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OVERVIEW

The way we define or frame a problem, to a large
degree, supports or hinders our search for solutions.
For example, if an individual’s needs are framed
around finding the levels of support needed to

_progress toward specified goals, our search should

resuit in the generation of intervention ideas. Within
a problem-solving paradigm, the focus of the special
education {SE) identification process is defining the
accommodations and modifications that will help a
child succeed in the educational environment. Identi-
fying and measuring a stadent-centered deficit or the
magnitude of a discrepancy in achievement or behav-
ior becomes somewhat less important. Rather, mea-
suring an intervention’s effectiveness through
progress monitoring and data collection becomes the
focus of our efforts.

$pecial education was intended to be a “problem-
solving system” for general education {Deno, 1989).
School psychologists now have the measurement
technology that links assessment of individual needs
to interventions. A current research base exists for
choosing effective instructional practices and inter-
ventions. Methods to monitor studenss’® academic
and behavioral progress relative to general education
(GE) expectations also are available. Thus, it is
incumbent npon school psychologists to use the avail-
able knowledge base to assist educators in imple-
menting effective instructional programs that include
plans for returning SE students to GE environments.
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The purpose of this chapter is to outline a set of best
practices to assist school psychologists and other edu-
cational professionals in meeting this goal.

Reintegration Defined

Reintegration involves determining when it is appro-
priate to fade and eventually remove SE services for
a student. For the purposes of this chapter, reintegra-
tion will be described as the process that occurs on a
trial basis prior to a more permanent removal of SE
services. This process is tied to a specific set of data-
based, decision-making steps. Reintegration is not an
all or nothing judgment about a student’s need for SE,
but is best viewed along a continuum. Thus, reinte-
gration may be considered for a single domain {e.g.,
reading) or for several domains of functioning (e.g.,
reading, science, physical education). The process
also is not restricted to students receiving SE services
for academic difficulties. Reintegraton may be
appropriate for students receiving services for behav-
ioral and emotional difficulties, communication and
Ianguage problems, physical disabilities, and so on.
Thus, the process is appropriate to consider for any
student receiving SE services. '
Terms most often associated with reintegration,
but that may carry different meanings, include
“mainstreaming” and “inclusion.” Mainstreaming
often refers to placing students who receive SE ser-
vices into environments with non-disabled peers for
the purposes of receiving instruction in a less restric-
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tive setting or for socialfemotional benefits to the SE
stndent. Students who are referred to as “main-
streamed” gypically are not involved in a systematic
process geared toward eventual exit from SE. Rather,
their mainstream placement is part of their Individ-
ual Education Plan (TEP) with goal monitoring by the
SE teacher{s). Research on mainsireaming has
focused more on the effects for SE students already in
GE. In conirast to mainstreaming research, reinte-
gration studies usually have focused on the process by
which students return to GE for instruction {Fuchs,
Roberts, Fuchs, & Bowers, 1996).

Reintegration also carries a different meaning than
the term “inclusion.” Often used with the descriptor
“full,” inclusion refers to instructng all students
receiving SE services, regardless of disability category,
with non-disabled peers. Inclusion generally is not a
process geared toward eventual exit of the SE student,
but rather attempts to reduce the segregation of stu-
dents with disabilities regardless of the degree or
severity of disability. Thus, inclusion decisions tend
to be larpe-scale, values-based decisions.

Background Information and History

Considering reintegration is important for a variety
of reasons including economic concerns, socio-polic-
ical issues, and legal parameters. A primary economic
concern is the continued exponental growth of SE
and the expenses associated with this growth.
According to the twenty-second Annual! Report to
Congress on the implementation of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act {(IDEA) (11.S. Depart-
ment of Education, 2000), 5.5 million students were
served in SE or 12% of all children enrolled in pub-
lic schools in 1998-1999. Of the children served in
SE, more than 78% (or 4.7 million) were identified as
those with mild disabilities (e.g., specific learning dis-
abled (50%), speech and language impaired {20%]),
and emotionally disturbed {8%}). The overall num-
ber of children in SE represents an increase of 2.7%
over the previous year and a 30.3% increase over the
past decade. The costs associated with this growth are
enormous, In fiscal year 2000, more than $4.9 billion
was appropriated for Part B of IDEA, Section 611.
Estimates of current total dollars spent on these ser-
vices range from $30.9 to $34.8 billion per year with
the average per pupil spending estimated at $5,435
(Parrish, 1998). To complicate matters, many stu-~

dents identified with mild disabilities never exit SE
despite being the most likely candidates for reinte-
gration. Available data suggest that as few as 2-6%
exit each year (Lytle & Penn, 1986; Shingn, 1986).

Reintegration is tied historically to the Regular
Education Initiative (REI). The REI achieved promi-
nence in the late 1980s after Assistant Secretary of
Education Madeline Will issued a white paper on the
REI (Will, 1986). The message of the white paper was
clear: too many SE students were receiving services
outside of cheir GE classes. The paper called for more
collaboration between special and general educarors
and greater efforts to educate SE students in GE. Since
that time, increased attention to ootcomes and
accountability for SE studencs refative to the GE cur-
riculum has been incorporated in the Individuals with
Disabilivies Education Act (1997).

Both historical and current legal parameters affect
reintegration decision making. From a historical per-
spective, the Least Restrictive Environment {LRE)
clause of IDEA indicates clearly that students should
be educated in the GE environment to the maximum
extent appropriate. Specifically, the clause states;

..to the maximum extent appropziate, children
with disabilities, including childrer in public or
private institutions or other care facilities, are
educated with children who are not disabled,
and special classes, separate schooling, or other
removal of children with disabilities from the
regular educational environment occurs only
when the nature and severity of the disability
of the child is such that education in regular
classes with the use of supplementary aids and
services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (Sec-
tion 612, {a){(5){A} IDEA, 1997).

This clause has been present since the inception of
the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA), with
relatively minor changes in wording since that time.
The one noticeable change is the addition of the words
“special classes.” Central to reintegration are the LRE
concepts of “benefic” and “satisfactory achievement.”
These concepts were operationalized by the United
States Supreme Court in Hendrick Hudson District
Board of Education v. Rowley (1982). Benefit was
defined as satisfactory achievement in GE. Satisfac-
tory achievement was defined by the grading and
achievement standards within the mainstream GE set-




ting. Finally, recent changes in IDEA have reinforced
greater attention to SE students’ access to GE {Section
601 (c)(5)(A), IDEA) as well as measuring goals and
objectives with the same frequency as GE (Section 614
{d}1HANviiXIT), IDEA).

Despite its clear importance, barriers to reintegra-
tion exist. First, SE typically has operated within a
traditional deficit-centered mode!l in which problems
(disabilities) are viewed as relatively intractable or
otganic in nature. Framing problems in this manner
reduces the liketihood that one would expect the stu-
dent to exit SE. Another concern with this model
inciudes the measures used for decision making.
These measures often are focused on identification of
student deficits and generally are not designed to con-
tribute significantly to the development of effective
interventions (Deno, 1986; Gresham & Wict, 1997;
Marston, 1989; Shapiro, 1996a}. The tools used to
identify and re-evalnate students for SE often are not
related closely to the GE curriculum or local GE stan-
dards. Instead, the measures often used are nationally
normed achievement tests tied to globally derived
national achievement standards. While useful for
comparing students to a national standard, the tests
may have little overlap with che jocal curricutum,
often have few items at any particular grade level, and
are not designed for sensitivity to individual student
progress (Marston, 1989). Thus, such measures do a
poor job of determining whether a student can meet
the grading and achievement expectations in their
local GE environment. 7

Another barrier oceurs when parents and teachers
are unwilling to return students recciving SE services
to the GE environment (Fuchs, Fuchs, 8 Fernstrom,
1992; Shinn, Baker, Habedank, & Good; 1993;
Weintraub, 1991). For the most part, reintegration
decision making has relied heavily upon the volun-
teerism or “goodwill” {Fuchs et al., 1992) of teach-
ers and parents. That is, all parties involved must be
“willing” to participate in and agree to the decision
to return a student to the GE classroom. If zny of the
individuals disagrees with a change in placement, the
likelihood of the student being reintegrated is reduced
greatly. The attitudes of parents and teachers regard-
ing reintegration may reflect naiveté regarding the
purpose of SE as a supplement to rather than a

replacement for GE. Parents of students identified

through traditional models of practice may view rein-
tegration efforts as a reduction of SE services that are
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necessary to “maximize” their childs educational
potential {Green 8 Shinn, 1994). In this era of high
stakes testing and use of test scores for accountabil-
ity, teachers may be concerned about the reintegrated
student no longer receiving test accommodations that
typically would be part of their IEP. Thus, unwilling-
ness of parents and teachers may reflect anxiety about
the impact of reintegration. :

Special education teachers may be concerned
about how their students will perform once reinte-
grated. General education teachers also may be reluc-
tant to have SE students returned to their classes.
Teachers may underestimate the academic and behav-
ioral skill levels and progress of students receiving SE -
services. These concerns about reintegration can be
remedied. For example, research (e.g., Rodden-Nord,
Shinn, & Good, 1992; Shinn et al,, 1993) suggests
that teachers become more willing to reintegrate SE
students when they are given data indicating that the
student performs within the grading and achievement
expectations of their GE classrooms. However, par-
ents’ willingness to reintegrate their child may be
more dependent upon subjective factors rather than
student performance data. For example, parents may
rely heavily on SE teachers to interpret results and to
make recommendations for reintegration {Ball, 1997;
Green & Shinn, 19%4).

Within a problem-solving model of practice, the
cotlaboration between GE and SE teachers and par-
ents from the onset of the process helps reduce mis-
conceptions about the purposes of special education.
School psychologists need to give due consideration
to the concerns of parents, teachers, and other edu-
cational personnel so they can support reintegration
decisions more adequately. Further, school psycholo-
gists need to be involved in staff-development efforts
aimed at increasing skills related to reintegration suc-
cess, and in making decisions about GE class place-
ment on a more regular basis.

When Reintegration Should Be Censidered

Scheol psychologists should consider reintegration
and possible exit from SE as a natural part of SE ser-
vice provision. Wher the concerns that resnlted in
these services no longer warrant them, then reinte-
gration is appropriate. For example, if a student’s
skills or behavior fall within the range acceptable in
GE, then that student may no longer nzeed SE services
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and reintegration should he considered. The question
becomes, then, how does one know that skills and
behaviors fall wirhin an acceprable range?

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS

To make reincegration a reality, school psychologists
need to have an understanding of the principles or
values upon which the best pracrices described in this
chaprer are founded. These foundarional principles
are not connected o a speeific technology or tech-
nologies. Thus, as technology improves or changes,
these principles serve as a means of judging whether,
new technology scrves the same purpose {Grimes &
Tilly, 1996; Tilly & Grimes, 1998; Tilly, this volume).
These guiding principles are as follows: (a) hyporthe-
sis resting, (b formarive evaluation/ongoing progress
monitoring, {¢) consideration of the classroom and
school ccology, (d) case-by-case decision making, and
(¢} consideration of fegal paramerers.,

Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis testing is an integral part of the problem-
solving process. One cannot know a priori thar an
intervention will be successful for an individual child
(Campbell, 1988; Deno, 1986, 1989). School psy-
chologists must recommend interventions, ensure
they are implemented with integrity, and measure
their effectiveness. In this way, interventions are con-
sidered hypotheses ro be tested. The same notion
applies to reintegration. Previous research {e.g.,
Shinn, Powell-Smith, Goaod, & Baker, [997) suggests
that reintegration trials be treated as hypotheses to be
tested. Some students have responded well vo reinte-
gration while others with similar problems did not.
The variables thar derermined the suceess or failure
of reintegration were not apparent beforchand. With-
our collecting dara during the reinregration trial
period, the success of reintegration would have heen
ambiguous. Therefore, it is clear that hypothests rest-
ing is tied closely to the process of formative evalua-
rion and ongoing progress monitoring,

Formative Evaluation/Ongoing Progress
Monitoring

Formartive evaloation has two primary characrerisrics.
The frst of these characreristics is consistent with the

rationale for hypothesis testing; thar is, our interven-
rions must be rested to derermine their effectivencess.
Second, formative evaluation involves cxamining stu-
dene performance over time on a frequent and routine
basis {Wite, Elliotr, Daly, Gresham, & Kramer, 1998).
“The emphasis in formative evaluation is on respon-
sive, dara-based problem-solving rarher than on static
diagnosts and prescriprion™ {Deno, 1990, p. 169).
This sccond characeeristic suggests that dara are col-
fecred for the purposes of making decisions abour stu-
dent performance and adjusting programs in a timely
fashion. Thus, the purpoép of formarive evaluation is
in direct contrast to the notion of diagnosing a prob-
lem for which once can then prescribe a specific wreat-
ment with a known outcome. '
With regard to reintegration. formative evaluation
is particularly tmportane. Studies on reintegration
effores thus far (e.g., Shinn cr al., 1997) suggest that
the success of reintegration erials could not be pre-
dicted with 100% accuracy based vpon dara gachered
prior to reintegracion, Thus, ongoing monitoring of
student performance is necessary once reintegrarion
accurs to enstre suceess and modify services as
needed. -

Consideration of Classroom and School Ecology

Part of a problem-solving orientation is the consider-
ation of variables that influence educational oue-
comes beyond those thar are child-centered. A
studene’s academic performance depends on multiple
variables other than just student academic skill.
School psychologists should be well versed in assess-
ing components of mstructional environmenrts thar
facilitare or impede student learning or behavioral
progress (Ysscldyke et al., 1997). Environmental fac-
tors such as “the nature and quality of teacher-stu-
dent interacrions, curricula, and marcrials also afect
academic  ouwrtcomes™  {Fuchs, Fernstron:, Scott,
¥uchs, & Vandermeer, 1994, p. 11). Classroom orga-
nizational structure and the diversity of students pre-
sent also contribute to ¢lassroom and school ecology
{Walker & Bullis, 1990). According to Witt cr al.
{1998}, two fundamental assumprions of assessment
arc. {a) thar “individual differences among children
derive their meaning from the sitvarion in which chey
occur” (p. 7) and (b} *good assessment involves gath-
ering information abour the environment in which
the student is Funcrioning™ (p. 12). Logically then,
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consideration of classroom and school ecology is an
important part of any problem-solving process
including reintegration.

Case-by-Case Decision Making

The notion of case-by-case decision making is associ-
ated with the Responsible Reintegration model delin-
eated by Douglas Fuchs (Fuchs et al., 1992). This
model specifies that students be considered for rein-
tegration on an individual basis according to their
unique skills and needs. Furthermore, such an
approach dictates that the ontcomes of reintegration
be monitored to determine the effects, both short-and

long-term, for the individual student. Thus single-

case, rather than group analyses, are most appropri-
ate for evaluating reintegration  decisions.
Case-by-case decision making also is in direct con-
trast to large-scale decisions, in which groups of stu-
dents are reintegrated (i.e., all siudents with mild
disabilities). As noted by Fuchs et al., a case-by-case
approach is consistent with procedures set forth in
federal law (e.g., IDEA} and, more importantly, with
the recent legal parameters noted in the next section
of this chapter. :

Considering Legal Parameters

In a problem-solving system, a problem is defined by
a discrepancy between what is expected and what is
occurring {Deno, 1989; Shinn, 1995). Professional
judgment helps determine the standard against which
student performance is judged to be problematic
(Tilly, this volume). However, when it comes to rein-
tegration and exit decisions, the U.S. Supreme Court
has determined the performance standard against
which a student’s appropriateness for GE is judged.
If a student can perform within the grading and
achievement standards for GE, then that student
should be educated in that environment (Hendrick
Hudson District Board of Education v. Rowley,
1982). |
Several court cases have examined this issue.
Specifically, three standards for determining LRE
have been yielded from recent circuit court decisions.
The 3%, 5t and 11 cigcuits have adopted the Daniel
R.R. test. This test determines if education in the GE
classroom with the use of supplemental aids and ser-
vices can be achieved satisfactorily and if the school
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has mainstreamed the child to the maximum extent
appropriate, The following four issues are examined:
(a) the steps a school has taken to accommodate the
child in the GE classroom, (b) the educational bene-
fit the child will receive from placement in the GE
environment, {c) the child’s overall educational expe-
rience in GE, and (d) the effect that the presence of
the child with the disability has on the peers in the GE
classcoom {Daniel R.R. v. State Board of Education,
1989). Decisions in the Greer and Oberti cases in the
11th and 3™ circuit courts modified the Daniel R. R,
test to allow a comparison of the benefits of GE ver-
sus SE (Greer v. Rome City School District, 1991;
Oberti v. Board of Education of Clementon School
District, 1993).

As another example, the 40, 6, and 8t Circnits
have adopted the Ronker Test (Ronker v. Walter,
1983). For this test, the courts ask whether services
in a segregated setting can be provided feasibly in a
non-segregated setting and consider the following: (a)
the benefits the child receives from an SE class com-
pared to those in GE, (b} whether a child with a dis-
ability would be disruptive in the GE class, and (c) the
cost of maintaining the child in GE. Finally, the gth
Circuit has used a test that applies both the Daniel
RR and Ronker tests. For this test the court consid-
ers: (a) the educational benefits of full-time placement
in a GE class, (b} the non-academic benefits of such a
placement, {c) the effect the student has on the teacher
and children in the GE class, and (d) the costs of
mainstreaming the student (Sacramento Unified
School District v. Rachel H., 14 E3 1398, 1404,
1994).

In addition to being knowledgeable of recent LRE
court decisions, school psychologists must under-
stand clearly that IDEA and recent case law do not
support maximizing the potential of each child with
a disability. Rather, the judgment in the Rowley case
clearly states that education must provide services
“sufficient o confer some educational benefit upon
the handicapped child” {Hendrick Hudson District
Board of Education v. Rowley p. 200). However,
“the furnishing of every special service necessary to
maximize each handicapped child’s potential”
(p.199) is not required by IDEA. Consistent with
Rowley, the 4™ circuit, in its opinion in Hertmann v.
Loudonsn County Board of Education (1997), indi-
cated that IDEA does not guarantee every child with

a disability ¢he ideal educational opportunity. School
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psychologists must be facile with these rulings
because they may be unfamiliar to key people (e.g.,
parents and teachers) involved in reintegration deci-
sion making. ] '

A misunderstanding of the purpose of SE also may
exist. The purpose of SE is to provide a free appro-
priate public education (FAPE), not to maximize a
child’s potential. A lack of understanding of “suffi-
cient” versus “maximum” educational benefit may
cause concern when considering reintegrating a stu-
dent into the low achieving group of GE peers. Peo-
ple may fear this standard is too low, despite the fact
that it is acceptable within the grading and achieve-
ment expectations in GE. Importantly, this standard
should not be construed as reinforcing lowered
expectations for children with disabilities. However,
to withhold the opportunity for instruction in GE
because the child does not meet at least average
expectations may prevent further acceleration of
their skills and limit their future opportunities.

BEST PRACTICES

Within a problem-solving model of practice, students
are identified for SE services because of a mismatch
or a discrepancy between their current performance
and what is expected of them (Deno, 1989;
Shinn,1995). Problem identification begins with
data-collection activities that focus on functionally
relevant behaviors of concern (e.g., fluency in reading
decoding, accuracy of math computation, level of

academic engagement, frequency of behavioral out-

bursts). The purpose of problem identification is to
measure and define the significance of a discrepancy.
The data collected help substantiate the significance
of the discrepancy and contribute to the diagnosis of
the problem (problem analysis). Hypotheses gener-
ated from the assessment data and from problem
analysis lead to the selection and implementation of
interventions that have the highest probability of
reducing the discrepancy between the target student’s
performance and GE expectations. Goals and inter-
ventions needed for the student to achieve satisfacto-
rily compared to the typical students’ performances
are discussed (i.e., intervention planning and goal set-
ting). Progress monitoring of the student’s achieve-
ment occurs over an agreed upon period of time.
Finally, intervention effectiveness is evaluated at the
end of the progress-monitoring period (i.e., program

evaluation) by collecting data to determine whether
a significant discrepancy still exists.

In a problem-solving model, reintegration deci-
sions flow naturally from the activities involved in
progress monitoring and program evaluation. Best
practices in reintegration and exit decisions within a
problem-solving model incorporate provisions for
exit that are discussed at the time of initial identifica-
tion. At that time, outcomes for the student are dis-
cussed with an eye toward eventual reintegration and
exit. For example, the skills and behaviors needed to
be successful in the GE environment are discussed. As
teams meet to develop an IEP and more long-range
plans {5 years or more}, they would conduct their
planning with the notion that reintegration, whether
in a single domain or across all domains, is a poten-
tial goal. Relevant areas to consider might inchade:
cognition; achievement; social, behavioral, and emo-
tional adjustment; communication and language;
sensory status; motor skills; and health status. Con-
sistent with the problem-solving process, at each
checkpoint the student’s progress relative to reinte-
gration and exit is discussed, whether it is at the end
of the grading period, annual review, 3-year review,
or during transition planning. Reintegration and exit
may not be a realistic or appropriate goal in all
domains for all students receiving SE services. How-
ever, reintegration should be discussed at the time of

identification if there is to be any chance of it occur-

ring in a systematic manner.

The reintegration and exit processes outlined in
this chapter follow a series of steps consistent with a
problem-solving model. These steps also are consis-
tent with the foundational principles outlined at the
beginning of this chapter. Specific questions and
activities are delineated at each step of the process
(see Figure 1). Step 1 begins the process with the stu-
dent being considered for reintegration, followed by
planning for reintegration (Step 2}, monitoring rein-
tegration success {Step 3}, determining reintegration
success (Step 4), and exiting SE in the goal or domain
area (Step 5). Any person involved in the student’s
education {parent, GE teacher, SE teacher, principal,
counselor, and/or school psychologist) could prompt
a closer look at reintegration at any time. Most typi-
cally, the timing of these decisions would be at the
natural decision-making points for student evalua-
tion {e.g., interim reporting, quarterly grading peri-
ods, annual review}.
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Figure 1. Reintegration and exit process, specific steps, and activitics for each step

Step 1: Student Considered for
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No
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" sustainable, and capable
of being faded?
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Step 3: Monitor Rejutegration
Success

Collect moniroring data
SSummarize data

-Review integrity of plan

Step 4: Determine Reintegration
Success
- Review monitoring dara
- Review opinion/attitude data
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Step 5: Special Education Exit
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SlUeam reviews all data
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Step 1: Student Considered for Reintegration

In sysrems not currently operating within a problem-
solving paradigm, reintegration decisions continue (o
“he necessary and feasible. However, within these svs-
rems, reintegrarion and exit issucs are more challeng-
ing. Data collecred for cligibilicy and placement
decisions typically do nor link to goals and effective
interventions. Eligibility rest data are primarily
administrative and procedural in purpose rather than
functional and diagnostic. “Atrempring to “link’
adminiscrative assessment sirategics to the develop-
ment and evaluation of interventions is problematic™
(Barsche & Knoff, 1995, p. 570). Thus, additional
dara similar to those collected within a problem-solv-
ing model must be obtained to facilirate reintegration
and exir decision making. The relevant questions con-
tinue 1o be wherher the target studenr is making ade-
quate Progress in comparison to GE peers and
whether there has been a significant decrease in the
discrepancy that tesulted in SE service provision.
Auswering these questions requires obtaining sam-
ples of the academic and/or hehavioral skills of the
identified student and of the comparison studeats
within the receiving GE cassroom.

ACADEMIC SKILL DOMAINS
When considering academic skill domains, examin-
ing the performance data of the rarget student and the
rypical GE peers may be multifacered, First, we could
access existing achicvemenr darta eypically collected
by schools or districts. Second, we could sample
dircetly the academic skills of the rarger student and
comparison peers in the receiving reintegration class-
room. Finally, we could interview the receiving GE
and SE teachers and observe in the environment of
interest o derermine which acadenic sugvival skills
are needed within the reintegration environment.
Schools often assess student achicvement and com-
pile the results using multiple methods. These data
can be examined for performance wends berween dis-
ericts,  buildings, and classrooms. For example,
asscssments may incfude state proficiency rests, sran-
dardized achicvement tests, competency-based evalu-
ations. portfolios, performance-based projects,
Curriculum-Based Measures (CBM) {Deno, 1985;
Shinn., 1989), and Dynamic Indicarors of Basic Early
Literacy Skills (DIBELS) (Kaminski & Good, 1996,
1998). Standardized proficiency and achicvement

tests are less direce measures of the behaviors of con-
cern in the classroom. However, the informarion
obeained may help to define performance discrepan-
cics. The definition of average or below average
achievenent is a local district decision. For example,
some districrs may consider students performing
helow the 250 percentile vo be at risk for academic
faiture. Orther districts may recognize the 16 or 10
percentile ranks as the cur off for defining children
who are in need of additional resourees. Conversely,
a district may consider students to have average skills
if their reading and math scores on a standardized

. achicvement rest range from the 16 ro the g4 per-

centiles. Some district personne! may discuss these
issues in terms of the degiee to which students meer
arade level expectations. For other districrs., no for-
mal definition may exist.

Once a school psychologist determines the dis-
trice’s definition of average, low average, and helow
average achievement, it is possible to analyze data
from various achicvement resules by grade level or by
classroom. Comparisens of the target student’s per-
formance to thar of typical peers may indicare a sig-
pificant  discrepancy  on  various .achievement
measures thar are collected school or district-wide
cach year. A more direcr and funcrional assessment of
hasic academic skills would include CBM. or DIBELS

collecred ar the individual classroom, building, or dis--

rrict level, CBM of reading, marh, spelling, or written
language and DIBELS measures provide excellent
comparison dara and when normed at the district or
building level may include percentile ranks or median
scores by grade level or by classroom. :

In addirion to reviewing cxisting data, direct
assessment of the targer student’s academic skills in
comparison to students in the recetving reintegration
clussroom will be necessary. The dimensions of com-
parison are determined by the behavior(s} of congern
and the instances in which the rarger scudent will be
required to use the skill. For example, many students
receiving SE services have reading skill deficirs thar
affect numerous arcas of performance in the class-
room. A comprchensive assessment for a student con-
sidered for reintegration would include basic reading
fluency and compechension of the GE language arts
curriculum. However, because reading abiliry effeces
aumerous other academic rasks, iv is necessary to
assess the student’s application of reading to success-
fully complete in-class assignments and h()m(;work,
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as well as other academic course work (c.g., math, sci-
ence, social studics). '

In all instances, the performance of the target stu-
dent is compared to the expecrations in the reinregra-
vion environment, defined by the performance of GE
peers. Collecring local classroom-norms offers a viable

“method by which to obrain this comparison. A class-

room norm is obtained by asking the receiving teacher
to nominate fve o seven students who perform at the
{owest acceptable fevel in the GE classroom. Next, the
students nominated for the micro-norm and the rarget
student are assessed across academic behaviors of
ineerest, using the same measurement rools: For exam-
ple, several previous studies have demonstrated the
utility of using CBM for these purposes (sce Powell-
Smith & Stewart, 1998, for details). The median- or
average results of the typical students’ academic per-
formance on any given academic behavior provide the
micro-norms to which the rtarger student’s perfor-
mance is compared. The overall tsk is ro determine if
the targer student is performing academically within
the range of students in GE. If the student considered
for reintegration is successful on rasks performed
wirhin lowest acceprable performing - mstructional
group, then that instructional seteing may represene the
LRE for the student. I the rarger student continucs 10
demonstrate a discrepancy in performance, constdera-
tion should be given'to the accommodations and sup-
ports in the reintegration classroom that would allow
the student ro be successful. If the student exhibits dis-
crepancies that age so significant that accommodations
and supports would he beyond whar GE could pro-
vide, then reintegration may not be an option.

Bevond examination of the target student’s specific
academic skill development, other considerations
may include the academic survival skills necessary to
be successful in the reinregration environment (¢.g.
academic-engaged time, organizational skills, selt-
management strategics, and scudy- and resr-raking
skills). Information abour academic survival skills
may be obrained by observing the behaviors of the
local pormative group and the target student. This
rask may be difficulr if the studene considered for rein-
tegrarion reeeives services in an SE pull-our prograsn:.
However, cven within a smaller reacherfstudent ratio,
these behaviors would be present and observable. It
also is possible to have a wial reinregration period
with the inrent of collecting data in the most natural
environment possible.

Reintegration and Special Education Exit Decistons

Finally, teacher interviews may be conducred to
ohtain information about the rarget student’s skills as
well as the expecrations in the reintegration environ-
ment. The SE teacher will have valuable information
about the student’ specific academic skills, rares of
attention and academic engagement, work comple-
rion and accuracy rates, and sclf-management steate-

‘gies (L.c., academic rask-relared behaviors). An

interview with the GE teacher would provide infor-
mation about the academic task-related behaviors
cxpecred in the GE environment. School psycholo-
gists may have formal or informal intervicw methods
by which ro gacher this information. The interview
should focus on the teacher’s expectarions for acade-
mic rask-refared behaviors from students throughout
cach instructional period and during alrerations in
the schedule and daily rourines {e.g., substiture.reach-
ers, assemblics, guest speakers). School psychologists
may choose to review the lirerature and programs
available to organize and structure a teacher inter-
view (c.g.. Kame'enui & Darch, 1995; Painc, Radic-
chi. Rossellini, Deurchman, & Darch,1983; Sprick,
Garrison, & Howard, 1998). The interview could, in
curn, assist school psychologists and teachers in
designing classrooms thar help students meet the
expectations in a variety of eavironments. Teachers
who clarify their expectations for student success
during the instrucrional day may have betrer-man-
aged classrooms. In tuen, a well-managed classroom
may be the most appropriate reintegrarion setfing for
a student, depending on the reasons for SE placement.

BEHAVIORAL AND OTHER CONCERNS

The questions to consider in making reintegration
decisions for studenrts receiving SE services-for behav-
ioral, socialemorional, communication, and orher
concerns, are similar to those for a student receiving

_SE services for academic concerns. The standacd for

when to consider reintegration remains the sames
reintegration should be considered when the student
cap meet not only the grading and achicvement
expectations for GE, bur also the behavioral and
social-cmotional requirements to be successful in the
GE environment. The goal is to determine whar the
grading and achicvement expecrations arc with
respect to hehavior and social-cmotional fimetioning
for the GE environment,

Several variables might be examined to determine
if the student meets GE environmental expecrations
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for behavior and social-cmotional functioning,. These
variables include those that are srudent focused such
as coping scrategics, teacher pleasing behaviors (e.g.,
follows dircerions, accepts conscquences, listens),
sclf-help and problem-solving skills {¢.g.. works inde-
pendently, makes need for assistance known, conrrols
anger), and positive peer inferactions (e.g., cooper-
ares with others). Other variables include those thar
are more teacher focused, such as roleranée for stu-
dear misbehavior, teacher artention, motivational
procedures, classroom  management  practices.
Finally, specific classroom environment variables to
consider include: (a) classcoom organizarion and rou-
rines, () instructional arrangements, (¢) classroom
physical arrangement, (d) number and fength of tran-
sitions, and (¢) the involvemenr of others {e.g., para-
professionals, support specialists) in the classroont.

Obtaining  information abour the normarive
expectations for student behavior is accomplished
hest through direcr obscrvation rechniques. School
psychologists can choose from a number of published
hehavioral observarion codes such as the Code for
Instructional  Structure  and  Studenr  Academic
Response (CISSAR: Stanley & Greenwood, 1981),
the Stare Event Classroom  Observation System
(SECOS; Saudargas, 1992), and the Behavioral
Observation of Srudents: in Schools  (B.0O.5.5;
Shapiro, 1996b). School psychologists also could
develop their owa behavior observation code. Should
school psychologists choose to develop their own
code, they may want to consult published resourees
{c.qg., Alessi & Kaye, 19831 Cooper, Heron, &
Hewsard, 1987; Hinrze, this volume) for ideas about
how ro develop useful and reliable prorocols to doc-
yment students” behavior within various nserue-
tional environments.

To determine what the normarive expecrations are
for the receiving GE environment, the school psy-
chologist would observe students in the classroom {or
classrooms) that represent the fowest acceptable stan-
dard for behavioral and social-emorional function-
ing. The school psychologist should consult with the
reacher(s) in those classrooms to derermine who these
students arc. In keeping with the lowest acceptable
level as the standard, students chosen for observation
should not be ones considered ar-risk for referral for
hehavioral or social-emotional concerns. Neither
should they bhe students considered model classroom
citizens. Multiple obscrvations using the same instru-

ments for both rarget student and comparison peers
should occur in the receiving classrooml(s). Edeally,
observations should be made across several days and
times to see the range of rhe student behaviors and to
increase the reliability and accuracy of the inforna-
rion. Observations should occur during structured
academic periods (c.g., reading, marth, science) and
during less structured academic periods (e.g., art,
P.E.. music). Dircet observations also should be con-
ducted while students are in hallways, on the play-
ground, and in the cafererfa where many student
misbchaviors occur. Information on the range of

behaviors acceprable within the school ar karge will

help to successfully reintegrare students who have dif-
ficulties with self-managing behavior From these
observarions, local micro-norms for behavior can be
developed (sce Alessi & Kave, 1983: Canter, this vol-
ume}. Once these micro-norms are developed, the
dara colleered on the rarget students behavior across
a variety of setrings can be compared to those norms
to dererminc if his/her behavior falls wichin an accept-
able range. A concern with this process is that the
reintegration candidate may not be observed in rthe
exact same serrings and under the same condirions as
the GE comparison group. However, these dara will
provide some basis for comparison. When combined
with orher data, these data should contriburte signifi-
cantly to reintegration decision making. Notably.
similar procedures can be used for examining reinte-
gration for students with concerns in other domains
{e.g.. communication/language).

Another important task for derermining a stu-
dent’s appropriatencss for reintegration is obtaning
information abour GE teacher expectations and
classroom environmental variables. Direet observa-
rion and teacher interview arce the two best methods
for examining these variables. School psychologists
could use narrarive direct observations ro examine
rhe narural flow of classroom events as well as how
ransitions arc managed. During observations, school
psychologists can ohserve classroom management
techniques such as posted rules and schedules, rein-
forcement and feedback for rule-following, length of
gransidion times, management of mild disruprtive
behaviors, ere. Again, published observation codes
can be used to cxaniine these variables such as the
Classroom Ecological laventory {(CEl) Classroom
Ohservation (Fuchs cr al., 1994}, the Instructional
Environment Scales {TIES) (Ysseldyke & Christen-
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son. 1987), the CISSAR, and the SECOS. Alrerna-
rively, school psychologists may choose to develop
their own obscrvation code. .
Teacher interviews can be used by school psychol-
ogists to obtain information about classroom cnvi-
ronment, reachers’ motivational stragegics, classroom
rules. allocarion of instructional time, as well as infor-
mation about teacher tolerance for mild disruprive
behavior, School psychologists could use questions
from published inrerview formars such as: {a) CElL
Teacher Interview (Fuchs et al., 1994), (b} the TIES,
(¢) the Teacher Interview Form for Aca demic Prob-
fems (Shapiro, 1996a}, and (d) the Instructional Plan-
ning Form lInterview  (Powell-Smith & Stewart,
1998). School psychologists also can create theis own
set of interview questions based upon review of the
literature on programs that cmphasize proactive
classroom management and instructional rechniques
(scc Kame'enui & Darch, 1995, Paine et al., 1983:
Sprick cr al., 1998). School psychologists also can
rake advantage of published resources regarding
interviewing procedures in gencral (e.g.. Bergan &
Kratochwill, 1990; Lentz & Wehmannp, 1995).
Again, the purpose of observations and interviews 15
to derermine the discrepancy bherween the potential
receiving GE classroom and the SE classroom. The
degree of discrepancey along with the student behav-
ioral observation data serves as the basis for making
reintegration decisions. Ultimarely, the ream of indi-
viduals responsible for reintegrarion decisions will
need to determine the behaviors and skills to be
examined for the individual student’s reintegration to
be successful. Resources related ro.assessment and
progress monitoring of student performance are pro-
vided in the reference and annorared bibliography
section of this chapter and in Tilly (this volume).
Once Step 1 of the process is complered, possible
decision outcones include the following: (a) reinte-
erate and monitor; (b) reintegrate and provide train-
ing, support. and monitoring: or (¢} walt on
reinregration until the march berween the student’s
skills and the demands of the environment are aligned
moce closely. Both outcome {a} and ourcome {b)
would occur at Steps 2 and 3 of the reintegration and
exit process. As evident by outcomne {¢) the activiries
involved in this process will cause special education
and student services personnel {e.g., school psychol-
ogists) to examine more closely the kinds of waining
and supports necessary 1o achieve reintegration.

Reintegration and Special Education Exit Decisions

These supports might include: working with GE
teachers to increase their classroom managemenr
skills, working with SE teachers ro incorporate morc
of the clements found in the GE classroom nto the
SE classroom  (Le.. training for gencralizarion),
and/or rraining the individual student in the skills
needed to he successful in GE. Ulrimartely, this process
forces a discussion of reintegration issues and allows
for greater collaborarion and communication
berween SE and GE.

.Step 2: Plan for Reintegration

Once the reinregrarion and exit process moves to Step
2. the rasks are essentially the same in systems using
rraditional SE identification practices as well as those
used in school systems using a problem-solving model.
These tasks include: derermining which ream mem-
bers are needed for planning, when reintegration
should occur, measures 1o be implemented and fre-
quency, of progress Monitoring acrivities, person(s)
responsible for measurement activitics, SUPPOELS and
acconmodarions that are necessary for suceess, lengeh
of the reintegration trial, and rechniques for eventu-
ally fading the plan and supports (see Figure 1),

The reintegration planning team includes those
individuals who have direer knowledge of the rarger
student’s current academic skills and behavioral sta-
tus and anyone who may inscruct the child in che new
class. Teams should include the parent(s) of the stu-
dent, the SE teacher, rhe recciving GE reacher(s), and
the student, if appropriare. Teams also may include
paraprofessionals, administrarors, and support staft
(c.g.. school psychologist, speech pathologist, behav-
ior intervenrion specialist, ete.), 1f the studene is
involved with outside agencies (c.g., mental healch
provider, medical personnel, social worker, case man-

_ager), it may be appropriare o invite TCPFOSCHTAYeS

to arrend the planning meering(s) ro coordinate ser-
vices.

Relntegrarion may occur as soon as the team's rein-
tegration plan can be implemented. It is possible that
the student could be placed immediately into the GE
environment for the domain considered. In other
cases, the studenr mighe be introduced ro the new
environment gradually. For example, the plan may
call for the student to be involved in only a portion
of a class (¢.g.. group discussion, reacher-led instruc-
tion, pre-writing activity). The student might then
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receive assistance from a SE support person or a para-

professional to complete the required assignments.

Over a period of rime, the student’s involvement in

the GE class would increase as the student increases-
timely work completion and  accuracy. Another -

example involves the student reinsegrated into a GE
clags with adequate skills to complere assignments,
bur lacks behavioral strategies o follow rules, remato
academically engaged, interact with peers appropri-
ately, cre. This student’s plan may call for reintegra-
tion in the receiving class with incrementeal increases
in rime being dependent upon the studenrs skills in
maintaining appropeiate behavior

As stated in Step 1, the rechniques needed to mon-
itor student progress in the reintegration environ-
menr and the length of the trial period are based on
the academic skills or behaviors of inverest. These
decisions will be based on research relared to the tar-
get behaviors and professional judgment. For exam-
ple, the lircrature on reintegration in reading
indicates that a minimum of 8-12 weeks of CBM
progress moniroring is recommended (Powcll-Smith
& Srewart, 1998). Ultimarely, academic skills or tar-
get hehaviors must be monitored over an appropri-
ate rime frame to determine the student’s success or
lack of progress within the new environment. The
reintegration plan should include specific review
periods at which time student performance dara can
be reviewed and alteradons made in che plan if
nceded.

As a part of the reintegration plan, it is appropri-
ate that ream members be assigned specific tasks o
complete before the next review period. The plan
should be clear regarding the exacr measurement
rechniques ro be used and the person(s) responsible
for data-collection activisies. Team members should
he willing ro step outside their tradirional roles to
support the success of the reinregration plan. For
example, paraprofessionals and school psychologists
are excellent members 1o support data collecrion
efforrs. Any sraining needs for personnel infamiliar
with data collection techniques should include fol-
low-up support and reliability checks ro ensure treat-
ment integrity. Timelines for plan implementation
and dara colleetion should be specific with agreed
upon review dares set in advance.

Modifications of the reintegration plan may cecus,
if necessary. The planning ream should meer at peri-
odic intervals to review and document the progress-

monitoring dara and ro consider the accommoda-
tions and supports necessary for student success.
Many modifications may mirror those thar are typi-
cal for all students. For example, repearing directions,
additional time for rask completion, adjusting rask
Jengrh, frequent prompts and feedback, mass practice
of skills, and individual or small-group instrucrion
from teacher, paraprofessionals, or Title I reachers, all
may be possible accommodations, Considering sup-
ports that occur naturally within GE will help the stu-
dent generalize and maintain  skills afrer  the
reintegration plan is faded. Modificarions must be
docunrented so that the ream can determine the types
and levels of support necessary for a student ro suc-
ceed. This documentation coupled with progress
monitoring data also allows the team to determine if
and when support can be faded should the rarger stu-
dent demonstrate significant progeess inthe new envi-
ronment. Conversely, if documentation demonstrates
that the levels of accommodations and supports are
so significant thar GE cannor sustain them, then the
student may not be ready for reinregration.

Step 3: Monitor Reintegration Success

Once the reintegration plan is complered, it is neces-
sary to begin the trial reintegration period and the
dara collection activitics delineared in Srep 3. Deter-
minartion of reintegration success will be based on the
results of borh direer and indirect dara collection
methods. Direer data collection  procedures will
include assessing the target student’s academic
achievement and behavior through progress moni-
toring activities specified in the plan. Also, plan
implementarion integrity will be monirored throngh
direct observations of intervention adherence. The
measures of tecatment integrity may indicate that
additional training is necessary for participants ro
suceessfully carry out their responsibilitics as the plan
indicares.

Indirecr measures of the plan’s success may include
questionnaires abour participants’ level of satistac-
rion with the reintegration plan, the interventions,
and the training and support for implementation and
data collection. It also will he Important ro survey
atritudes of parents, the reintegrated student. general
and special education teachers, and paraprofession-
als about the success of reinregration trial {see Pow-
cll-Smith & Stewart, 1998, for examples). School
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psychologists can play a vital role in providing the
training for progress MONiroring, assessing teeatment
integrity, and in developing surveys that assess par-
ricipant satisfaction with the reintegrarion process.

Step 4: Determine Reintegration Success

Afeer the reintegrared student has heen monirored for
the length of time specified in Step 2, a derermination
ahout the success of reintegration can be made. All
monitoring data collected up to that time are exam-
ined along with data collected on teacher, student,
and parent artitudes toward the reinregration. The
moniroring dara arc important because they provide
both formative and summative informarion about the
impact of reintegration on the students skills. From
these dara, we can examine whether the student's
progress is commensurate with thar of the GE peer
comparison group. Parent and reacher atrirudes are
important to gauge because their involvement in the
process is consisrent with best practices. Also, their
attitudes may present possible barriers to continued
reintegration cfforts. Student artitudes are imporranc
to assess as they also may influence the success of
reinregration cfforts (Powell-Smith & Sheble, 2001).
The length of the reintegration trial also should be
examined,

Finally, .the question of whether the student is
ready to exit SE is asked. No set timeline for making
such decisions exists because there 15 very little
cesearch in this area. Clearly, this deciston should be
bhased upon the dara gathered and professional judg-
ment. If the answer to the question is yes, then we
proceed to Step S, I the answer is no, the process

cyeles back to Steps 2 and 3 to review the inirial rein--

regration plan, determine if plans were implemenred
as designed, and re-examine the moniroring and atti-
tude survey data collected. A critical question at this
point is, does the student seill need support(s)? If the
apswer is yes, the tcam needs to make the necessary
modifications to the original plan developed ar Step
2. Once the modified plan is implemented, the process
moves to Step 3 and so on.

Step 5: Special Education Exit in Goal or Domain
Area

Step S is the culminating activiey in the reintegration
process. At this point, the team has reviewed the dara

Reintegration and Special Education Exit Decisions

and decided thar SE exir in the goal arca(s) or
domain(s) for which the child was reintegrared is
appropriate. This decision involves professional judg-
ment based upon the preponderance of the dara. Nor
all students will progress to Step § (e.g., those with
more significant disabilities, those that began much
farther behind). Some srudents may need greater sup- -
port in content arcas or upon reaching middle or high
school. Also, there is no reason a studenr could not
be considered again for SE services should chey
become necessary in the furure, However, these steps
arc designed to preserve the SE conrinuum, while
forcing a closer examination of LRE and exit dect-
sions.

SUMMARY

Remntegration is a process by which studenrs receiv-
ing SE are returned. systemarically vo the GE cnvi-
ronment for imstruction. The process is nor to be
cquared with “mainstreaming™ or “inclusion,” both
of which indicate rhat srudents continue to need SE
services. Rather, candidares for reintegration are
those students who originally were” identified as
needing special services, bur no longer demonstrare
large gaps in their academic skills or behavioral
repertoire. In other words, the problem(s) that
resulred in SE placement no longer warrant SE ser-
vices. These studenrs may be appropriate for instruc-
rion in the same environment as their GE peers, with
the cventual possibility of exiring SE on a permanenr
basis. :

Considering SE students for reiaregration is no
longer an afrerthoughs, but rather is an integral part
of the IEP process and service delivery. Neither is rein-
tegration an all or nothing decision. Ir is a process
that is accomplished by derermining the LRE for stu-
dents on a case-by-case basis. This single subjecr
model of examining a student’s appropriatencess for
reintegration results in the most appropriate educa-
rional dccisi(ms‘fm‘ individual children.

Planning for reintegration of a studenr occurs ar
the onser of the 1EP process. Implementing a trial
reintegration plan is accomplished by incorporating
a problem-solving framework that involves persons
who are key ro student success, identifies srudent
needs and current levels of performance eelarive to
those of GE peers, and makes data-based decisions
abourt student progress on a frequent and repeared
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basis. If the data collecred indicate that a student is
successful according ro the grading standards estab-
lished in GE environments, then thar class may rep-
resent the LRE for that student.
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Kame'enui, E. J., & Darch, C. B. (1993). Instructional
classroom managenient. Whire Plains, NY: Longman.

This book cutlines an nstructional approach to class
room management, a techiique that emphasizes proac-
tive teaching of expected classroom behavior The impact
of instructional task dimensions such as complexiry,
modaliry, and response form on classroom managemente
is diseussed along with how o integrate classroom man-
agement doring cach temporal phase of instruction.
Assessment models, as well as chapters on reinforee-
ment, punishment as a transition tool, and a three-phase
implementation across al80-day school vear, are pre-
scentéd. A procedural model for managing persistent
behavior problems is also provided along with the fea-

tures of an effective schoolwwide discipline policy,

Paine, S, C., Radicehd, )., Rosselling, L. C.. Deatrchman, L.,

& Daxch, C. B, (1983). Structuring yoiur classroom for
acddemic success. Champaign, B Research Press.
This book outlines hasic classroom nmnagcmcnf tech-
niques including classroom organization. involvement of
others in the cassroom. use of teacher atrention and
classtoom rules, managing materials and paperwork,
and managing behavior problems, Feedback chart pro-
cedures for developing good work habits and guidelines
for phasing ount special procedures also are presented,
The procedures are based on the Direct lnstruction
Movdel, The authors provide a survey of relevant research
at the end of cach chaprer, as well as scriprs that teach-
ers can use to implement cach technique.

Powell-Smith, K. A., & Seewart, L. H. (19928). The use of
Curriculum-Based Measarement in the reintegration of
students with mild disabilities. In M. R. Shinn (Ed.),
Advanced applications of Curviculuni-Based Measure-
ment {pp. 254-297}), New York: Guilford.

‘This chapter provides an overview of the Responsible
Reintepration of Academically Competent Students
(RReACS) madel for students with mild disabifities,
including the philosophical and legal foundations for the

Cmodel and the incoeporation of CBM in the six imple-
meatatton steps, Rescarch outcomes of RReACS, such as
nmnbers of porential candidates for reintegration hased
ont both nomothetic and idiographic approaches, reacher
and parent attitudes toward reintegration, and stodent

achicvement outcomes also are presented.

Sprick, R., Garrvison, M., & Hmv:lfd, L.{1998), CHAMPs:
A proactive and positive approach to classroons man-
agement. Longmont, CO: Sopris Wost.

Uhe anthors of this book present a rescarch-based madel
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for classroom management for grades K through 9. The
CHAMPs hehavior program consists of eight madules,
cach represeating a key aspect of cffective classroom
111511ag0111c;1r5 Vision, Qrganization. Expecrations, the
First Month, Motivation, Monitor and Revise, Corree-
tion Procedurces, and Class-wide Morivation Systems.
‘The modules include self-assessment fools as well as
activitics and discassion questions that can be nsed by
teacher work groups. CHAMPs cmphasize teacher
expectations, and cach letrer in the acronym stands for a
type of expectation that should be clarified for students:

Reintegration and Special Education Exit Decisions

Conversation {can students tatk?}), Help (how do sto-
denrs request help?), Activiry {what is the objective of the
acrivity?}, Movement (can studenis get ous of their
seats?), and Participation {how do students show they

arc participating?).

AUTHOR NOTE

The auntliors wonld like ro express their sineere gratitiede o
Angela Sheble for her assistaice with the annotated bibli-
ngraphy for this chapter.
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The general ciasstoom
is the right place to
support students with
disabilitics—even when
their behavior presents -
significant challenges.

Patrick A. Schwarz

scar is an inguisitive,
i5 charming 5th grader
5'&‘ who loves baseball,
% music, and computers.
Ko ook He has dark hair, a quick
smile, and an engaging wit. He lives

with his mother, father, and brotherina

blue-cellar Chicage suburb. His parents
are supportive and involved with his
schooling.

Because he has significant auditory
processing problems and is an English
language leatner, Oscar receives both
special education services and English
as a Second Language (ESL) support.
Oscars education team-—which includes
his parents, a general education teacher,
a special education teacher, an ESL
teacher, a speech therapist, and a social
worker—is hardworking and believes
in him.

During lst through 3rd grades, Oscar

attended a seli-contained classroom for
studens labeled as having learning dis-
abilities. His individualized educarion
program (IEP) also provided for
speech/language and social work
services to support his learning.

When Oscar started 4th grade, his
school adopted an inclusive education
model. His special education, ESL, and
speech/language services were now de-

!
Y G, e o, il g
T

[ -

A

d F
14d Iq i
«;_-s {im& e‘m—-‘n"'f aa’aiﬂ"i@

© GRVE CUTLERSTCK RALSTRATION SOURCE

livered primarily in the general educa-
tion classroom through adaptations, dif-
ferentiated instruction, and universal
design strategies. His team planned to-
gether weekly, with the general educator
e-mailing electronic lesson plans in ad-
vance to all team members (2 school re-
quirement). His teacher provided z
range of supports to help with his sig-
nificant auditory processing challenges,
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