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ABSTRACT ~

Thepupose of s articlo B o oddress the principles of
a comprehensive whole-school reshuchaing 1o serve not only stu-
dehts With ditobiities educated in Inchrive ervitopmants but also
a learners who have been lsbeled fo tecelva services fiom fed-
eragy mandated programs. such s specidt education, Emited

-Engssh, ot fisk, of THIS 1, The Tiunbér of studénits who quolify for

such services Is growing. UnfortunGliely, these shudents often spand
e lorgrest pork of thelr day leaving thelr classcoom to recelve too-
iol Fslisciion, residing in O disconniécied ond fragmented day,
We addrest ihe otdeomes of fraditional progroms ond the undet-
tying principles necessory o suppost bclusve sanvices vemus creal-
Ing segregated progroms, The piincipies ¢ ore Casifed info foly
cornenstonss: cord pinciples, lockilon of sendces. cwncu&m and
hshuc!m and funding ared potieys

Iﬂ THE PAST DECADE, THE RESEARCH LITERATURE O
inclusive education has significantly increased (Peterson &
Hittie, 2003). Most of this literature has focused its unit of
analysis at the classroom site—for exampls, on the social and
academic outcomes of integrated education (Pelerson & Hit-
tie, 2003; Rea, McLaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002), col-
Iaboralive teaching arrangements {Thousand, Villa, & Nevin,
2002), the role of paraprofessionals (Doyle, 2002), the in-
clusion' of studerits with disabilitles in district and state as-
sessments (Thurlow; Elliot, & Ysseldyke, 1998}, or ways to

Integrate curricilum (Rainforth & Kuglemass, 2003). Others
have offered a conceptual and ideological analysis of the lit-
erature in support of and against Inclusive education (Brant-
linger, 1997). However, the Jiteratuge that focuses specifically
on the tole of schob! leaders with stidents who typically
struggle (Riehl, 2600) or én the orgajiizational, structural,
and cultural conditions necéssacy for- Inclusion is signifi-
cantly less comprehensive, Even book-length works whose
1itle suggests a focus on whele school restrucluring fo serve
students (Saifor, 2002) do not address the school or district
leve} orgabizational and structural inplementation intricacies
of serving studenis in heterogenaous classrooms, The afore-
mentioned litérature focuses primarily on students with dis-

-ability labels and does not fake into account how, providing
services Jor students with disability"labels is similar to and>

different fror addressing the needs of other students who
may siruggle in scheol; such as those students for whom En-
glish Is not the. primary language: :students considered *

risk’; stedents considered gifted; or studesits with le“erread-
ing levels, Excepnons to this include works by Buello,

Lashiey, and Beatty (2000}, Capper, Frattura, and Keyes -

(2000%, and McLeskey and Waldeon (2000},
‘The recent compréehensive schoo! réform (CSR) modets,

- by design, come closest to taking sueh a whole school ap-

proach to raise the academic achievement of all students
(Borman, Hewes, Overman, & Brown, 2003) However, CSR
continues to not set standards for integeated r:omprehenswe.
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services. Although the literature explains how lower achisv-
ing students can experience academic success, it docs not ar-
ticulate how: students with disabllisy Jabels have experienced

- similar success, nor do we knod from this Bterature to what

extent students with dissbilities are included in heteroge-
neous elass environments in these models of reform. Further-
more, none of the CSR models take disability as a focus.
‘The purpose of this asticle is to address this gap in the
literature by taking each school as the vnit of analysis aid
focusing on specific school level organizational conditions
necessary for schools to deliver what we call fntegrated com-
prehensive services (JCS) in heterogeneous environments for
all Teamers. Integrated environments are the seftings that afl
students—regardless of need or legislative eligibitity—access
throughout their day in school and nonschool settings. That
is, in these settings (2.g., classtoom, playzround, library, fietd
trips), students with a variety of needs and gifts leamn together

in both small and large groups. Comprehensive services

refers fo the array of services and supports centered on a dif-
ferentiated curricolum and instruction that all students re-
ceive to ensure acadernic and behavioral success. By all
learners, we mean especially those learners who have been Ja-
beled fo receive services, such as students labeled with a dis-
ability of Jabeled “at rigk;" “gified.” “poor reader,” or English
language leamner (BLL). We wittfirst address why changes'in
service delivery are vitally riecessary, pointirig to the curént
status of special education, including the growing incidence
of students labeled with disabilities, ‘the historically poor
school and.postschool duteomes of special education efforls,

. and the enormious outlay of finaricial and othef fesources inte

activities with such poor outcomes {Oakes, 2000). We then
describe thi differeficss bafwear prbvidmg progfiihg for stu-
dents and Lringing services to students via JCS and the prin-
ciples that should guide the delivery of educational services
to alf students. What we mean by service defivery ate the
ways in which siudents are provided with educational ser-
vices, including currienlum;- instruction, assessments, and
any additional supportive serviess that are negessary for the

- student to be successful in hctemjgen;ous leaming environ-

ments,

Quicomes OF SEGREGATED PROGRAMS

Thie number of students Jabeled with 2 disability has increased
151% since 1989 (Ysseldyke, 2001). Moreover, students of
color are significantly overidentified for snd Gverrepresented
in special education (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Hosp &

" Reschly, 2002; Losen & Orfield, 2002; Quality Counts, 2004;
" Zhang & Katsivannis, 2002). Unforiunately, these stadents
- often spend the lfargest part of their day leaving their class-

room fo receive special instruction, resulting in & discon-
nected and fragmented school day (Capper, Frattura, & Keyes,
2000), Moreover; these special programs have failed to result
in high student achicvement, 25 measured by postschool out-
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comes of standardlzed scores, For exsmple, in the United
States, desplte extensive efforts at providing special educa-
tien for more than 25 yeats since the implementation of fed-
eral disability law, 22% of students with disability Jabels have
failed to complete high school, compared 10 9% of students
without labels (National Organization on Disability, 2000),

Bqually atarming are the poor fong-term outcomes of
these special education efforts. For example, according fo &
study by Blackorby atid Wagner (1996}, “neatly T in 5 youth®
wilh disabilities oul of school 3 fo 5 years still was not em-
ployed and was not lookifig for work” {pp. 462-403),
whereas 69% of students from the general population over
that same period of time found employment. After providing
special education to students for at least 18 years in public
schools—and in many cases for 21 years as mandated by the
speclal education Jaw—these scheol and postschoot outcomes
are indeed dismal,

Not only are the special education outcomes dismal, but
the amount of meney that edncators have put forth fo support
these failing efforts is staggering, Special programs costs
130% more than general education. That is, if a school dis-
trict spends $5,000 per student, then each student labeled for
special programs costs that district $11,500 (Qdden & Picus,
2000}, In the 19992000 schoot yéar, “the 50 states and the
District of Columbia spent approximately $50 billion on spe-
clal education services, amouwsiting to $8,080 per special edu-
cation student” (Chambers, Parrish, & Ham, 2002, p. v). In

* comparison, in 1998, tetal insteuctional expendifuees for stu-

dents at the elementary and wmiddle school level who weee
served i the gensral education classtoom was $3,920(Chan-
bers, Parish, Lieberman, & Wolman, 1998).

On a reléted point, the more Students ere seeved in more
resiricrive, segrepated placements, the higher the cost of their
education. For example, Capper, Frattuea, and Keyes (2000)
nofed that ’

If we serve students with disability labels
25%—60% outside the regular class, then the cost
for this education increases to $3,122. If we pro-
vide & program for these students in a separate
public facility, like many charter and altemative
schoals, then the cest increases 1o $6,399 per.
student. {pp. 7-8)

That is, the data are clear that the moré studénts are seg-
tegated from their peers for instruction, the mose costly that
instruction. The reaton for this is that “a separaté program
means that students offen require separate space, separale
malerials and infrastruciure, a sepacate teacher, and an ad-
ministrator not only to manage the program but also te spend
{ithe and imoney ou organizing the program (Capper, Frattuea,
& Keyes, 2000, p. 7). .

Similarly, during the 2000-2001 school year, 10,900
public alternative schools and programs for so-called “at-
Tisk” students were-In operation, and 59% of these progeams
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were housed in a Separate facility. Districts with high per-
centages of students of color and low-incoms students tended
to have higher enrcllments in ehemative schools (National
Center on Education Statistits, 2002, p. 33), Moreover, edu-
cators spend an jnordinate amount of time and resources de-
ciding exaclly for which progrant a student may qualify. In
the Verona {Wisconsin) school district in 1999, “it cost more
than $2,000 to evaluate one student to defermine eligibility
for special education. [In ihis case,] a distriet of 4,500 stu-
dents averages 225 (5%) evaluations per year for a tofal of
$443,713 spent on evalvations alone”™ {Cepper, Frattura, &
Keyes, 2000, p. 7). : .

According to the U.S. Departiment of Education (2000),
“Slightly wnder half {of students with disability labels] be-
tween the ages of six and seventeen are served In general ed-
ucation settings with their [typlical} peers for moes than 39%
of their school day , . . and the namber of students served in
general education classroorns is increasing each year™ {cited
in Causton-Theohasis, 2003, p. 7), dug In part (o the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act JDEA} of 1997, which
created “a logal presumption in favor of [general educa-
tion] placement” (Huefoer, 2000, p. 242; Canston-Theoharis,
2003). Research has suggesied {hat educating students in
these general educatlon environments resulls in higher aca-
demic achievement and more posltive social outcomes for
students with and without disability labels (McLeskey &
Waldron, 2000; Peterson & Hitlis, 2003, pp. 37-39; Rea,
MecLaughlin, & Walther-Thomas, 2002), not to mention that
it is the most cost-effective way to educats students.

Although more of these students are being educated in
heterogenzous educational environments than i previous
years, increasingly, students who are being Inbeled at risk are
being placed in segregated alernative elassrooms and schools

compared to previous years; many students arc not served in
their neighborhood schools (i.e., the school they would ettend
if they did not have the disability or other separate program
label) and spend Jarge paets of their days out of the general
education: classroom. ‘These practices are nof only failing-to
meet the needs of these Sudents by resulting in significantly
high percentages dropping out of school or not achieving em-
ployment after sécondary education, but these practices exact
ari exerbitant financiat toll on schools and school disteicts,

BrinGING ServicEs 10 StupenTs

‘Fo overcome these costly, disinal outcomes of segrogated
progeams, school leaders {princlpals, school-based steering
connittees, site couneils, ete.) must focus their efforts on
preveniing student struggle and must change how students
who siruggle sre educated. In so dolng, fewer students will be

inappropriately Iabeled with disabitity or atrisk labels, and

more of these students will' be educated in heterogeneous
leaming environments, resulting in higher student achieve-
ment and more promising postschool oulcomes.

Placing students in special programs is quite the oppo-
site of providing services to or with students {f.e., ICS). The
two approaches differ in four primary ways, defined here as
cornerstones of integrated comprehensive services. Those
four comerstones are presented in Figure 1

THe Four Cornerstones or ICS

In bur work with educators adross the country and with our
students, we also hear persistent assumplions about the fac-

Integrated
" Comprehensive

Services

FIGURE 1. Four comsrstones of ICS.
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tors that inhibit change toward ICS, As we describe the dif-
fereiices between special programs and ICS, wé also identify
these assumptions and describe-the evidence-based praciices
that refute these assumptions. -

Core Principles

One core principle of segregated speciat programs is that sm-
dents do not receive help for their leaming nesds until afler
they have faited in some way. This practice is analogous to
parking an ambulance at the bottom of 2 chiff to assist people
who fall off the cliff. Special programs are like the ambulance
at the bottom of the cliff. Students are placed in them after
they fail academically, soclally, or behaviorally.

in contrast, with ICS, the primary aim of teaching and

‘Tearning in the school is the prevention of student fajlure. Re-

ferring again 10 the anatogy, ICS works at the top of the eliff,
setting up supports not only lo prevent students from falling
off he cliff, but to prevent them from nearing the edge of the
¢liff in the first place, It is astounding fo us that so few edu-
cationial practices are corisidered preventalive. One aetivity
we conduct in our ¢lasses is to have students wiite out on
newsprint their response to the following question: “What
happens in your scheol or classroom when a student strug-

. gles, acedemically, socially, or behavierally? What are olf the

praclices in place fo address this?" Invariably, students easity
list an entire conglomeration of “ambulances,” numbering
tsnally & dozen {téms even in smrall schools aid districts. The
list includes items such as homework ¢lub, leaming centers,
peer utors, adult volunteers, Title ! reading, Reading Recov-
ery, school within a school, small-group tutoring, Saturday
moming remedial club, summer school, calling parents, fn
and out of school suspension, and the list 'goes on. Then vie
ask our students to list all the actions theic school or disirict
takes fo prevent student acaderic or behavioral failire or
siruggling In the first place. This question fs usually followed

by several minutes of quist, as such efforts do not readily

come to students’ minds. Finally, students will list a few prac-
tices such as focvsed, intensive reading instruction in the
early prades or differentiating Iisteuction.

According te Daschenes, Cuban, and Tyack (2001), his-
torically, public schools have dealt with student failure in
similur ways—by blaming the student. With ICS, the opus of
siudent failure is on the school; and any student failure is

- viewed as something that is askew in the educational system.

The way educators frame student failure {i.e., whether stu-
dent fatlure is seen #% & stdent or & sysiéms issne) is the piv-
otal point.of all thé remalning assumptions and practices in
schools.

As such, the primary aim of ICS is the prevention of siu-
dent failure, and student faflure is prevented by building
teacher capacity to be able o teach (o a range of diverse siu-
dent sttengths and needs—a second cote principle. Every sin-
gle decision about service delivery oiust be premised on the
question (o what extent that decision will increase the capac-
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ity of all teachers to teach to a range of stadents’ diverse

- learning needs. Segregated special programs, by definition,

diminish teacher capacity. When the same studeni or group of
students are routinely remuoved froin the classroom to receive
instruction efsewhere, the classroom feacher is released from

" the responsibility of learning how to teach iiof enly those stu-

dents, but all future students with similar needs over the rest
of that teacher’s career, At the same time, students with and
without speeial needs até denied the opportunity to leamn and
work with each other, and the students who leave the room
are denizd & sense of belonging in the classroon,

A third core principle of separate programs Is that their
efforts do not address individual student needls; Instead, stu-
dents are made to it yet another progean, Bven the language
that is used often reflects this ides. That is, we use language
such as “We need o program for ihis student,” “We held a
meeting o prégram for this student)” “We can place the stu-
dent in the CD program,” “Thal school houses the ED pro-

gram.” Finding studenis to fit into & program Is a supreme
irony._of programs that are created under the assamption that
students do pot fit into general education, and hence they
nezd something unique and individual—only o be required
to fit into yet another program. A persisient assumption with
this principle is that it is administratively sasier to plug a stu-
dent into an existing program than to creatively plan how to
best meet & student’s academic or behavioral needs (both of
which are mandated in special education legislation),

Whon educators in 4 school have made significant prog-
1655 toward restructuring based on ICS principles, one practi-
cal way to avoid placing siodents in prepackaged programs
and to meet individual student needs can take place in Indi-
vidnalized Education Program (IEP) mectings. In these meat-
ings, ‘piactitiofiers who are working toward dismantling
segregated programs and moving to ICS have found it help-
ful to aséumie that no separate prograims exist lo their schools.
They ask themselves the guestion, “If no such program ex-
isted, how would we best theet this student’s peeds? And how
can that declslon ultimately build teacher capacity?”

In addition to the core principles that distinguish [CS
from segregated programs, these two different models. of ser-
vice delivery also differ from cach ether based on location
(ie., where students are taught), cirriculum a:d instruction,
steff roles, and funding, We discuss these riext.

Establishing Equitable Struclures

Location—where stideits are physically pladed to learh—is
a central distinction befween segregated programs and ICS,
Under a segregated program model, educators believe that the
primary reason for student failure is the student him- or her-

self, that students cannot be helped until they fail and receive

& labet of some sorl (e.g., al risk, disabitily, poor reader), and
that the student is then best placed into a separate program
that is rémoved from the core feaching and learning of the
school, These belisfs and practices then require students ta be
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separated from their peers by requiring students either to
Teave the general education classroom fo atiend a pubfout pro-
gram or to attend a school not in their neighborhoed or a
school they would not atend i€ they did not have a special

"']a.bE‘-l.‘ S e

Furthermore, studenls with a particolar label are chus-
tered in & clngsroomi or prograrm in nuinbers greater than their
propodtion in the school, In-the case of students with disabil-
itfes, typically,  special education teacher is assigned to sup-
port the students in this classroom and perhaps two to three
other classrooms where students with: disabilities are ¢lus-
teed. In onie of the high schools wa studied, students consid-
ered “d1 risk” were al placed in the same “teansition” English

and “transition’ Math classes in their freshmasi year, taught -
. by a“mansition” teacher in a “transition” room, For ELL stu-

dents, the students are often ¢lustered together and assigned a
bilinguat or English as a second language (ESL) teacher for
nearly their entire day.

Tie problém with clustering students is-that oftén spe-

-ciel educatlon or student services staff are assigned to the stu-

denls with labels in these classrooms. Although the special
eduecation or student services staff may assist other students
in the classroom without labels, s or her primary role is stu-

" dent'supporzt. That is, In 2 segregated, clustering arrangement,

the primary goal is student support, not buildiag the teaching
capacity of genetal educatiosi teathers to teach to 4 range of
stadents, The result of such an amangement s incrensed

. dependency. Smdents with 1abels and the general education

teacher become increasingly dependent on the stedent ser-
vices sfaff, Including students with thelr poors is dependent
on the presence of student services staff, In nearly every sit-
uation we have studied, when (6.g., because of budget culs)
siodent services staff time in thése classrooms must bere-
duced, general education teachers claim that they cannot fully
meet Ihe nieeds ‘of stodents with labels in thele classroomis.
This oceurs especially in coteaching models, where a special
ecducation and general education icacher .abe essipned to
coteach & class of course together—arguably one of the most
common and most expensive practices in schools today,

. In addition to educator conveniciice, scpregatéd prag-
tices- persist bzcause many educators believe that it is more

- cost effective for educators to cluster students with similar Ja-

bels in particular classmeoms or particular schiools. Research
cited previdusly in this aeicle has refuted this belief. More-
over, this particular administtative arrangement makes Jittle
sense with the current federal support for cross-categorical
services. Now, state departments of education ars issuing spe-
cial education teaching licenses for teachers to be able to

' teach across categories, because these teachers arc expested

to be able to teach to a range of student needs, Thus, school
districts can no longer use the argument that only pariicular
teachers can provide particular sugiport for particolar students,

Morzover, with segregated programs, educators persis-
tently assumne that they can only provide individoal atteation
and support to sludents with labels in a sefting or siuation

separate {rom those stedents’ peers. Reasons for this assnmp-
tion include several -arguments—for example, that 2 middle
school student would feel embarrassed to receive speech ar-
ticulation tralniny in Fropt of his or her peers; or that if ele-

- mentary -students-require-intensive-reading instruction, then

this insiruction requires a separate setting, like a Title I or

Reading Recovery room. Eduéators reason that this saves stu- -

dents embarassment aboul reading in front of their more able
peers and that a separate room cits down on classroom dis-
tractions: To be sure; Jt may be appropriafe at imes, when &
student requiring speech articulation skills could benefit from
individual instruction outside of the classroom that does not
disrupt his or har school day. At the seme fime, when schools
and classrooms funclion with teams of diverse educators in
support of flexible groupings, a student’s need for one-on-one
instruciion is part of the general movement of the day and
does not force the-student to be the only student exiting the
classroom, for example, during & science class, In the reading

example, at the elementary Tevel, successful teachers are able.

to meet the fodividual needs of students withont those siu-
dents nceding to be pulted from an integrated environment.
At the middle school and high school level, when teach-
ers are faced with students with low reading levels, at times,
these students may need intensive reading instruction sepa-
ate from their peers. The vse of a computer-assisted reading
prograut sich as Read 130, is one such example. However,
based on ICS ptinciples, studeuts choose 1o access this courss
ot class and are not unilaterally placed in-it. Moreover, stu-
dents who receive {his fnstruction do so not by virue of their
label {o.g., all “at-risk"™ shrdents assigned to the course, or all
“LD" students assigned); rather, & helerogeneons group of
students receives the instruction based on need, not label.

Moié imporant, rather than this same group of smdents béing
assigned to-other classes fogether {o.g., they dre all assigned

to take the same sciénce clasg), these stidents are not grouped

together for any other part of the school day.
Referring again to a high school example, educalors
have argued that placing all the students “atrisk” in language

arts together in a freshman “wansition” Boglish class will -

allow the teacher t0 use curriculum mmaterials suited (o the
reading levels of these stadents end, in-so dolng, raise the
English acliieverrient of these students, enabling them fo be

Integrated with their peers after thelr freshman year. Aside.

from the fact that wehave yet to find special programs thag
colkect sufficient outcorne data, teachers in highly successful
schools in the context of ICS are able to teach lanpuage arts
and othér subjects to a range of different leamners in hetero-
geneons classrooms (Jorgeasen, 1998),

Ironically, undér segregated program -asswmptions, we
have seen inclusive practices evolve into anather segregated
program—that is, the segregation of inclusion. Segregated in-
clusion happéns when students with disabilities ace dispro-
portionately nssipned fo or clustered in particular tlagsrooms.
Por example, in 2 school with four third-grade classrooms,
students with disabilides are clustered into one or iwo of
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these classrooms, in numbers that resull in a higher percent-
age of students with disabilities In these elassrooms than thejr
overall percentége In the school, Edcators have argued that
these'praciices are legitimate, because it then becomes more
convenient for special education staff to suppoti students
across fower classrooms. We have witnessed educators in
these schools calling these particular classrooms “the inclop:
sive classrooms” or “inclusion programs™ and the students
with disabilities in these classrooms “inclusion” students, In
so doing, these classrooms and students, In the guise of ini-
clusion, inhert ye! another set of labels. Bducators reason
that if & practice is more convenient for staff, then students
will receive higher quality services in these segregated ar-
rangements. In the schools we have studied, unfortunately, al-
though clustering students may be more convenient for staff,

his model does not build teacher capacity, That is, although

the “inclusion” and “transition” teachers increase their ca-
pacity 1o teach to & range of students, all the other teachers in
thé &chool tre “off the hook,!” withno {ncentive to gain these
skills, resulting In higher costs and fess effectiveness in the
long 1un. .

Iy conteast, under ICS, alf students altend their neigh-
borhood school, or the school they would attend if they did
not have a label, This is a basic civil right, Sudents do not
have to leave thelr peers In their classeoom, school, or district
to participate in a curriculum and instruction that meets thelr
tearning needs, All students are then afforded a rich schedule
of flexible, small-group and laiga-group instruction based on
learning needs, interests, and content areas, With ICS at the
district level, particular schools would ot be designated “the
ESL school” or “the school that all the elementary students
with severe disabilities attend” or “the middle school that
houses the stadents with severe challenging behaviors.” At
the scheol level, ICS does not preclude students with labsls
from being clustered in particular classtooms, but only fo the
extent that the number of thess students in any onte ¢lassroom
does not represent a higher pexcentage than found in thé
school. Accordingly, with ICS, a school does not have rooms
labeled the “resource foom,” the “LD room,” the “€D room,!
the “ESL room” or even the “at-risk room.> With ICS, stu-
dénts are flexibly gronped based on the individual needs of
the group of Jeaners in the particular classroom and grade,

Accordingly, with ICS, alf students’ learning takes place
in heterogeneous envirbnments. This means that students are
never grouped by stmilar characteristics in the same way all
the time. Teachérs use fléxible groliping patteins throughiout
the day, depending on the instructional content and student
needs. Hence, when 4 group of students iravels on a field trip,
it shoutd not just be students with disabilities or students who
are “at Fisk" who are atending. Nor should it just be students
without labels attending. The Jeader will ook at any situation
and always ask if there is a mix of studenis involved and, if
not, why not?

Under ICS, students are placed in elesses according o |
_their natoral proportions i the school. For example, if BLL
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students constitute 20% of the studenis in & school, then any
classroom in the schoo} (e.g., special education) should be
composed of no more than 20% of ELL students, ¥ students

with disabilities represent 15% of the school population, then |

no classroom should have meré than 15% of its students la-
beled with a disabilily. Likewise, using these same numbers
and the principle of natural proportions, at Jeast 20% of the
student councit, 20% of the band and other extracurricular
progtams, and 20% of the advanced placement courses or
gifted programs should be comaposéd of ELL students, and
15% of these same cursicniar and extracurricwlar areas should
be contposed of students with disabilities. To forther Hlvs-
{rate, in one of the integrated middle schools we studied, stu-
dents who were ELLs weré clustercd in t%vo of the four
seventh- and eighth-grade elassrosms, However, the percent-
age of ELL students in these classroomis wag less fhan their
percentage in'the school. In the high school example, students
inneed of additional support dre dispersed amodigst the fresh-
man English classes, When students are placed in natural pro-
poslions, it sets the expectation that all school staff be able 1o

teach & range of students. The goal of support staff becomes

irﬁlia;ly to support students in these settings, but ultimately to
build the gentral educator capacily (v teach 10 a range of stu-
dents. Over time, one goal of support-staff is to fade their in-
volvement in the classroom, betanss the general classroom
teacher hos strengthened her or his teaching and leaming
siralepies'to meet a rangs of swdent needs.

We cannot overemphasize fhe eritical role that location—
where students are. placed-—plays in ICS. As long as seg-
regated settings, classrooing, courses, and schools exist, eda-
eetors will find reasons fo place students in these settings.
With segregaled programs, thess settings seliforce negative
assumptions about students and teaching and leamning, and
not only does this mods! not build teacher capateity, it breeds
teacher and student dependency. Even more important, segre-
gated programs are the most cxpensive and least effective
Way- to 3¢jvé sdenls. ICS becomes 2 proactive means 1o
break the vicious cycle of negative beliefs that then require
segrégdted progiams that int lur reinforce négative assump-
tions and beliefs, When the care principles of ICS suggest
that the systen needs to adapt to the studesit, (hat the primary

" aim of feaching and learniing s the provention of student fail-

tre, thal the 2im of #H cducators is fo build teacher capacity,
and that gl services must be grounded in the core teaching
and learning of the school, then stadents must be educated
alongskie their peers in integrated environments, Swdent lo-
cation dictates teacler location, and the location of teachers
and students i integrated environments-Jays the groundwork
for all the other aspects of ICS,

Bullding Teacher CapacHly and Currdculfum
and Insfruciion

Locaiion. Educator roles in segregated programs are
based on téacher specialization and student Tabals, Tn segre-

61




0OASD
Review of Programs and Services to Students with Disabilities

REPORT - August 2011

gated programs, staff adhere to their professional, expert
roles, which limits adull learning opposlinities and profes-
sional growth, Moreover, when structures isolate students,
they also isolate educators. When educalors are isolated

with each other, precluding the developmeant of teacher ex-

pertise. de106$ a range of leamers, For example, 1n one of the-

urban high schools we studled, the support staff in & progeam
model were comfortable teaching ségregaréd math and
adapted language ars classes, but they were hesitant to pro-
vide suppost in general education classes in seience and math,
because they were unsare about their ability 10 do so, There-
fore, students with special needs were placed in segrogated

. math claséés due 1o the teaching abifities of stoff and denied

# tich curriculum in the general education math content
classes, In turn, the students perfonned guite poosly on the
math section of the statewids accountability assessmoent,

- A persistent assvinption that foels this adherence to ex-
pert roles Is the belief that certification in a specialty area
means that an educalor possesses hlgh{y spccia!imd ‘magi-
cal,” esoteric skills that no ons ¢lse can ovér leam. Profes-
sional assoclations and professional accrediting or certifi-
cation bodies reinforee this experl view (Skitic, 1995). For
example, in segregated programs, a social worker can be the

" only person who conduicts personal history reviews with stu-

dents and makes contacts With families, and no offier stalf
person volunteers or Is asclgned to shore in those duties. Like-

wise, in ségregated programs, a middie school guidance

counselor provides career guidancs to individuals and groups
of students, facilitates support groups fof §ludents, and mieets
individually with stidents with various problems. Rarely do
other, s1aff members share these duties,

In segrogated progiems, if other s1aff not certified in
these areas assumed some of these dulies, the soclal worker
or guidance counselor would view these persons as under-
mining the professionalism of thelr carcers and perhaps oven

threatenlng bis or her job security. With these assigned duties,

nelther the social worker nor the guidance counselor is in-
volved in the core curricufum and ingtruction of the school, In
this context, professional development is often targeted to

pacticidar ' staff (e.g., all Specml education staff), whereas -

other staff are excused, which "further segregates staff from
* cach ofher and prevénts the sharing of expertise,

In contrast, with ICS, in one of the middle schools we

studied, the -principal drasliéa]]) changed the roles and re-
sponsibilities of the guidénce counselots and schaol social
weikers. One gmdam:e counselor was nssigned to sipport the

sixth grade, and the other was assigned to support the eighth.

grade, whereas the social worker was assigned to support the
seventh grade. The role of the guidance counselors and the

soctal worker chaniged to include the following lasks: muking -

home visits; sharing door duty; readmitting students; repre-
senting on alt special educalion team meelings; supporting
staff; collecting and disseminating data on acldevement, at-
lepdance, and behavior; handling alf special education re-

evaluations; teaching unils on identity {e.g., mee, ethnicity}
and bullying; coordinaling interns; and c¢oordinating menter-
Ing with local high school students. These roles and shared
‘expertise, thed 1o lhe core cluriculum and jnstruction, stand in

= - from éach other; they dornot share knowledge and expertise” —great contrast to~ what- lyplcally oceurs in segregated pro-

grams.
Location is where studenls wre assigned and how staff

rolés are inexfricably linked, In segregated programs, the lim-
ited expertise of $1aff-Conteibiites 10 where Students are
placed, and where students are placed limits the expertise of
siaff, Al students require small- and farge-group instiuction,
and, at times, ons-on-one.instruction for a student with more
severe feeds, However, rather-than expecling students with
educationnl or behavioral needs fo leave the classroom 1o se-
ceive instmaction, ICS requires educators 1o share their knowl-
edge noross disciplines (special education, ai risk, bilingual,
Title I reading, efe.) with their peers and with the students
they teach in & range of educational envirenfrignls.

As such, with ICS, staff roles pivot on developing
teacher capeoityto teach 2 range, of Jearners in. their class-
reoms. Given that only 21% of teachers feel woll prepared 1o
address the needs of labeled students (U1.5. Depariment of
Education, 2000}, buildirg teacher capacity beedmes the pri-

- mary geal in ICS. All staff development and all decisions

about service delivery are aimed toward bullding staff capac-
ity to work with a range of student needs.

Curriculum and Instruction, In segregated programs,
the cursiculun and instruction are separate from the core
ienehing and learning fa the school. For §omeé progrdms, at
ane end of the spectruny, it Is assumed that the curticutom and
insterction have ot suctesded with & student; henie, the stu-
dent needs an entirely different-curriculum and instruction,
Azain, the assumption made is that the school cumiontom
does not need to ehinge, that it works for most students, and
that there s something inkerenily different-about some stu-
dents who need soinéthing entirely diffeient. Morsover, this
principle assumes that staff are incapable of teaching to a
range of students, that schools are incapable of changing to

" meet strdent n'eeds, and tha!studen!s are more alike than dif—

w0 b» identlf’ &4 and labeied 1o Bocdss A curticwluin that meets

their needs, In so dolng, these programs deny students access ©

to a content-rich curricolum, which in tum negatively affects
student achievement and Tesults in poor performance on stan-
dardized assessments. Instruction is based on the classroom
majérity tathier than on individual néeds, Alleinilive schools—
whather within schools or out of school buildings—are often
created on this assumplion. Students who receive “special-
ized” mati, English, or other academic subjects in resource
rooms of 1n ¢lasstooms lracked for this purpose ure also sup-
ported by this assumption.
Al the other 2nd of the spactmm In special programs,
ipéclal education staff assist studeils Whd siniggle by help-
ing them leam the general education cuericulum, but this
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learning takes place outside the general educmion classroom—
in resource rooms, sludy centers, or study halls, It could be

~ argued that these practices are not separate from the core

to reduce the number of students who accessed the center.
However; the principal was concerned that because students
with disability 1abels also accessed the center, this practice in

teaching and leamning of the school. However, again; these
practices typleatly do not build teacher capacity to teach to a
range of students. Although students are assisted, shpport
staff typically do not shae ideas with classroom teachers,
who then do not learn new strategles that would prevent theix
students from needing additional assistance in fhe first place.
Students are fhen denied sccess fo'a content-rich currfeutum,

In confrast, in ICS, students recsive their instruction with

their peers in lasge and swell, flexible, heterogeneous groups
in integrated school and communpily seltings and are sup-
ported to do so. As such, ICS is seamlessly tied to and

Jgrounded in the core cumioufum and instruction of the school.

InICS, the cunrjeulum and instrmetion are built on & cul-

. turelly relevant {see Ladsen-Billings, 1995} and differenti-
ated curriculem (Tomtinson, 2008). Culturally relevant means

that the curriculum addresses the various families, cultures,
races; and ethnicities of students In-the classroom not as an
added component bul seamiessly woven into the curriculum,
Differentiated enrriculum ts designed to address a range of
learner needs and achjevement levels. Such curiculum js de-
veloped under the principle of universal aocess (Bremer,
Clapper, Hitcheock, Hall, & Kachgal, 2002). Universal ac-
cess means that a lesson is initlely designed for a range of

* learner needs in the classroom—rathér than developing a les-

son or eundevlum and then deciding as an afieithought how
students with different learning needs may access the cur-
riculum, With these curriculum principles, students do not

have to'qualify or be labeled to recelve dctess 10 4 rich and:

engaging carricalum,

Implemeniing Cﬁahge

In segregated programs, separate funding sources are ac-
cessed, and policles are written to support each program for
each cligibility area, causing replication of services and soar-
ing casis. These policies sud pragrams are focysed on fixing
student deficits. Qften, these policies are compliance driven
end not quality driven, meeting the letier of many nondis-
crimination regalations but never attaining the spiritin which
these regulations were written, As discissed previoustly, sep-
arate programs are costly due 1o the cost involved in identify-

ing students and the duplication of stoff and matérials -

between schiools and programs and across programs,
-Bducators persistently assuis that particular funds or
resources cannot be co:mninéied, thus reinforcing the cre.
ation of segrégated progfams. Forexample, in ene of the high
schools we studied; educators established a leaming center
that any student eould ddeess throfighoit the day to recélve
additional support. The center included processes to enable
teachers who assisted in the center to provide feedback to stu-
dents’ teachers on sffective stratepies ta assist students in the
classroom and to provide suggestions for curriculum changes
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some way violated speclal education law or the vse of special
education funds {which it did not). Hencs, he dismantled this
service and, iu its place, established a separate support pro-
gram for students with disabilities,

With ICS, funding sources and policies are merged, with
a focus on the prevention of student struggle. Resource real-
location forms the basis of funding decisions (Odden &
Archibald, 2001). That is, a school leader takes into account
solirces of fanding at the federal, state, district, and schoot
levels (e.g, minority student.achievement, gified and talefiled,
aleoho! and other drug abuge, special education, Title I, at
risk, bilingual, special education) and then combines these
funds in stich & way as to best serve students in heterogensons
learning environiments, Staff ars also viewed as resources,
staff skills and expertise aré considered, and staff are assigned
to students-and classrooms based on ICS core principles.

SuMMARY

To summarize, segregated programs result in sone Students
receiving suppoit, while others de nol. With segregated pro-
grams, thoss students who need the most routine, structure,
and consistency in thelr day experience the most distuptions
when placed in separate programs, become {ringe members
of their classroom community, and miss valuable instruc-
tional time when traveling to and from separate programs.
Oncé in these programs, shidénts tré déniéd nceess to a rich
and engaging curriculum that could boost their academic
achfevemenl. Segregated programs inadvertently blame and

- label students and marginalize and track stedents of color and

low-income students. Segregated programs prevent the shae-

- ing of knowledge and skills by cducators, prevent any parlic-

ular éducator from being accountable 1o thése students, and
enable educators not to change their practices. The programs
themselves and the identification of students for these pro-

grams are quite costly.

In contrast, the prifciples and practices of ICS con-
tribute to five nonnegotiable requirements for service deliv-
piyi leist restrictive, least intrissive, least disruptive, least
expensive, and Jeast enabling. These five nonnegotiable
points refer fo locatiot, or where stisdents aré placed, the cur-
riculum and instruction they experience, and the sole of edu-

"eators in their lives,

All students should have the opporfunity to attend their

" neighborhbood school (or the school of their choice in school

choice programs) and be placed in heterogencous classrooms
at théir grade level alongside thelr peets. This placement is
the least restrictive, least intrusive, and least disraptive in
their daily lives; eficourages independence in leaming and not
being overhelped (Le., least enabling); and ultimately is the
least expensive. The curriculum and instruction that students
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“receive in thése environments should address their leamning

needs and, &t the same time, open the window 10 d rich, cre-
aﬁve, nonrasm‘ctivc leatning cxp‘erience, With ICS their In-

intrusive, mqst respe&;;ﬁll ,a,n(_i, _]:asl disrupuve vesiy; and they

are challenged to reach thelr maximum learning potential
(i.e., least enabling). A curricolum and instruction that bears
these four pohnegotiable characteristics Is ultimately the Teast
expensive option as well,

Finally, with 1CS; educators themsslves move out of
segregefed, restrictive teaching environments end provide
high-guality curriculuin aed instruction in ways that tap each
learner’s gifts (i.e., least intrusive and least disruptive), that
foster student self estesm, and that encourage the student’s
positive sense of self as'a lamer (e, most epabling), Agaln,
educators engoged in teaching this way save districi resources
that can be reallocated to the benefit of all in the school com-
tnunity.

Given the high cost of special education In times of bud-
get crises and the dismal outcomes of segregated programs,
educators can ne longer: ethlcally justify segregated service
delivery, Continuing to Jabel students and place theri in ség-
regated progeams is indefensible. This is particularly so when
these programs sre not effective academically and socially
and draw resowrces away from other effective practices. Sup-
ported by research, ICS can mget the needs of all stdenis,
The core principles, combined with lhc- mdlsputable impor-
tance of location, the curriculum, arid .the way edudcators
move out of their taditlonal rolés—all supported by the cre-
ative reallocation of resources—can pave the way to edirea-
tional success for all studets. =
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educational Hves of children with disabilities.
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Mest educaters apree that students with
disabifities should spend as much time
as possible in the gereral education
classrootn, However, Lhis expectation
frustrates many educators because they
do net receive support in ways hat
ensure the success of students. This
article describes an Integrated compre-
hensive service {ICS) delivery medel
that uses four teams te provide edusator
supporl for [he benefit of all students i
general education,

Our extensive research and practice
with an {C3 delivery model over the
past £2 years—in 10 different sehools, at
the elementary, middle, and high school
fevels and lfocated in rural, suburban,
and urban districts—indicates that edu-
cators need te rethink the team strue-
wires in thels scheots o implement and
sustain 1ICS (sce box, “What Is an lnte-
grated Comprehensive Service Delivery

Madel?™), Fhese new team stuctures

are necessary because research suggests
that sustaining inclusive practices over
time is difficult, For example, in their 4-
year-long study of a middle school, Sin-

detar, Shearer, Yendol-Hoppey, and,

Ligbert £2006) focused on the sustain-
ability of inclusive education. The study
indicated that changes in leadership,
teacher turnover, and clanges in slate
and district assessmiens policies resutied
fn failure to sustain inclusion. Those

16 n CounciL For Exceprional CHIEDREN

changes, in turn, led to a reduction of

resources and philosophical commit-

ment to inclusion.

Our research and practice suggests
that sustaining S is possible when
teachers are full participants in school
declstons through mermbership In four
specific teams. Three of these teams are
at the school level: a planning team, a
service delivery team, and a grade-level
design team; the fourth team, the dis-
triciwide service delivery team, func-
tions at the district level. These teams
engage in
« Shared decision making, ilm_: is, pro-

viding epporttmities that allow indi-

viduals in the schodl cominuaity
be involved in implementation deci-
slons,

+ Staff design, that is, stralegically
assigning teachers and staff to sta-
dents and classes in ways tltat build
teacher capacily and masimize sl
dent learniag,

+ Student suppont, that is, strategically
assigning students 10 classes in ways
that do net segregate them, that
maximize studenls’ epportunities o
fearn in heterogencous groups, and
that create the conditions for optimat
student learaing.

Educators  frequently  forus on
instruction and carriculuny and assuare

b

ew Teacher Teams
te Support Intfegreafed

prelhensive
Services

Elise M. Fratiura + Colleen A, Capper

that they do not have controf over stric-
ture, policy, or procedures, The work of
these four teamns discupts this assump-
tion. In this article, we first breflly
describe each team. Then, in ihe fo}-
lowing scctions, for each teant, we
delincate team geals, team membership,
steps that the teant can take to imple-
ment ICS, and ways to evaluate their
efforts,

¥lie Tetnis

Overview

In schools with shared leadership,
schoglwide team—often known as a
school learning team, site council,
school planning tean, shared decision-
making team, or educational planning
committee—frequently functions as an
oveesight committee for many scheal
decisions. In this article, we use the
tesm school plonning team, In a school
with shared dedision making, such a
team must be one of (he essentlal teams
that deals with the entire schoel. The
schoot planning team is primarily
responsible for collecting student-per-
formance data and schoal-specific data,
as woll as seiting annual or tong-tenm
poals for school imprevement.

The second key decision-making
team for initiating and implementing
ICS s the school's service delivery
{eam. This team functions as an off-
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shoot of the scheol planning team
specifically 1o analyze and redesign the
sway that services are offered. The seny
ice delivery team is also responsible for
identifying the necessary changes in
school apd district-based policy and
proceduraes for impiementing ICS.

The third type of key decision-mak-
ing team consists of gradelevel design
teams. These teams include teams of
feachers at each grade level who are
responsible for setting up the speeific
staflf design for cach grade level, as well
as the instructional and cuedculds serv-
fces for that grade tevel,

The districtwide service delivery
team represents the fourth key deeision-
making 1eam. This team's primary func-
tion Is te ensure thay service detivery is
consistent acress the disirick, The
team’s primary responsibility is to share
information from the individua! schoot
teams to develop consistency and fuid-
ity across the district for afl students,
For example, the team may want {o con-
fiem that a child moving from fifth to
sixth grade is able 10 mainiaia services
that are similar to those ia the {ifth
grade and are based on his or her indi-
vidualized service plan {I5P} ar individ-
uzlzed education progran {IEP), This
team is the glue that holds the service
delivery model together in Grades K-12,

A primary consideration for all four
teams is {eam membeyship, Fhe wams
must represent a broad range of individ-
wals who typically sopport students
who struggle in the scheol, Such indi-
viduals might include the English as a
Second Language (ESLY teacher, an ab-
risk teacher, Title 1 staff, and special
education weachers. Tn additon, team
nemberstip should ensure that tean:s
consist of individuals who are demo-
graphicaliy representative of the propor-
tion of culturally and linguistically
diverse people in the scheol and district.
That is, all the teams should include the
same proportion of stedents of a specif-
{c minotdty geoup as the propertion of
members of that minority group in the
school and in she distriet, Obviousty, for
cxample; if onty E¥% of ilie students are

- cufturally and linguisticatly diverse,

thea 1% of the committee membership
should be culturally and linguistically
diverse. When leams-~for example, the

__Whui s an imegm!ed Comprehensive Service Deilvery Madel" '

~An mtegralbd comprehensn'e service [ICS) deliveny model is 2 model lhat organ-.
Hzes prefessional slaft by the needs of each learner nstead of cluslenng fearsers .

: by 1albiel (Fral!ura & Capper, in press). An ICS model does not assign stal’f memA a

bers 103 uzm ar pmgram and p]ace them in <cpar.1tc lasstooms, l:tstqad Suppan .
to, bring- apprapiiate.

'mna[ supports to em:h ‘ehitd in integeated schoal and commum ¥ - on\';mn-
T]us mode] 1hcreby establishes an mlegrateci homu basc m suppoﬂ OE',_'.

; The word, mlt’gmled refers 1o the eavironments thal a]i sludems, regardless of

. nced ur legislalwe Ehgﬂ)lhi}' access throughout :!leu day in SChDﬂ] and nonschool R
‘glfls [carn logclher in bolh small and large groupings lhat are ﬂexib]e in nature A_
schod] that uses an ICS dehvery model fras no spaces | thal are desagna:ed only fnr.'--
ﬂmse students with disabilities, :

~The term mmprehmswe refers to the array of sen'ices and supponé in addz-_-.
: uon 10 a differentiated’ cumculum and instruction, that accommoda%c the \anous'

' '!eammg needs of children to ‘ensure their success In school ics results iri the shar: -

.'jmg of msources and clioreographed services on the basis of the needs.
A d :ntemsls of cach learper. :

sehool planning team—inciude commu-  dents, other staff, and community mem-

nity members or familics, these commiwe
nity membors and families should vep-
resent the cultoral, linguistic, and
income diversity of the schas! and dis-
trict, To encourage famities or commu-
nlty members to participate, schoals
should consider providing transperta-
tion, child care, and language inter-
preters if needed (Lopez, 2003},

Al four of these teams must set
ground rules for discussion and deci-
sions. In addition, the teams must all
decide in what ways and how frequent-
by they will communicate the progress
of the team will the other three teams
and with other school personnel.
Further, the teams must decide how
they will receive specilic leedback from
the other thiee teams and from other
scheal personnel about their work.

School Planning Teom

As previously mentloned, the sehool
planaing teant s responsible for collect-
ing and anatyzing student data, as well
as schoolspecific data, Frattura and
Capper fin pross) supgests a set of ques-
tions that can guide the evaluation of
services for students, The school plan-
ning feam can facititate this evaluation.
Team membership must inciude repre-
sentatives from il stakeholders of the
scheof community, including the school
administrator, teachers, pérems, sla-

bers. A school planning team typically

does the [olfowing {Conzemius &

O'Neil, 2001):

« Focueses on student learring at the
site.

+ Serves as a forum for diverse pere
spectives from the school, bome, and
cammunily 1o ensure the exchange
of a variety of viewpoints.

+ Provides participatory shared deci-
sion making at each site o create the
individuai schoot's structure and cul-
ture {withia the district mission).

+ Promoies commupication among
parents, communily members, pro-

fessionatl and support personnet, stu-

deats, and adminisieators,

The school planning team can be
respensible for eusricukar, Istnactionad,
and personnel budgets and ean then
make difficult decisions i support of
the schiool and district mission, Oftea, a
school planning team analyzes stu-
dents' scores, discusses areas of con-
corn and resolution, and then creates
comprehensive school goals.

While the scheol planning team is
addressing the goats on the basis of the
data analysis, it can define and evaluate
progress. The other theee teams will
alse have their own goals and evalua-
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7. The schoob service delivery 1eam
then moves on to the final step,
which 1s 10 develop a plan for
achieving the new service delivery

model. At this point, the _decision__

making needs to move to the grade-
Ievel design teamis that will be
responsible for turming the vision
into reality.

Limiting the model by using
a financtal formuia can also
limit recommendations.

The school service delivery team
meels as often as necessary at the
beginning of the change process but
may reduce its meeting schedule when
the grade-level design teams begin theic
wark. The school service delivery team
is then primarily responsible for evalu-
alion activities and may reconvenc to
discuss feedback or major concerns
regarding the efficacy of the model, In
so doing, the members of the school
service delivery team should examine
what is working and what is not and
determine eptions for creative solutions
without reverling back to an old modei
of segregating children, To prevent the
marginalization of any child, all educa-
tors have a responsibility to edueate the
next generation of children together—
structurally, symbolically, ang academ-
ically, Therelore, the pendulum must
rot swing back to segregation. None.
theless, we cannot discount the posst-
biltey of sirife In the process. Change is
difficult, and there will be fimes when
teachers and administrators peed sup-
part from the scheal service delivery
team members.

Grade-Level Design Teams

As previously discussed, most scheol
service delivery teams provide recom-
mendations that result in a grade-based
model af sendce delivery. For example,
one team of teachers and staff may
work witlt a range of learners at 8th
grade and other teams may wark with a
range of learoers at 10rh and 1Eth grade,
If grada tevel is the primary basis for
schoob structure, structuring the sup-

t

port medel by geades makes sense, If
the school uses a structure that consists
of small tearning academies, then pra-
viding services that are hased on the
academy structure makes more sense,
Either way, it Is not logical to continue
a model by specializalion (ED, LD, at
risk, Enplish language learners [ELL},
Title 1, ete,) in a school that uses a
structure by grades, houses, academies,
or seme ather configuration, Educators
should therefore avoid configuring sup-
port in a manner that makes particular
teachers responsible for groups of
labeled stadents actoss grades; that is,
the schoel should not configure support
50 that one leacher Is responsible for all
studends with the ED kabel across three,
four, or more grades. That practice dis-
connecls teacher specializations and
the graded structures of schools and
resttits in fragmentation and fallure-
based programs.

A primary responsibitity of the
grade-fevel design teams is to assign
students and staff in ways that support
ICS principies. The school planning
team completes the ICS analysis; but the
school service delivery and grade-level
design teams develop, implement, and
cvaluate the service delivery design.
These latter two leams are the ones that
bring the vision to kHie. The school sery-
fee delivery team suggests to the grade-
level design teams possible ways of sup-
porting students. The grade-level design
teams are responsible for the actual
implementation, These  grade-level
design teams make big schools smali,
make large numbers of stadents indi-
viduals, and minimize such burcaucrat-
ie measures as programming students
ont masse or clustesring students by fabel
or by statutory regulations.

The grade-level design teams should
inchude all individuals who age assigned
to a specific grade level or have volun-
teered at that fevel to provide service to
sludents with disabilitics, students wha
speak English as a second language, stie-
dents who are decmed at risk ef failing
1o complete school, and other students,
Each grade-level design teams must
include the general educalors, special
educators, at-risk teachers, ESL teach-
ers, and ofher Leachers assigned to the
grade-fevel team by the process that the

school service delivery 1eam has com-
pleted. In addition, school saclal wark-
ers, guidance counselors, the schoo!
psychologist, teachers of gifted and tal-

_ented_students,. speech annd language

pathologists, and other sepport may
focus on particular grade levels for 3
variety of teasens. For example, guid-
ance counselors may boceme part of a
grade-level design team and provide
service only to studems at that partica-
lar grade level, or a speech and lan-
guage clintcian might be assigned to a
kindergarten-first grade cluster, since
the Jangnage needs are high in those
two geades. The grade-Jeve] design team
specifies the role of these persennet, but
the role showld include direct support to
students in  heterogenenus groups.
Finally, a represeitative of the school
service delivery team should serve on
each grade-level design team as a laj-
son hetween (he two teams.

The goals of the grade-level design
teams are to meet the individual needs
of each learner, from children with mitd
learning disabilities or third-year ESL
students to stndents with severe and
profound cognitive disabifllies or
extreme behavioral challenges caused
by mental illness, as well as children
with average or above-average abilities
and skitls. These teams therefore strte-
gically assign s1aff 1o courses and class-
rooms and place studeals to ensure that
students are not segregated and Lo max-
imize student learning.

The grade-level design teams have
three additional {unctions, First, they
must determine the professional devel-
opment that is necessary o build the
ability of weachers to teach a range of
Jeamers in thelr classrooms. Secomd,
they must help staff inclode planning
time in their work days and weeks so
that staff members can collaborate to
meet student needs. Third, they must
help secure the resowrees to carry out
these first (wo funciions. A reprosenta-
tive of cach grade-fevel design team
then takes the professional develop-
ment, planning time, and resoiurce
needs to the school service delivery
team, which can then coordinate pro-
fessional development and planning
time, as well as obtain resources for
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tion s!rateg'lcs that they will share with
the scheol planning team.

Schaol Service Delivery Team

The school service delivery team con-
sists of eeachers and administraters

whose primary focus s 1o assess how

services are being offered o and for all

learners. The primary responsibility of
the school service delivery team Is to

assess the quatity of ICS on an ongoing
basis, with emphasis on equity, strue-
ture of services, access to high-quality
teaching and Jearning, and development
of appraprate funding mechanisms and
policies (Frailura & €apper, in press).
Services and programs provided

within the schoo! form the basis for
membership on the school service deliv-
ety team. The team needs 3 representa-

tive from each unil, grade lovel, depant
ment, or academy to give voice to all
stakeholders and to represeat aif chil-

dren in the school, In additien, teachers

representing the different programs
offered §n the school {e.g., ESL, Title ),

at risk] should constitute the remainder

of the teacher leaders on the comunirtee.
As many studies confirm, the participa-
tion of the schoo! administrator is
essential to the operations of the team
{Fullan, 1999). The school adminisiza-
1or shautd be an equal member of the

team, with little or no veta posver but
with the epportunity te use his or her

skills of persuasion. In many schaols
that have functioning school service
delivery feams, the districwide admin-
istrator for student services and speciat

education and the director of curricu-

fum and instniclion may participate as

cqual mentbecs of the team, These indi-

viduals often have the ability to abtain

and reatlecate resourees to assls in the

mavement from programs to servives;
for exaingle, they can facititate the come
mingling of funds in suppert of alt
learners. The school service delivesy

team should not have more than 10 to

2 rnembers, primarily so that all mem.
bers can paricipate i decisions.

Individuals on the team should have

strong opinjons abaut educational sere-
jces for a1l leamers.

The goals of the school service deliv-
ery team are simple;
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3

tion strategies that they will share with
the schoof planning team.

School Service Pelivery Teom
The school service delivery team con-
sists of teachers and administrators

4,6?

* To better meet the needs of cach
learnes in @ compreheasive manner
in tategrated schoo] and connunity
environments,

¢ To take a clear fook at the structural

bargiers 1o providing the most com-

prekensive integeated services possi-
hle and to seconstrzel 2 model of

-service delivery that wilk provide stu-

dents with minimal fragmentaiion

within the school day.

To altend 10 any symbotic and prace-

dural practices that perpetuate the

division between the haves and the
have-ots, for example, field isips,
schoot ceremonies, and banguets.

Seven specilic steps and processes
help this team achieve its goals:

1. The team must have the opportunity
to discuss what Integraled compre-
hensive services are and what they
ate not. They may want lo share
readings about fdeas reated 10 1CS
{sce Peterson & Hitie, 2003, for a
comprehensive Nist of research in
support of ICS). The team can then
reflect and think about what @
means 10 move toward ICS far all
fearners and decide by consensus
what moving toward JCS could
mean.

. Al team members must ageee about
the importance of adopting 3 philos-
ophy of 1C5. Many school teams
make decisions concemning the cone
pringiples of ICS without reaching a
consensus, Unless teams make such
decistons by eonsensus, they default
to & traditionat strzcture of programs
ard compliance-driven pofley that
wndermines growlh and education
for students who require additional
services. The team should stot force
change. If leam members canaot
generate enough inferese in 1CS at
the schoat, they should continue 1o
ask such questions as the fellowing:
~ Why do the children swho have

the least ability to genenalize have
the most {ragmenled schedules?
- Could we do more Tor all fearners
if we worked together instead of
in ous own separate silos?
- When we s Al leamers, do we
realty mean alft

|

3. The team next draws a pleture
describing how the school currently
meets the needs of children who are
challenged—or the needs of children
swho challenge how we teach, Fhat
is, they draw a picture of the school's
curreat program  delivery model,
This picture should address the
question: What programs are cui-
rently in place for students who
struggle in our school? The pictere of
this current delivery medel must be

as defailed as possible.

4. The team uses the information devel:

oped [n the preceding steps 1o con-
duct a gap amalysis. The leam com-
pares the carrent service delivery
medel with the principles of IC3 and
evidenced-based practices. The team
can then determine the locations of
any gaps beliveen what 1C5 entadls
and what is currently happening
with the seivice delivery plctuse in
the schoak. '
Participants then Jist cuzrent prac-
fices In their school that focus on
prevention and determine whether
these practices are comprehensive,
integeated, and effective enough to
build success for every learner. IT
these practices atign with the ICS
principles, then the scheol should
conlinue these practices in the naw
service delivery model.

6. The team members braiastorm thelr
vision and hopes for service delivery
in thelr school, basing these visions
and hepes on the principles of 1CS,
Team members then draw a plcture
of the future service delivery model
on farge papes. They list this vision
and these hopes without considering
any budgetary coneerns, since such
concerns can limit recomntenda-
tions. Although every distrct fas
budget limitations, administraloss
and facilitators are often able Lo cre-
atively address financial concerns to
support an ICS medel by commin-
gling funds or by reallocating them.
Limiting the model by using a finan.
cial formuola can also fimit recom-
mendations. Often staff members
find that drawing the picture of the
new model is dilficult and Instead
use a table or dizgram (0 autline it

b

¢+ To better meet the needs of each
leamner in 2 camprehensive manner
in Integrated school and communtty
environments.

4 Totake a clear look at the structural
barriers 1o providing the mest com-

A, The team mnest draws a plclure
describlng how the school currently
meets the needs of children who are
challenged—or the neads of ehifdren
who challenge how we teach. That
is, they draw a picture of 4he school's
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" and gencral educafors neced 16
develop the currculum and assess-
ment for each secifon of the day,

8. Each grade-level deslgn team
should meol at Jeast weekly to eval.
vate Its efforts, including determin-
ing how the support is working and
diseussing where moere suppost
may Do necessary. Teams at one
grade fevel may reed 10 meet with
teams at other grade loevels if they
cannet work out the necessary
small-group or individual support
within their grade level. Such meet-
fngs can heip give students full
support across their grade levels
thorizopially) and throughout alt
the grades {verlically).

9. H the schoa! service delivery team
has recommended that grade-lovel
design teams follow their students
ta the nest grade and rewzm to thefe
original grade in the third year
{ealled lnoping), then teams shoubd
begin planning for the next schoot
year in February by using the steps
outlined in the preceding para-
graphs and by wsing fevdback
obiained from data analysis,

Grade-tevel design teams Ffrequent-

Iy collect student achievement data

as a prime determinant of their suc-
cess, TFhey also wark with the

sthool seevice delivery team o

obtain feedback that shows how
parents, studeats, and stafl oxperi-
erce the evolving changes of the
service delivery siruciure for all
learness. In addition, they update
the school service dolivery team on

Iheir progress amd any concerns

that they should fake te the school
planning team.

&

Bishrictwide Secvice Delivery Teom

Swdents may recefve services in an ole-
mentaey school that mieets their individ-
uat sieeds {such as time in the day {or
sensory integration or inclusion with
peers. for . most of the day}. However,
when these students advance 1o the
next grade Tevel or schoof, thelr 1T oF
1EP may change because the staff has
designed a model that cannol meet
those fndividual needs. Educators at
every school must he responsible for

.

ﬁ{fp‘ﬁ%

developing a service delivery model that
meets the needs of every pessible stu-
dent, When impiementing ICS, districis
should therefore institute a disteehwide
service delivery team io work through
fssues that may affect the districe as a
whole.

The disteteewide service delivery
team should incude a representative
from each school service delivery team
threughout the district. In addition, the
distrct director of special education or
student sexvices and the distsict direcior
of instruction should also be team mem-
bers.

Educators at every schee! must
be responsible for developing a
service delivery modet that meels
the needs of every possible student,

The goat of the disteiciwide service
delivery team is to “take care of the
whole.” That is, the distietwide team Is
responsible for clarifying differences
acress schoal service delivery feams

and working toward devefoping & con-.

tinsious model for Kindergarten through
121 grade throughout the districi.
Students then do not need to fit into dif-

. ferent models that each individual

schoof develops,

Districtwide service dellvery teams
typleally meet four times cach year
Alter the team claddfies areas of need or
concern, the team sets its agenda and
maves forward. At times, the team may
ask staff or adminisirators tejoin it so
that the wam can obrain mmore detailed
information reparding & specific con-
cemn. Al example might be determining
Jrow an clementary school uses a senso-
iy reont and how such a room might
work at the middle scheol level,

The districkwide service delivery
team monitors the status of service
delivery at eacli school, The members of
the school service delivery team on the
districtwide cominittee use the ICS eval-
ualions to assess thelr progress toward
Ics.

Final Thovghis

H €S s 10 becone a reality in scheels,
educators need 1o be deliberate abour
decision making and team sleuctures.
IC5 moves far Dbeyond iypical team
structures in schools; it can use general
educatlon-based grade-level teams,
deparimenl teams, or strategic planning
teams, In addition, team structures that
support IC5 also move beyond typical
special education teams. Such strue-
tures can use prereferral intervention
teams and special education evaluation
teams. The stmpke structure and func-
tion of the three seheol-based teams
and the disteictJevel service delivery
team described in thig article can trans-
form how declsions are made, wha Is
involved in the decisions, how ihe
school uses its resources, how it assigas
teachers, and how it serves students.
This transformation can move far
beyond compliance—it can result in a
high-quality education for every siudent
{a the schook
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Appendix D

Students with Severe Disabilities and Best Practice

Chapter from Frattura, E. & Caipperi, 7(37.'[720'0777) Leadihg for Social Justices: Transforming Schools for
All Learners

Providing Access to High-Quality Teaching and Learning Students Who Significantly Challenge Our
Teaching

We have found that students in our courses and educators with whom we work agree with the
principles and practices of ICS, until our attention turns to students who significantly challenge our
teaching such as those with severe physical and cognitive challenges. At that point, heads shake,
utterances are mumbled out of our range of hearing, while others outright take us te task and argue
that students who significantly challenge our teaching shounld not be part of the ICS conversation.
Even educators who claim to work in so-called “inclusive” schools argue that their schools are
inclusive, even though some of their students are segregated from their peers for the majority of the

school day.

_ Durtschi’s (2005) study of elementary school principals in one Midwestern state illustrates
our point. These principals were positive about inclusion in general (86.3%), and 98.9% stated that
they “support including students in general education classrooms.” However, these same principals
drew the line for students with severe disabilities. Nearly one-third (31%) of these principals
supported separate schools or classrooms for students with severe/profound disabilities. More
than half of the principals (56.6%) would oppose a law that required students with severe
disabilities to be integrated with general education students. More than 10% {12.8%) believed that
students with severe disabilities are too impaired to benefit from the activities of a regular school.
In short, most educators agree with inclusive practices but only for particular students in particular
ways—a clear contradiction to inclusion (Chin & Capper, 1999).

Who are these students with severe disabilities? We draw from Dr. Lou Brown throughout
this chapter, as he was one of the first educators to assist families and school personnel in
developing appropriate services for students with significant disabilities in integrated school and
community environments, Since then, others have supported his concepts through universal access
to curriculum, and “least harmful” assumptions (Donnellan, 1984). In 1988, Brown explained that
students who comprise the lowest intellectually functioning 1% of a particular chronological age
are referred to as significantly disabled. Often such measures of intellectual functioning are used to
categorize people and make assumptions about their needs. The phrase “significant or severe
disabilities” should signify particular direct instructional strategies for individual students. Instead,
the label “severe disabilities” is used to isolate and categorize students into subgroups of people

who are denied rights and privileges.

For the past 20 years, many educators have been involved in a shift to provide an integrated
education for students with severe disabilities. If we define success by the number of students with
a range of disabilities attending general education schools, we have been reasonably successful at
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96% (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). What this statistic does not address, however, is that
although more students with a range of disabilities are provided an education in public schools,
students who significantly challenge our teaching continue to be placed in segregated environments
or are not allowed to attend their neighborhood school or school of choice. In this chapter, we
examine the current state of education for students with severe disabilities and principles in
support of integrated edueation for-these students.

Current State of Education for Students With Severe Disabilities

We know from research conducted over 20 years ago that students with severe disabilities need
instruction in four domains (community, vocational, recreational, and domestic), and that this
instruction should oceur in the natural environment (the environment the activity naturally occurs
within for individuals without disabilities} or setting (Brown, 1988). Though students with severe
disabilities are included in public schools more often today, we see educators engage in five
practices that severely diminish the potential of these students.

First, many educators continue to believe that these students need to be warehoused in the
“special room” down the hall. Often, directors of student services and special education are actually
relieved when they have enough students with a particular label—for example, autism—that they
can then cluster these students in.one classroom in a building with extra space, or better yet, in

someone else’s school.

Relatedly, educators point with pride at their special classrooms with a washing machine
and other home furnishings constructed just for students with severe disabilities. We know,
however, from research that students with severe disabilities cannot take skills learned in
segregated environments, like these classrooms, and generalize these skills to other environments

(Brown etal, 1983).

Third, schools continue to provide separate busses or transportation for students with
severe disabilities and take these students in isolated groups on community field trips. When we
place people with severe disabilities in groups with others who are only like themselves, we take
away their individual identities and dignity and deprive students without disability labels the
opportunity to learn with and develop friendships with students of all abilities.

Fourth, because it is sometimes difficult to plan individual employment opportunities for
students with severe disabilities, schools are resorting to teaching vocational skills to these
students as a clustered group within their buildings. We have heard educators claim they are
engaged in inclusive practices while also explaining they are preparing these students for
segregated vocational sites after high school. This practice again points to a contradiction in
inclusion. Moreover, often these students are asked to complete vocational tasks that would be
demeaning for a peer without a disability to complete. In so doing, we elicit pity for these students
that in turn undermines their dignity and self-respect.

Finally, if a student with severe challenges is included in the general education classroom,
he or she is often assigned an individual teaching assistant, and then the child’s education bhecomes
the responsibility of the teaching assistant and general education classroom teacher, neither of
whom may have seen the child's individualized educational plan, or may not be able to implement
that plan. These ineffective, unethical practices are initiated and continue because they are
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administratively convenient or philosophically supported without regard for the guality of life of
the individual student. None of these five practices aligns with the principles of ICS.

Principles and Practice in Support of Integrated Education for Students With Severe Disabilities

Research and practice has shown that it is possible to educate children with severe disabilities in
the schools and classrooms they would attend if not disabled. Here we describe 11 principles and
practices that educators must consider to support an integrated education for students with severe
disabilities: neighborhood schools, integrated classrooms, age-appropriate placements and
activities, non-school and community environments, partial participation, natural proportions,
functional skills, prioritization of skills to be learned, student/family preferences, opportunities for
real work, and determining an appropriate education.

Neighborhood Schools

Years ago, we wrote that students should attend their home or neighborhood schools, or those
schools that they would attend if not disabled (Brown et al,, 1989) for three reasons. First, being
able to attend one's home school is a basic civil right and is of benefit to all students. Students
cannot learn to be comfortable with peers who may appear different from them if they do not
interact with each other on a daily basis. Students will not learn compassion and the ability to make

decisions that include all people if they are not in proximity to all people.

Second, in their neighborhood school, students with severe intellectual disabilities may
receive community-based functional instruction in the environments where their families live. This
will increase their opportunities for using these skills in their natural environments.

Third, when children with severe intellectual disabilities attend the school they would
attend if not disabled, they have opportunities to interact with and form friendships with the same
peers and families that they will interact with in their own neighborhoods. The students and their
families become part of the larger school and neighborhood family network and the associated
social activities. For example, if they play with and go to school with their neighborhood peers, it is
more likely these peers will invite students with severe disabilities to birthday parties and other
peer functions. Relatedly, attending their home school keeps families together. It is a travesty when
one child in the family walks up the block to school, and the other child must wait for a little yellow
school bus to pick him up and take him to a school away from his home.,

Integrated Classrooms

Within their home schools, students with severe intellectual disabilities must be based or enrolled
in regular education classrooms {Brown et al,, 1989) with peers of similar age. This type of
situation is not extreme or radical if the goals for the students with severe disabilities are clear, and
if natural and artificial supports are clearly articulated and provided. We now know that such
placements do not adversely affect non-disabled students {Peterson & Hittie, 2003) and can in fact

benefit all students.
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Age-Appropriate Placements and Activities

Students with significant disabilities also need to be placed in age appropriate situations and
activities for their learning (Brown et al, 1979). That is, if a student is 15 years old, but functioning
at a 3-year-old level, this student needs to be placed with and engaged in similar activities to other
15-year-old students. Too often, we see high school-aged students.with severe disabilities placed in
classrooms at the elementary or middle school level cut of administrative convenience. Or, as
another example, we have seen middle or elementary school-aged students with severe disabilities
placed at the high school level when school administrators attempt to group all students with
severe disabilities in their school district together. These students are placed in this age-
inappropriate settings out of administrative convenience, not student need. It is important for
students with significant disabilities to be educated with their same-aged peers for three reasons.

First, all students have a basic civil right, regardless of the severity of their disability, to be
educated with same-aged peers. Second, we can use the activities of same-age peersas a
benchmark for teaching content for students with significant disabilities. For example, if 15-year-
old students are using an iPod music device, then perhaps learning to use an iPod music device
would become a means to achieve IEP goals for the 15-year-old with severe disabilities. As another
example, if students from the high school forensics club raise funds by selling concessions ata
basketball game, then a high school student with significant disabilities could participate as well,
again completing tasks tied to his or her IEP goals. In contrast, having a group of high school
students, all with disabilities, running the high school concession stand would not be in agreement
with ICS principles, because this activity is not integrated with students with and without
disabilities. In addition, the number of students with disabilities participating in this activity at one
time {in this example, 100% of the students involved are labeled with a disability) is not a natural
proportion of students with disabilities. The number of students with disabilities actually
participating should not exceed the percentage of those same students in the entire school.

Third, being placed in age-appropriate environments can foster true friendships between
students with and without disability labels. These friendships can be nurtured both within the
school and in the students’ neighborhoods.

Brown et al. (1979} discusses four interrelated hypotheses that often prevent instruction
that is age appropriate. First, the mental age and chronological age discrepancy hypothesis—that is,
educators presumably determine a child’s mental age and then teach to that instead of the
individual’s chronological age. If, however, we teach the skills appropriate for a 3-year-old to a
student who has a 3-year-old mental age, but who is 18 years old chronologically, we will deny that
individual a lifetime of opportunities to belong because there will not be enough time for that
student to “catch up” to an 18-year-old skill level.

A secand hypothesis that prevents age-appropriate instruction is the earlier stage
hypothesis—that is, educators believe that they must teach skills to students with severe
disabilities at a slower pace and in a sequential order based on the developmental milestones of
typical learners. Again, however, if educators teach an 18-year-old student with a mental age of 3,

" based on this hypothesis, it will take them over 60 years to teach this student, and the student may
never proceed beyond the mental age of 5. Therefore, educators must target skills that students
with intellectual disabilities need and teach them in a way that these students can acquire these

skills within a reasonable time frame,
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A third hypothesis that mitigates against age-appropriate teaching is the "Not ready for”
hypothesis, This hypothesis assumes that we need to wait to teach particular skills until the student
is mentally ready. However, if we wait to teach functional skills to a person with severe disabilities
until we deemn them capable by mental age standards, it will never happen.

.- .Finally, the artificial approximation hypothesis suggests.that educators teach
approximations of a skill out of the context of the activity and the appropriate environment. For
example, if we teach someone to cross a street in a classroom using artificial stop and go lights and
then expect the student to be able to generalize the approximations to a four-lane automated walk
signal in the real world, we are placing that individual in harm’s way. Not only have we wasted the
student’s time, we have also denied him or her the opportunity to learn in the natural environment.

Non-School and Community Environments

When educators understand that students with severe disabilities must be fully considered in the
ICS process, they often assume we mean that these students must spend 100% of their day within
the general education classroom, regardless of their age or needs. In fact, ICS deoes require that
students with severe disabilities spend 100% of their day in integrated education environments,
but these environments include both school and non-school settings.

Brown et al. (1983) agree that serving students with significant disabilities in age-
appropriate regular schools and classes they would attend if not disabled is necessary but not
totally sufficient for an effective education. Their education must also include access to integrated
vocational, domestic, recreation/leisure, and general community environments. Brown and
colleagues contend that it is necessary to take into consideration the learning needs of the student
to determine the balance between non-school activities and instruction in the child’s home school.
As with all students, those with significant disabilities require direct, individualized, longitudinal,
comprehensive, and systematic instruction in a wide variety of integrated environments.

Brown et al. (1991) delineate factors to consider when determining time spent in regular
education classrooms and elsewhere. First, the number of environments in which a student with
severe disabilities spends time should be similar to the number of environments in which a non-
disabled peer spends time. These learning environments must provide a range of different learning
opportunities and stimuli, increasing the probability for skill acquisition with minimal support.

Second, the chronological age of the student is important to determine how much time
should be available for instruction, how much the student has to learn, and where are the most
appropriate environments and sub-environments for the student to learn specific activities and
skills. In general, the older the child, the more time the students should spend learning functional
skills in the environments those skills actually occur such as in the community.

Hence, students with severe disabilities may learn in a general education classroom some of
the time, but will learn in integrated environments with typical peers 100% of the time. Additional
factors to consider when deciding how much learning should occur in school and non-school
environments are the skills a student can learn; the amount of time the student has to learn them;
and the student’s ability to generalize, recoup, and retain information, These factors will help
determine specifically what skills, activities, and environments will maximize the student’s

independence.
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Usually, concrete, practical skills can be taught more effectively in a non-school
environment than in a school environment. However, community-based instruction must not be
confined to occasional field trips. When students with severe disabilities participate in a range of
different field trips per week with little to no attention to particular skill learning, then these trips
are not of value. Community-based instruction is an individually choreographed instructional

- technique to teach skills that are necessary for the student to be as independentas-possible as an

adult.

Therefore, educators need to provide a balanced school and community schedule for a
student with significant disabilities. The older the individual, and the less they generalize, recoup,
and transfer information, the more opportunities they must have to receive instruction in the
environments in which those activities actually occur, That is, a student at the elementary level with
a significant disability may spend a large part of their day in the general education classroom with
instruction in the community included as part of the typical third-grade curricalum and its
community service projects. As the student gets older, the student receives an increasing amount of
instruction in the community—for example, during the last periods of the day, three days a week,
with a student without disabilities, perhaps as part of a community service project.

To illustrate, we offer the case of Miguel, a high school student with severe disabilities.
Miguel is on the ninth-grade support teacher’s caseload. The grade-level support teacher and 1EP
team will examine the individual needs of Miguel, and determine the skills he must learn to:be
independent and what skills and activities are the most important for students in ninth grade to
know. Given the age of Miguel and the amount of time he has remaining in schoo], the staff may
determine that Miguel will require community instruction in the areas of banking, food prep,
shopping, housecleaning, and public transportation. Other information about Miguel includes the

fact that, he likes U.S. History, especially information on wars.

Therefore, Miguel's weekly schedule will include community instruction in the morning at
an off-campus job site, completing food prep with one other student with whom he rides the city
bus and then returns to school for lunch and U.S. History. During the moerning community
instruction time, on Mondays, Miguel receives instruction for shopping and banking. On Tuesdays,
he receives instruction in housekeeping at his own house. On Wednesdays and Fridays, he will visit
the local health club to exercise and learn new lifelong health habits with a non-disabled high
school student involved in community service and one other student with mild disabilities.

During the time Miguel is in history class, the general educator and grade-level support staff
will develop universal access to the curriculum-—that is, the history curriculum will address the
range of learner skills in the classroom. Then, if necessary, adaptations may be made to address
Miguel's more specific needs. For example, the instructional arrangements, the lesson format,
teaching strategies, curricular and social goals specific to the lesson, the instructional materials, the

- level of natural supports, the supervision arrangements, and the physical and social aspects of the
classroom can all be designed to support the specific needs of Miguel (Udvari-Solner & Thousand,

1995).

Partial Participation

Sometimes, a student with a severe disability may not be able to fully participate in an activity with
peers who do not have a disability label. For this reason, educators may exclude the student with
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severe disabilities from the activity. However, the principle of partial participation suggests that
.though a student with severe disabilities may not be able to fully participate in an activity, he or she
may be able to partially participate, thus allowing the student to be included. ‘

The ability to partially participate (Meyer, Peck, & Brown, 1991} in chronological age~
appropriate environments and activities is educationally more advantageous than exclusion from
such environments and activities. Students with severe disabilities, regardless of their degrees of
dependence or levels of functioning, should be supported to partially participate in a wide range of
school and non-school environments and activities. The kinds and degrees of partial participation
should be increased through direct and systematic instruction. Partial participation in school and
non-school environments and activities will result in a student learning more skills and thus
gaining greater independence. Systematic, coordinated, and longitudinal efforts must be initiated at
ayoung age to prepare students with severe disabilities for partial participation in as many
environments and activities as possible with chronological age-appropriate, non-disabled peers.

Natural Proportions

As we defined the term in Chapter 1, “natural proportion” means that the numbers of students of a
particular label or need in any school setting should reflect the numbers of such students in the
overall school setting. Students with severe intellectual needs comprise about 1% of the school
population (Brown et al,, 1988). Therefore, we need to be cognizant of how many students with
severe disabilities are clustered into one environment and ensure that no more than 1% of that
setting is composed of these students. Typically, if students with severe disabilities are not
railroaded into institutions or “clustered educational placements,” the proportions of students with
and without disabilities will maintain a natural balance. When such a natural balance occurs, people
are treated, viewed, and respected as individuals and not as a group of people to be circumvented
and denied privilege (Brown, Udvari-Solner, Long, Davis, & Jorgensen, 1990).

Functional Skills

It is reasonable to expect that students with intellectual disabilities will acquire fewer skills during
an educational carveer than approximately 97% of their chronological-age peers. If such a relatively
limited number of skills are to be learned, it seems prudent that a reasonable proportion of these
should be “functional.” Functional skills are those that someone else would have to do for the
individual with a disability if he or she could not complete the activity on his or her own. For
example, if a student with disabilities does not learn to open the door to the school, the chances are
that someone else will need to assist. If a person with significant disabilities does not learn to wash
the dishes, someone else will have to wash the dishes. However, if a person with significant
disabilities does not learn the capitals of all the states, the chances are that no one else will have to
fearn the capitals for him or her. When considering what skills to teach, it is important to balance
functional skills with the individual’s interest, with the social importance of the skill, and with the
preparation for adulthood, as well as the recreational significance of the skill. For example, if an
individual does not swim, the chances are that no one else will have to swim for him or her;
however, the individual with the disability will gain much from the physical activity of swimming

for lifelong fitness.
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Prioritization of Skills to Be Learned

Students with significant disabilities learn less than 99% of their peers, recoup less, retain less, and
generalize less. Therefore, educators must consider three factors when deciding which skills to
teach students with severe disabilities that will result in as much adult independence as possible.
First, educators need to consider the number of skills that should be taught. Brown et al. (1983)
state that there are thousands of skills that can be acquired by others that either cannot be acquired
by students with severe intellectual disabilities or are extremely cost-inefficient when the return
for educational investment is considered. Completing long-division worksheets and memorizing
multiplication tables or the presidents of the United States are a few examples. Therefore, it is
essential to look at the skills that will assist children with significant disabilities to be productive
members of society and help them as they become young adults to be as independent as possible in
the community, home, workplace, and when recreating. When teaching a child with severe
disabilities, the complexity of such skills must be minimized to increase independence.

A second consideration for teaching skills is the number and kinds of opportunities a student will
have to learn these skills. For example, making eggplant parmesan may be a wonderful skill to have,
but if the individual does not know how to make a sandwich for lunch, the Teen Living class that
teaches how to cook gourmet dishes may not be the most appropriate use of the student’s time.
However, if in fact the high school foods class is teaching survival cooking skills and the student has
the opportunity to make everyday foods in an integrated class, during instruction in a domestic
environment, and at home in the evening, the chances of acquiring the skills for those specific
activities have now tripled in probability due to the increase in opportunities. Students with severe
disabilities must be provided opportunities to repeatedly practice these skills in natural
environments with meaningful performance criteria. Repeated practice is important, as a student
might not recoup a skill that was learned if it is used infrequently. '

Accordingly, Brown (1988} cautions teachers about “time-determined progressions” or unit
instructional practices. That is, educators may decide, for example, that in February, student will
learn grocery shopping skills. However, students with severe disabilities may need teaching related
to grocery shopping to occur over a period of 3-5 years and at regular intervals throughout the
year. This instruction can progress from the most basic shopping patterns (following a picture list),
to higher-order experiences of developing a picture grocery list based on the items necessary for
the projected meals for the week, to staying within a weekly budget based on the individual’s

earnings,

A third consideration involves practicing the skill in the natural environment in which the
skill is needed. If we do not ensure such practice, we are expecting students who have the least
ability to generalize, to generalize across many different environments. The worse case example of
this is teaching a student to practice a skill in the isolation of the classroom, and then expecting that
student to be able to use that skill in a completely different natural environment. To repeat, the
skills being taught must enhance the student’s functioning within the school, home, community,

work, and recreational environments.

Student and Family Preferences

Students with intellectual disabilities, like all students, are less successful at learning skills they are
not interested in than they are in learning skills in which they have a high level of interest. Given the
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importance of the desire to learn and its relationship to motivation and determination, students
with severe disabilities and their families must have an opportunity to be involved in the decisions
about what skills the students will learn based on the students’ preferences.

~© Opportunities for Real Work =~

Educators often opt to place students with significant disabiiities into segregated work crews or
segregated enclaves with other students with significant disabilities to acquire work experience
and vocational skills, Brown (1988) rejects these practices, and instead insists on the importance of
placing students with significant disabilities in work situations that reflect the natural proportions
concept. Thus, enclaves and crews are unnecessarily restrictive. Thus, when supporting students
with disabilities at community vocational sites, it is imperative to attend to natural proportions. As
we previously discussed, because approximately 1% of the individuals in society could be labeled
with severe intellectual disabilities, student learning environments, including vocational
environments, should have a similar proportion of individuals with severe disabilities. In addition,
these environments require the presence of students without disability iabels—that is, an
individual without a disability should be within sight, hearing, and touch of a person with a
significant disability for the vocational environment to be defined as an integrated one.’

Determining the Most Appropriate Education

To determine the most appropriate education for students with significant disabilities, Brown et al.
(1983) suggest using the ecological inventory and discrepancy analysis strategy. This inventory and
strategy can assist teachers, students, and parents to develop instructional goals, and to determine
the most appropriate skills, activities, and environments for students to reach those goals.

First, educators determine the activities and skills that a same-age, non-disabled peer would
be learning, as well as the environments where the same-age, non-disabled peer would be learning
these skills. These skill areas focus on five curricular domains: school, vocational, community,
recreational, and domestic. ' '

Second, educators then determine if the child with significant disabilities can perform any of
these skills independently. That is, the educator determines the discrepancies between the skills
and activities that a child without a disability is able to do and those that a child with a disability is
capable of completing. Then, the educator makes recommendations as to which skiils, activities, and
environments will be the primary focus for that particular time period. Appropriate academic and
functional objectives can then be determined that are pertinent to the recommendations, It is
essential during this process to keep in mind the current and future learning environments that the

individual will function within {(Brown et al., 1983).

Conclusion

In schools and districts where the educational leaders believe in and implement Integrated
Comprehensive Services, students with severe disabilities are educated in the same classrooms,
schools, and community environments where they would be educated if not disabled. We have
heard administrators say, “We actually do Integrated Comprehensive Services in our district.” Then
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we ask, “Do you have students with severe disabilities on the general education teachers’ caseloads
at the grade level to receive a range of individualized integrated instruction?” Most often,
administrators respond by saying, “Oh, well, we don’t do it for our students with severe _
disabilities—they go to a special school or are clustered into special classes in schools around our
district” If students with severe disabilities are segregated, then educators are only perpetuating
the notion that some students meet our criteria for belonging and other students clearly do not.

Some educators claim that they base their decision to segregate particular students on
those students’ “individual needs,” when in fact the decision is based on the degree of educator
creativity and willingness to do what it takes to include students based on the principles described
in this chapter. For example, we have witnessed students who have been placed in a segregated,
self-contained classroom all day, in a school that is not their home school, and the educators in this
district claim the decisions are based on the students’ needs. When the family of one of these
students moved to a different district that practiced ICS, this student attended the home school and
received a balance of integrated school and community instruction. As this example shows, it is not
the extent of a student’s disability or individual student needs that should determine the degree to
which a student will be educated with his or her peers, but rather it is educator creativity and will.
If we want to provide integrated school and community instruction for a student with severe
disabilities, we will. We cannot claim to be “inclusive” or claim to be practicing ICS when in fact we
draw the line to only include particular students at particular times. We must move beyond denying
the civil rights of students with severe disabilities. We must walk our talk, and this means putting
into practice the principles in this chapter to ensure that literally every single student in the school
community, including students with severe disabilities, are full participating members of that

schoel community.
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Appendix E

Step 1:

Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

Step 5:

Step 6:

Step 7:

Step 8:

Reflective Planning Framework for Differentiating Instruction

~ Determine how each child learns and document based on specific content (Silver)

Indentify key concepts, standards, guiding principles or essential questions, and desired outcomes,
Sample reflective question: What do I want students to know {e.g., concepts, facts, vocabulary
words) and understand (e.g. generalizations, links with prior knowledge or experiences} at the

end of this unit.

Differentiate levels of student understanding
Sample reflective questions: Given the core concepts, relevant applications, key generalizations,
and critical skills that I want all students to learn, how can ! extend the knowledge and skills for
those students ready to move further? How can I ensure that students needing a more basic level
also receive enriching opportunities to learn about the key concepts?

If relevant to your particular context, identify which essential standards
might interface with the unit or topical area.
Sampie reflective questions: In context of the mtended Ieammg Jrom this unit, how can I blend

district objectives and/or state standards?

Determine which skills are important for the students to learn,

review, and apply.
Sample reflective questions: What do I want students to be able to do at the end of th:s unit?

What new skills will students need to learn for this unit? What opportunities are present for
students to review and apply skills they have already learned?

Select product options that will encourage students to apply their learning from the unit as well as
integrating the knowledge and skills from the unit previous knowledge and experiences.
Sample reflective questions: What kinds of products will allovs students to demonstrate what
they have learned relative to the key concepts, principles or questions? What products would
show integration and applications? How can individual student strengths be used to guide
demonstrations? How might student choice be incorporate into product selection? In what
ways can students best share what they have learned?

Select formative and summative assessment approaches that can be

used throughout the unit to provide helpfal feedback to both students and staff.
Sample reflective questions: How can I best assess what students already know about the
topic? What kinds of feedback do I want throughout the unit to help me determine the
effectiveness of lessons and activities? How can [ best design assessment tools that will be
sensitive to varied levels of student proficiency? How can [ actively involve students in self-

assessiment?

Given the range of student needs, abilities, strengths, and experiences, determine how students can
best learn about the identified concepts, principles, or essential questions.
Sample reflective questions: What activities can be used that will maximize student sirengths,
interest, abilities, and experiences? What do students already know about this topic? What
additional support needs will some of the students have? How can the activities best
accommodate those additional support needs? How best can [ group students for the activities

in this um‘t?
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Adapted from York-Barr, Sommers, Ghere, Montie (2006). Reflective Practice to Improve Schools

Interest Learning Styles Assessment Needs
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Step 2: Standard: Relevant goals - {e.g., content standards, course or program objectives, learning

outcomes} will this plan address.

Step 3: Students will Understand:

L What are the big ideas

2. What specific understandings about them
are desired

3. What misunderstandings are predictable?

Step 4: Essential Standards:

1 What proactive questions will foster
inquiry, understanding, and transfer of
learning?

Step 5: Students will know:

2. What key knowledge and skills will
students acquire as a result if this unit?
3 What should they eventually be able to do

as a result of such knowledge and skill?

Step 6: Students will be able to:

4, What key knowledge and skills will
students acquire as a result if this unit?
5, What should they eventually be able to do

as a result of such knowledge and skill?

Step 7: Performance Task:

1 Through what authentic performance
tasks will students demonstrate the
desired understandings?

2, By what criteria will performances of
understanding be judged

Step 7: Other Evidence:

Through what other evidence (e.g.,, quizzes, lests,
academic prompts, observations, homework,
Journals) will students demonstrate achievement
of the desired results?

How will students reflect upon and self-assess
their learning?

Adapted from Understandlng by De31gn
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“Step 2: Standard:

Step 3: Students wii'l Understand:

Step 4: Essential Standards:

Step 5: Students will know:

Step 6: Students will be able to:

Step 7: Other Evidence:

- StepB Leérnlng Plans (See élqlid unit as an 'e;{émplre); -
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