher asks another question or poses a similar problem to ensure the student’s understanding 

before going on” (Guskey, 2003, p. 7). During this phase of the Strong Five model, teachers can 

provide corrective instruction by clarifying strategies or shifting to new strategies that respond to 

the students’ needs at that given time.  

Conclusion  

 The Strong Five model consists of five steps: pre-assessment and data gathering, defining 

goals, defining objectives, agile sprints and responding. Each of these steps is intended to 

promote collaboration between educators, parents and most importantly, students. Using a 

workshop to transfer knowledge, teachers will have the opportunity to discuss, reflect and 

consider new models for facilitating Inclusive Education Plans in the context of inclusion and 

teaching to diversity. 
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Chapter Four 

Reflection  

Summary   

Research has overwhelmingly demonstrated that there are many positive outcomes in 

student participation in IEP’s. Evident throughout literature, is the call for more research to 

demonstrate the effectiveness of student participation, even at a young age. Educators continue 

to be a pivotal voice in advocating for students and hold the privilege of speaking out for our 

students. It must not be taken lightly, therefore, our role as teachers, as parents or as external 

community agencies the magnitude of our voice for the benefit of developing resilient, 

thoughtful and skilled learners. It is not within the quantity of content or knowledge they attain 

on subjects that students succeed, rather the skills they inherit as part of their learning journey. 

Throughout the course of history, students have been isolated from their own IEP’s. All the 

while, educational institutions, policies, and practices call for inclusion. Currently, “the biggest 

challenge is for systems to align their efforts so that they are consistent with the goal of authentic 

inclusion. This means that the government departments or ministries of education, teacher 

preparation programs, school boards, teacher union, and advocacy groups all need to review their 

policies and practices” (Lupart, 2009, p.22). One way for us (educators, administrators, parents, 

etc.) to begin to engage with inclusion authentically is to promote student participation and 

awareness of their IEP’s. The goal for this applied project is to demonstrate that student 

participation is a function of teaching to diversity. Aligning inclusive practices with agility by 

being adaptable and responsive along with new models of IEP’s puts students at the forefront of 

their learning. Such a shift in thinking takes time, and is not without its challenges and 

limitations; however, educators can take small steps to make meaningful change.  
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Reflection 

We often make the mistake that students need to be sheltered from their own learning. 

However, by not allowing students to learn about learning styles, metacognition, goal setting, 

executive functions, social and emotional development, we limit their ability to achieve great 

potential. The complexities of inclusivity will continue to be a topic of great debate over the 

course of educational policy and practice for years to come. What enriches my passion and 

curiosity about the future of education is that we are having open conversations about these 

complexities. We are connecting with each other and our students in a meaningful way, 

attempting to right our wrongs, adapting, and moving forward. There are many components of 

education that can make one feel pessimistic and uncertain, however, with open dialogue, 

collaboration and continued lifelong learning we continue pave a path forward to a better 

inclusive system.   

Limitations  

As research evolves and new practices emerge, there is potential for my project to be 

influenced by changing topics and ideas. This project is further limited by the small number of 

research samples on the topic of including students in their IEP’s at the elementary level. 

However, with the research presented, there is ample agreement that students benefit from being 

active members in their learning. Further, the capacity of the workshop is limited to the scope of 

the topic. There are many big ideas covered throughout the course of this project that can be 

further discussed and explored to enrich the understanding of such a complex shift. It would be 

hopeful for others to pursue creating, revising and nurturing instruments of inclusivity such as 

the Strong Five model to work for each individual student.  
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Moreover, the collaboration between educational stakeholders is paramount in supporting a 

collaborative partnership model such as Strong Five. The key players of a such a model would 

require leadership among our school to support such a vision of inclusivity. Research has 

demonstrated that, “teamwork, mutual goals, teacher empowerment, and principal[s] as 

facilitator[s] emerged as highly significant for successful school inclusion” (Smith & Leonard, 

2005, p.269).  School leadership invariably plays a critical role in promoting equitable practices 

within a school community. Literature on collaborative leadership focuses on four action items: 

sense making, empowerment, conflict, and commitment and effectiveness (Coleman, 2011, p. 

300). The journey towards collaborate leadership begins with what is referred to as authentic 

leadership that “emphasizes the need for leaders to consistently demonstrate transparency 

between their values and actions” (Coleman, 2011, p. 304). In an interpretive study involving 

teachers in 45 schools, teachers expressed that administrators often did not provide collaborative 

time nor was it valued within the school and stated that, “administrator support for collaborative 

practice was ‘very little’ or ‘does not exist’” (Leonard & Leonard, 2003, p. 5). The implications 

of leadership undervaluing the importance of collaborative teaching beyond staff meetings, is 

undeniably harmful to the ethos of educational growth thus, is marked as a significant critical 

issue in education today. Authentic, active leadership should value resources to promote an open 

dialogue between grade levels and community members, encourage deeper thinking, and most 

importantly ignite a continued passion for examining best practices for students. The role and 

responsibility of school leadership is to build bridges, open communication and facilitate change. 

“Existing literature offers little insight into the precise nature of leadership practice required to 

achieve [authentic leadership]” (Coleman, 2011, p. 305). Therefore, it would be appropriate that 

future research focus on identifying proactive leadership practices to support a collaborative 
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model. The implications of this research will support leadership teams in honing in their skills to 

support their teachers and wider school communities in collaborative practices.  

Implications for Future Research  

Convincingly, studies have proved that collaboration is meaningful and can drive 

significant change within the politics of education. However, collaborative initiatives continue to 

require much more attention in not only its benefits and intent rather, the creation of models that 

can be replicated and justified through evidentiary research. Researchers can explore variations 

of successful collaborative practices that have been put into practice by different demographics 

and weigh the outcomes to reach the optimal point of success. Research can also further explore 

explicit challenges that face stakeholders and the implications that may have on furthering the 

nations educational agenda.  

In keeping in line with current research, we can anticipate that research findings will 

suggest that collaborative models serve the interest of every student in a pro-active and mutually 

beneficial way. Through developing the understanding of how each stakeholder perceives 

collaboration and its suggested templates, researches can synthesize studies to develop models of 

how to implement successful collaboration among stakeholders. Collaboration is a fundamental 

critical issue in education as it serves as the gateway to practical inclusive engagement. More 

significantly, the implications of collaborative practices will encourage each and every 

stakeholder to be accountable for their position in the development of inclusive education. 

Educational enrichment comes from a cognitive understanding that students should always be at 

the heart of educational practices and decision making as such, a collaborative partnership model 

will support the continued evolution of inclusive education in classrooms across the nation. 
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Conclusion 

Ultimately, “no growth plan or IEP is meaningful if it does not honor the strengths, voice, 

and priorities of the student” (Jung, 2018, p.20). This project aims to inspire educators to re-

examine student participation in education, with specific focus on participation in Inclusive 

Education Plans. Research has demonstrated that student participation supports positive student 

growth. Combining collaborative and agile design thinking, along with the current discussion 

around inclusivity in school settings, educators have a powerful role in advocating for student 

voice. Attacking inclusion using our own metacognition, as self-reflective and self-aware 

learners, we as educators can strive for purposeful IEP’s that place the student at its core.  
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Appendix A 

 

 

Notes:  

 

Presenter: Introduce [yourself + background] and introduce the workshop topic: Integrating 

Agility in the Inclusive Education Plan.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

45 

Notes:  

 

Presenter:  

- Review the shape of the day briefly (a more specific overview will follow)  
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Notes:  

 

Provide an overview of some of the questions that will be addressed. Explain the purpose of this 

project: 
 

- In my teaching practice, I have come to deeply appreciate practices that support the whole child. My 

experiences as a teacher have taught me the value of creating an environment that is safe, nurturing 

and responsive. Creating a sense of belonging in our schools begins by acknowledging that students 

are equal participants in conversations about learning. As schools establish routines around IEP’s, 

special thought needs to be given to student involvement.  

 

- In my experience, current IEP practices are isolating and disengaging. They are merely a document to 

represent a designation that has goals that may or may not be worked on throughout the year. Case 

managers are overwhelmed by the number of students placed on their caseloads, all with varying 

needs, challenges and strengths. Teachers are left with managing a multitude of variables that occur in 

classroom on any given day, trying to support each student the best way they know how. Many 

students don’t even know their own goals, let alone what an IEP is. It is within these observations that 

I discovered that all of us (parents, teachers, learning support, students, administration) are within and 

without, frantically trying to negotiate time, resources and strategies that ultimately fall short of the 

student. 

 

- How can students be expected to preform and achieve goals that they had no idea existed? I believe, 

we are a time in education where student identity and voice are slowly becoming a part of 

conversations about inclusion and education. Through research, I found that scholars supported my 

observations in that students were not active participants in their IEP’s and that this should change 

because when students were given the tools to participate there were many positive outcomes.  
 

- I believe by having active, open conversations, understanding the history of inclusion and research we 

can better advocate for student voice in their IEP’s.  
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Notes:  

 

Presenter will share the goals of the workshop.  

 

- I have three goals that I would like to meet today.  

 

- First, I would like to provide an opportunity for you to revisit current IEP practices.  

 

- As we explore IEP practices take a moment to think about:  

- What you would like to see change in current IEP practices? 

- What parts of the current system you value.  

 

- Second, I would like to share the history, evidence and current research of best practices.  

 

- Third, I would like to provide you with a model to inspire a re-examination of ways that 

we can promote student participation in IEP’s.  
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Notes:  

 

By activating our prior knowledge, we are bringing forward our metacognitive awareness of our 

learned and shared experiences. This workshop will unpack the importance of metacognition, or 

thinking about thinking, as part of our learning journey, here today.  

 

- Think to yourself:  

 

- What do I already know about inclusion and IEP’s?  

 

- Why is it important to know and understand our history?  
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Notes:  

 

How does BC define inclusion?  

- BC defines inclusion as … (see slide).  

 

- What does meaningful participation look like?  

 

- Why is inclusion important to discuss?  

- Inclusionary policies and procedures don’t necessarily work hand in hand with 

day to day practice  

 

- How do you define inclusion?  

 

Discussion:  Participants deconstruct their views on inclusion and share their perspectives.  
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Notes:  

 

- Taking a look through history, we can see how inclusion came to be. While inclusion is 

the ideal vision to support the needs of all diverse learners, there are several complexities 

that have surfaced.  

 

- Lupart stated that “the ultimate paradox was that the philosophy of inclusion promoted by 

schools and school boards was in direct contradiction to actual practice” (2009, p.19). 

This paradox creates uncertainty as to the functionality of inclusivity in unified classroom 

environments (Lupart, 2009).  

 

Discussion: What do we think about inclusion? Does it work? What needs to change?  
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Notes:  

 

- From integration and mainstreaming critical issues emerged. Judy Lupart questioned, 

“how could we expect special education students, who had been removed from the 

regular education classroom, to return to the very setting where they had failed in the first 

place?” (p.18) 

- Inclusion brought many challenges including teachers becoming confused and 

overwhelmed.  

- The goal as Lupart distinguished it to deconstruct our notion of disability and ability and 

in order to do that “we need to create school-based learning communities that reach 

beyond outdated perceptions of disability and that truly value student diversity” (p.21).  

- The challenge however is “reconstructing our public-school systems into unified systems 

of education, capturing the best of both regular and special education” (p.22). 

- Part of the issues that impact the reconstruction of schools are: top down government 

directives and legislations, consistency with the goal of authentic inclusion and 

jurisdiction split which makes it difficult to share best practices.  

 

Guiding Questions:  

 

- Does inclusion allow ALL students to be active learners in the current system?  

 

- How can teacher advocacy can change the way the system views our students?  

 

- How can we use student voice to make positive changes?  

o What does student voice look like? 
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Notes:  

 

Review inclusion within BC schools (see slide).  

 

- Year 2000 requires active participation of the learner, calling for assessment to be learner 

focused and that assessment and reporting should help students make informed choices.  

 

- Think to yourself:  

 

- In what ways can we promote student involvement in reporting and assessment?  

- Why is active participation important?  

- What does active participation look like for students with exceptionalities?  
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Notes:  

 

 

- An IEP historically, was a way to provide curriculum that attempted to meet the needs of 

children who it felt would not benefit from the regular curriculum. 

 

- Points to consider:  

- Do IEP goals always reflect ‘not meeting the regular curriculum’?  

- How can we make curriculum more accessible for all learners?  
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Notes:  

 

Looking at examples of IEP documents think about the ways in which the document is accessible 

for: students, parents, and teachers. 

 

With your groups discuss:  

- Who does the document serve best?  

- What is the purpose of the document?  

- Why would a document like this be necessary?  

- Thinking about what you have learned about inclusion – does this document reflect 

inclusion well?  
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Notes:  

 

- Thinking about your own practice, how frequently do you communicate and 

collaborate with parents or students?  

- What are some ways that have been successful for you when it comes to 

collaboration? What value did it bring to your teaching practice?  

- How can you share these successes with your colleagues?  

- How can you support colleagues as they try to navigate collaborative opportunities?  
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Notes:  

 
- The current IEP process reflects that of a waterfall model. Like a waterfall, it is sequential, 

flowing downstream. The waterfall method lacks flexibility and makes big assumptions that 

do not change as a student progress. Like a waterfall, it’s hard to go back to the top.  

 

- For example, a student who is identified with an impairment in reading and writing, would 

get a goal such “will read 50 words per minute at 98% accuracy” (all the while not knowing 

they even have a goal). The student would then get interventions or adaptations until the next 

evaluation period which usually occurs three times a year (term one, term two and term 

three). Each evaluation is reported on through the IEP or the report card. Limited 

communication occurs during the entirety of the year with parents/guardians and the student 

continues to be unaware of their goals, strategies or tools available to them.  

 

- A model like this prevents student autonomy and self-determination because it does not 

involve them. Moreover, as a student OR environment progresses and changes, the model 

does not reflect these changes until much later on.  

 

- Research indicates that “a significant lag remains in the degree to which self-determination 

endeavors have been extended to and are reflected in the context of students daily, lived IEP 

experiences, within inclusive classrooms at the elementary level” (Hart & Brehm, 2013, 

p.14). 

 

- These lived experiences influence the student’s ability to understand their strengths and 

weaknesses, the ability to use strategies to assist in areas of need and their educational right to 

self-advocate for accommodations.  
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Notes:  

 

- Including students in their IEP’s is a critical issue in education today.  

 

- While policy ‘suggests’ that students are involved, practice does not often align.  

 

- As we explore ways to mitigate and advocate let’s consider a few questions:  

 

- How does this ‘rule’ fit into inclusion?  

- What are the differences that exist between policy and practice?  

- What solutions would you suggest for aligning practice and policy?  

- What are you already doing to support student participation?  

- How can you share your successes with other colleagues?  
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Notes:  

 

 

- We will break into groups to begin part one of Bloom’s Activity.  

 

- With your group consider the following questions/discussion points:  

 

- Describe how BC’s policies and guidelines fit into inclusion. 

- What differences exist between policy and practice?  

- Give an example of your own experiences with inclusion, specifically around 

student involvement in learning.  

 

After providing some time, have the groups share their responses as you facilitate discussion.  
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Notes:  

 

 

Now that we have explored the history of inclusion and IEP’s, we will consider what research is 

telling us.  
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Notes:  

 

Review some of the key points from research (see slide).  

 

- Research has overwhelmingly supported student participation in their IEP’s. It has also 

shown that there is a deficit in teaching students how to participate.  

- Research also has revealed that students do not get opportunities to participate.  
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Notes:  

 

 

- Researchers such as Wehmeyer & Palmer (2000) identified that children, even at a young 

age, can learn and implement basic civil rights, how to communicate one’s message 

effectively, implement and evaluate solution to problems as well as, set simple goals with 

the assistance of a teacher.  

- This demonstrates that students are CAPABLE. We must move away from looking at 

student deficits and focusing on their strengths. Providing opportunities to participate in 

their IEP’s teaches students how to function as independent learners.  
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Notes:  

 

 

- Martin et al set out to teach students how to be actively involved in their IEP.  Their 

finding revealed that by using The Self Directed IEP, students were successful in multiple 

areas of IEP involvement from voice to leadership.  

 

- Arndt, Konrad, and Test (2006) found similar results when testing the effectiveness of the 

self-directed IEP. Their results resulted in “students [acquiring] the necessary self-

determination skills to advocate for themselves and actively participated during the IEP 

planning meeting” (Arndt et al., 2006, p.206).  

 

- Bernard-Bark and Lechtenberger (using the Special Education Longitudinal Study) 

measured student participation in the IEP process. They found that there was a positive 

relationship built from student participation in their IEP to self-determination and even 

better academic achievement.  
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Notes:  

 

- Research continues to call for more studies to understand of the impacts of student 

participation in IEP’s particularly at early ages.  

 

- Research also calls for educators to have the opportunity for professional development in 

this area.  

 

- In a study conducted by Scott (2010), it was found that “high school special education 

teachers’ self-efficacy improved as they spent more time working with students to lead 

their IEP meetings, when they received training on teaching students to lead their IEP 

meetings, and when they had support from their administrator” (Scott, 2010, p. 107). The 

higher the level of self-efficacy felt by teachers increased the likelihood of involving 

students in their IEP process. 
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Notes:  

 

- Currently, the systems are misaligning their efforts to foster authentic inclusion. Part of 

the issue is that teachers do not receive adequate training in the areas of inclusion, IEP’s 

or students with exceptionalities.  

 

- What are some ways we can mitigate these issues?  

 

- Pre-service training for educators 

- Professional development opportunities to not only gain knowledge of best 

practices and policies but time within schools and communities to collaborate 

with each other  

- Building relationships with outside agencies  
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Notes:  

 

Shifting our Thinking.  

 

- Traditional IEP’s have often resulted in limited student participation, leaving students 

isolated and parents dissatisfied (Geltner and Leibforth, 2008, p.163).  

 

- Within these traditional [IEP] meetings the emphasis is on the student’s deficits rather 

than strengths (Conderman, Ikan, and Hatcher, 2000, p.23).  

 

- Weishaar (2010) suggests the use of strength-based planning which builds bridges of 

collaboration between teachers and parents.  
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Notes:  

 

- There are many ways to support student participation that can also be translated to the 

IEP.  

 

- For example, student led conferences can provide an ‘authentic portfolio’ a phrase used 

by Conderman et al. to demonstrate the effectiveness of developing a dynamic portfolio 

to communicate a student’s strengths and areas of growth. By developing these working 

authentic portfolio’s “promote communication between the general and special educator, 

demystify assessment language, and focus on the process of instruction” (Conderman et 

al. 2000, p. 23). In doing so, teachers can effectively bridge the gap between parents, 

students and the school emphasizing authentic portfolios developed around the voice of 

the student in collaboration with their facilitators in learning.  

 

- Similarly, Maureen Keyes and Laura Owens-Johnson (2003) found that using a person-

centred approach (PCP) to develop collaboration and set meaningful full goals to be 

highly effective. Keyes and Owens-Johnson highlight that there needs to be a shift in 

focus from traditional ‘institution centred planning’ to ‘person-centred planning’ as 

highlighted in the table presented (review a few contents from the table)  
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Notes:  

 

Cue the group for a break and ask them to reflect on something they learned thus far.  
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Notes:  

 

Transition Slide – regroup and refocus.  

 

Review previous discussion and introduce the final section.  

 

- So far, we have discussed the history of inclusion and research. History has shown us that 

inclusion is tricky and it takes collaboration on all fronts to ensure its success. Research 

has demonstrated that student participation has positive outcomes.  

 

- We will now explore the concept of agility and the benefit of using agility within the IEP 

process.  

 

- I will also introduce a new model aimed at demonstrating the effectiveness of using agile 

design thinking with students to provide opportunities for participation in their IEP as 

well as, inspiring students to take ownership of their learning.  
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Notes:  

 

Pose this question to the group. Have them discuss their answers with a partner, or mind map 

their answer on a paper.  
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Notes:  

 

Considering Response to Intervention and Universal Design for Learning, approaches 

that support students with an IEP can ultimately support ALL students in some shape or 

form 

 What can we accomplish at a tier one level even if a student needs support at a tier 3 level  

 

o How can we promote goal setting in the classroom? 

o How can we use metacognition to engage students in internal cognitive learning?  

o How can we teach our students to be active participants in their learning?  

o What can progress monitoring do if we externalize it for our students?  

o How can students take charge or their own learning journey’s?  

 

 These skills, tools and adaptations are good for all students not just the select few  
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- Ultimately, the goal is to help facilitate learning to build lifelong and independent 

learners.  

 

- Everyone plays a role  

 

- Teachers move away from being the instructor to the facilitator by modelling, role 

playing, teaching how to label habits of mind, externalizing student learning and 

demystifying assessment through feedback and collaboration.  

 

- Students begin to adopt ownership of their learning by understanding who they are as 

learners and how to communicate their needs AND their strengths.  

 

- Students become more aware about access points: 

 

 

 Where to get help 

 Who can help  

 How to share knowledge – extending their learning  
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 The Strong Five model is about breaking down IEP’s to be more meaningful and student 

centred. 

 The intent is to show that educators and teacher teams can work with students 

collaboratively to develop skills and facilitate growth together.  

 The model works best when: 

o Teachers collaborate 

o There is frequent and ongoing communication and feedback with the student  

o There is a quick response to adaptations/strategies that are not working or 

environmental changes   

o Students understand what their goal is – student friendly language  
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Notes:  

 

- The first step of the Strong Five model is to gather data and identify goals as a team – 

including the student.  

 

- Data comes from assessments such as the psycho educational report, classroom 

assessments etc.  

 

- As a vision is created, purposeful actions should be taken to ensure that the student is 

kept at the centre of conversations.  

 

- As school districts around BC are utilizing a more student-centred approach, this process 

becomes more aligned to the goals of this model.  

 

- Shelly Moore’s model aligns well with this practice, placing student agency at the centre 

of the IEP process. Many districts have already started to use her framework that 

considers: place, responsiveness, strength-based goals, universal supports, and authentic 

assessment. (Moore, 2020, slide 3). 
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Notes:  

 

- As we work through a new model to support student involvement we must also 

deconstruct our learned beliefs about IEP’s.  

 

- Through this model the IEP is viewed as: 

 

- Student centred and teachers as facilitators  

- Meaningful documents that students can understand  

- Documents that are actually living – adapting and monitored with frequency  

- Within the scope of a student ability  
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Notes:  

 

- Set a goal. Over the past few years, educators and scholars alike have been questioning 

the value of S.M.A.R.T goals. Researchers have found that “many IEP goals fall short in 

terms of individualization, provision of sufficient details, alignment with students present 

levels of performance or high expectations” (Hedin & DeSpain, 2018, p.101).  

 

- Discussions around re-defining S.M.A.R.T goals to better serve the student have actively 

been renegotiated in many districts around British Columbia. Shelly Moore, for instance, 

has worked diligently to explore and implement IEP’s that are redefined using S.M.A.R.T 

goals that put student agency at the centre or learning and teaching. These goals are 

strength based, meaningful, authentic, responsive and triangulated (Moore, 2019). 

 

- Ultimately, we want students to be able to understand their IEP goals and objectives. If 

student do not understand what is expected of them, what’s the point?  
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Notes:  
 

- Set an objective. Objectives are steps created to determine how an individual can reach their goal. 

One of the main components of the Strong Five model is the ability to use language in a 

meaningful student-centred way.  

 

- Objectives are an opportunity to tie together executive functioning skills (such as planning, 

reflecting, organizing etc..) and student-centred language to build a shared understanding of how 

to reach a goal.  

 

- Common language creates pathways for students to visualize their end goal. What does my goal 

look like in practice? What do I need to achieve my goal? Who will help me along the way?  

 

- Bringing metacognition (the ability to reflect, shift and be self-aware) forward, making it 

external, assists in developing this language and “become aware of their own thought processes, 

plan and monitor their own learning, asses their own progress, and evaluate the products of their 

efforts” (Benton, 2014, p. 10).  

 

- By taking the time to converse with our students about their own learning students are better able 

to self-regulate their learning needs (Chatzipanteli, Grammatikopoulos & Gregoriadis, 2014, 

1227).  

 

- Metacognitive actions “result in development of progressively greater degrees of self-awareness 

and self-regulation. It follows, the, that practicing metacognition leads to learner independence 

and lifelong learning” (Benton, 2014, p.10). 
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Notes:  

 

 

- Metacognition is, quite simply put, the act of thinking about our thinking. It is tied 

together by the overarching umbrella of executive functioning. Executive functioning has 

two components: the external and the internal. The internalized component, 

metacognition, is all the thinking that occurs within; mainly self-awareness, self-

reflection and shifting.  

 

- Tying together cognitive functions that are both external and internal and making both 

EXPLICIT to students allows for the learning to be visible. Visibility is important for 

students to understand the ‘why’ of learning.  

  

- Part of this process is to also allow opportunities to practice internal cognitive functions 

externally.  

 

- We can do this by identifying thinking opportunities and taking the time to label.  

 

- Labelling is particularly important because it drives internal functions external, making it 

visible to all learners – it builds a capacity to nurture and practice thinking skills that 

support planning, organization and working memory. 
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Notes:  

 

 

- We can make thinking processes visible by explicitly labelling thinking tasks and 

thinking out loud, creating lessons around metacognition and executive functioning  

 

For example: A child with ADHD who struggles to stay on task is likely to feel frustrated and 

anxious when he’s assigned a long essay. If he’s unable to reflect on why the project upsets him 

he might think, “Everyone else is having an easy time. I’m just bad at writing.” 

A kid who’s learned to reflect on his own learning process, on the other hand, could look at the 

situation and say, “I always feel like this when I have to work for a long time. Maybe if I take 

breaks every hour or so I’ll feel less stressed out.” By taking a metacognitive approach, he’s 

able to manage his frustration and find a better way to approach big assignments in the future. * 

Rae Jacobson, Metacognition Thinking About Thinking Can Help Kids, Child Mind Institute 

- Teachers can facilitate these practices by asking questions (consider Bloom’s Taxonomy 

for instance), model metacognition out loud, and/or build explicit lessons around 

metacognition.  

 

 

 

 

 

https://childmind.org/guide/guide-to-attention-deficit-hyperactivity-disorder/
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Notes:  

 

- This table describes 6 characteristics of agile development. Taking a look at these 

characteristics we can see how they translate to the development of an IEP.  

 

Review characteristics of the table using the slide.  

 

- By harnessing the characteristics of agile design thinking for the IEP, we can nurture a 

flexible and responsive IEP community that adapts to the needs of the whole student.  
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Notes:  

 

Introduce agile sprints/cycles.  

 

- The diagram shown illustrates the agile cycle. The cycle has three critical phases: 

execution, monitoring, and communication.  

- Throughout the whole cycle frequent feedback is provided to the student. The facilitator 

is assessing, reporting and reflecting with student at all times.  

- Between each cycle are opportunities to adapt strategies or tools to best support the 

student.  

- The Agile systems is: 

- A cycle – it rotates, it is not linear. 

- Is frequent – occurs every one to three weeks.  

- Is documented – there is proof of strategies being used (does not always have to 

be written, it can be recorded, it can be a visual board, it can be images/pictures, 

video etc...) * This is also part of assessment.  

- Is continuous and collaborate – cycles do not stop and collaboration is valued; 

team work makes the dream work!  

- Is adaptive – as the environment/topic/student needs change so do the strategies 

and tools.  

- Agility is NOT static or sequential. We will be looking at this more closely in the next 

few slides.  
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Notes:  

 

- From the perspective of a teacher the agile IEP occurs in three critical sprints: execution, 

monitoring and communication. 

- Within each sprint are three components: objectives, activities and deliverables. 

 

- Sprint one’s objective is to execute the student’s goal/objective. This means teachers are 

now supporting the student as they ‘run’ through their objective. During this time, 

teachers will facilitate student by modeling strategies and teaching students how to access 

these strategies for their learning.  

 

- Sprint two is when teachers will conference with the student providing feedback along 

the way, collect data through assessments and adapt strategies and tools as needed. By the 

end of this sprint the teacher will have collected some progress monitoring to ensure the 

student is on the right track.  

 

- The third sprint is a critical juncture where teachers are reassessing the success of 

strategies and reflecting with the student. For example, “did using a 100’s chart help?”, 

“how did it help you?”. If these strategies did not work a new strategy is put in its place 

and the sprints restart. If the strategy did work, the teacher is assured that the strategy is 

working and can continue to monitor its use for growth. The sprint cycle will also 

continue at this juncture to ensure the strategy is relevant in any given time and space. 

For example, if the student is no longer learning addition in the classroom – how can they 

access the next topic in math? What tools/strategies will they need to be successful? 
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Notes:  

 

- From the perspective of a student, it is important that student friendly language is used, 

that the contents are understood and that it is within the student’s scope (zone of proximal 

development).  

 

- If students are unable to understand through text, visuals can be used in its place.  

 

- The first step before the sprints is setting the intent. What is the purpose, the goal of what 

we are trying to achieve? Talk to the student about where they are on their learning 

journey. Use analogies and stories to help them visualize their journey (e.g. climbing a 

mountain – I am ready to start, I am progressing I still have concepts to master etc..). 

Remember to also answer why – why it is important that we read with fluency?  

 

- Next, we begin the sprint cycle. Here, the student begins by executing. Then, they 

monitor their progress and finally they conference and receive feedback.  

 

- Again, this cycle happens frequently.  

 

- When I use a model like this in my teaching practice, students love being a part of the 

conversation. I have found that they excel, they are motivated, and inspired to try and try 

again. This goes back to my commitment to creating an environment that is safe, 

nurturing and collaborative. 
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Notes: 

 

- Be responsive. Responding to elements of a student’s learning journey that influences 

their successful achievement of goals is imperative to driving forward meaningful IEP’s 

and building student self-efficacy.  

 

- When responding, teachers are facilitating student growth by modelling new strategies 

and building on student strengths. When responding, students are receiving feedback on 

their learning that is both authentic and meaningful through assessment, portfolio’s and 

discussion.  

 

- “Teachers facilitate learning by providing students with important feedback on their 

learning process and by helping identify learning problems” (Guskey, 2003, p.8). 

 

- Teachers can provide feedback by collecting data.  

 

- Data is important because it helps determine what interventions/strategies are needed. 

Following collaborative thinking, all team members are responsible for data collection. 

For example, a personalized home reading program can be assessed by parents, teachers 

and students.  

 

- Data should be collected frequently and discussed often WITH the student. “If an 

assessment has been done, a child needs to learn about the findings and their 

implications” (Levine, 2002, p.283).  
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Notes:  

 

- Take some time to discuss with a partner or group: 

- What are some ways you can prepare students for their IEP?  

- How can we translate student participation in their IEP’s for all students?  

 

After a few moments, regroup and review responses. Highlight the fact that there are MANY 

ways to involve students – it is not about the finding one way to fit all students rather the process 

of changing our pedagogy to reflect student participation in a meaningful, holistic way.  
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Notes:  

 

 

- We will break into groups to begin part two of Bloom’s Activity.  

 

- With your group consider the following questions/discussion points and diagram a 

sample of model that you can use to better involve students in their IEP:  

 
- How does a model like Strong five align with current practices?  

- What features of the model do you agree/disagree with?  

- How would you design/create a model that places the student at the center of their 

learning?  

- Justify your new model – how did you decide on your choices?  

 

After providing some time, have the groups share their responses and facilitate discussion.  
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Notes:  

 

- The Strong Five model uses agility to facilitate student participation in their IEP’s.  

 

- Agility allows flexibility and adaptations throughout the students learning journey this is 

valuable because it allows for students to actively think about their learning and their 

goals.  

 

- In order for this agile model to work  

- There must be collaboration  

- Check ins must be frequent  

- Stakeholders and students must be responsive 

- Communication must be open  

- There must be a value placed on iterative growth  
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Notes:  

 

- New inclusive initiatives have been underway in British Columbia since 2017. The 

transformation of the BC curriculum along with discussions and professional 

development opportunities, we are beginning to make meaningful changes to meet the 

needs of diverse student populations. 

 

- During the 2017 Inclusive Education Summit discussion around how teaching to 

diversity can be translated to the schools across the province. The summit outlined the 

benefits of true inclusion (where all the ‘dots’ are valued see slide) from peer effects, 

psychological and psychosocial effects, socio-cultural and socio political effects, micro 

and macroeconomic effects. The question posed at this time is how to do inclusion to 

create a truly equitable environment.   

 

- As our goal as educators shifts to the ’how’ of inclusion, it is important to actively 

engage with the new curriculum with ALL students in mind. Models such as Strong Five 

reflect how even in the context of an IEP, skills associated with developing goals, 

executing, monitoring, and communicating are possible and beneficial for every student.  
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Notes:  

 

- To end, how can we continue to inspire our colleagues to challenge outdated traditional 

systems, to better fit our improved understanding of education?  

 

- We must not consider education to be static. We want to move away from the waterfall 

model – moving in only one direction, nearly impossible to adapt or go back to the top. 

  

- The goal, now, is to think of education as a journey, cyclical by nature, with many access 

points. Simply agile.  
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Notes:  

 

Presenter thanks the group, provides the opportunity to ask questions or comments.  

 

End with providing some reflection questions.  

 

 

 

 



ELEMENTARY STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE IEP PROCESS: THE AGILE IEP 

  

 

90 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	Vancouver Island University
	Abstract
	Acknowledgments
	Chapter 4- Reflection……………………………………….……………………..…...….……..32
	Reflection ………………………………….……………………............….……..……..33
	Limitations ………………………………….…………….…………...…...……..……..33
	Implications for Future Research……………………………………….……………….35
	Conclusion ………………………………….…………………..……...….……..…….. 36
	References…………………………………………………………………………………….....37
	Appendix A ……………………………………………………………………….…………….44
	Introduction
	Inclusivity
	Collaboration
	Demystification
	Research Rationale for Studying These Issues
	Personal Rationale for Studying These Issues

	Chapter Two
	The Individual Education Plan: Then and Now
	Current Research


