BETE RB\TRFE DA TN HBT AMIRREE I - HE T =R
HP B LIEEEEARN REEN NIRE © B UEBEEZHERE L
Wi B BT EEATR T » RV BRHITIRE A - BT R EEH

BITHSRIES FEEIME EEEZE 2EEN - 0 REA+HEERAZ=+HN1
HE B S8 A AR RS I T > H TN 9GESCE B DR A 2 R E
A -

% OIL % HRREE AR E B R E g AT TRE T(F
16 - B KAE S T T RLE B O A > B B DR
BRETHLCHA HEEBEREBAERE « REBEGEHHE
~ R E R EZE N BRE RS s
S S e AT HE AR B R E R - DB UEREEEA o
LB BRI DIE T R H T V1583
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T (SR EBERAAEE L E T -

F AR - BIRB BB HREE 24 222 LU E A2 Al - 1 HER
WMAERFRAGHREY  SREEEEMaE TR K8
A3 2 2 RR BB BT o
APERABE B4R B LIRS - EEET ~ B EBE 1T HE
BRIEAR AL S - JUIGREE = TERE » $R 1L 208 T HL Bl H A EE o

F =M% - BURERERE 2 RE T E YA
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HEZ e (e AR -

- B [RIIFCE X BT ke E UYL EAR -

- BB R IR AE R B SRR IR BE UE LR - HEAERPRAE YL L
ik IRF R AR 2 =0 2 —

]

U - B A I 2 R R B L3R
Ti - BVETERTREE S LR o L O -
R - BVETERSTRECE S LR FLEREE T -

my

SEBIFRBURAE 1975 HAAN 288 B DR BE X B 2(H 155 (The Education
for All Handicapped Children Act » 85 94-/42 \iE) B B PR R R R 2L
B8 A i/ VIR F|ER 5 (least restrictive environment » fHfE 5 LRE)FYF HIEFRRE
WRFRBE B 1977 T8 A0 94-/42 et Tl Al » B /D IRFIERER I — 15K A
X HNET > BRI EE - E B & 1990 3@ 18 Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (f&jf 5 IDEA) » & 94-/42 /S ABE IR fl £ IDEA #Y) B
Ty » IS 94-142 INTERY LRE 685K 42 i 52 » 94-142 At T A It K I IDEA
NS EFELE -

IDEA 2 1412(S)(B) 5K ¥t & LR il B 2 L EMUEAT T

“The State has established procedures to assure that, to the maximum extent
appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in public or private
institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled,
and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with
disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature
or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.”(Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U.S.C. Section 1412 (5)(B))

IDEA #] 1412(5)(B)f5#ksE LRE 53K » Anlhd T —15eK - (Z E1RAY
94-/42 NERERAITHHBR— 8 EARIE ST LIFR %€ (Assistance to States for the
Education of Children with Disabilities, 34 C.F.R. Sections 300.550~300.556) » %%
fERSCEEREANTT
Section 300.550 —f#%F#H %€ (General) o



Section 300.551 # & Hft /7 22 [ B JN A0 F B8 2 et — R S0y & 1E )7 20
(Continuum of alternative placements)

Section 300.552 “ZZ1& (placements)

Section 300.553 FEE iR IR S (nonacademic settings)

Section 300.554 NFLAT BRSO HY B0 [E#EE 52 22 (Children in public or private

institutions)
Section 300.555 % fiiy 4% Bfy B 3Jl| ## 15 &f) (Technical assistance and training
activities)

Section 300.556 EX:E L&) (Monitoring activities)

BESR 94-/42 /3% ~ IDEA ~ e Hfiid TAH IS i D IR R ER(LRE) Y 22 B R
AR E » (BRBZAERER - ZENEEEE TEA BE A0 B L
S EHR it & B2 & (an appropriate placement) AR Sk, » 11 HLAR LAY 22 (& +-
SRELH TR G EEERARRE F KR 94-/42 A%k IDEA HyIEERF?
(Due Process){ifsk » ZOREB 1T EARRIRI TR AR Iaat g - L EFNEGOETT
AREFFEL o A0SR F 5 A2 (The United States District Court) PITRAS 5 » ik
B A R R BT B EBE T B OMR AR - 775 5 2GR
Zf7£FE(The United States Court of Appeals)fi{TH —5imHEL - KL ARFE
LS 70 A 38 B+ i Gl EERERE 0 1E 1981 FEF] 1997 F R BRI MY
T AL EMERN LS - e EHIE =« —& 7R EE EERER
£ 1980 F{ LU ke 1990 F{ U LRE {RFRHVARFEE A - R IRREBRNEE AT
EZE S OB L ER - AEERZ

{f#5 Thomas Ed Rapport (1998)Ri i/ £2& 173 #fr » SEBIH AL+ — |
FREBEAE 1981 F2 1997 F-fr g BRI K B LR il 2 iE e 2 4L H
DY L > TEEREBE IR 22 1B R A 5 30 I (R Y A HE B P B T (standard or
rationale) 5 PUfE » 43 RIE :

1B E S E ZE A B LB R E R IEHE(Qualified Deference Standard)

2. F4 B A ¥E (Portability Standard)

3. fl-& By 1 #E (Inclusion Standard)

4 7 fE HE(Balancing Standard)

BV AR AR R - PIRIGE ~ B0 FR R 5 A B R R R



~ PUTRFARKIRRITRAE » R PIRFSR » MR —F -

A— 2B REEIFERA 1981 5] 1997 F4HE 49 k2 B RN E A
FARA P R R (A H R : Thomas & Rapport (1998). Least Restrictive
Environment: Understanding the Direction of the Courts, PP.68-69)

EISAE 2y PUPRIRERE RELRRERE A | PPt HE FUPAS R
A L A R & GE B
1.Mckenzie v. Smith 1985 % HHE g Qualified o A BRI % i (MRP)
deference
2.Kerkam v. Mckenzie 1988 FEEA B Qualified B [a] » FHE M I B
deference B (remand)
3.Kerkam ex rel. Kerkam v. 1991 FHEAE Qualified eV R4 (LRP)
Superintendent, D.C. deference
Public Schools
& GERERE
4.Abrahamson v. Hershman 1983 BEHEARRE Qualified i KFR I 225 (MRP)
deference
5.David D. v. Dartmouth 1985 8B ESEERE  Qualified i KFR I 225 (MRP)
School Committee deference
6.Roland M. v. Concord 1990 % R Qualified /D IR 42 (LRP)
School Committee deference
7.G.D. v. Westmoreland 1991 B Qualified /D BRI 248 (LRP)
School Committee deference
8.Amman v. Stow School 1992 B Qualified eV R4 (LRP)
System deference
& GERERE
9.Briggs v. Board of Education 1989 B gE Qualified A PRIy 22 E (MRP)
of Connecticut deference



o — MG

10.Kruelle v. New Castle
County School District

11.Geis v. Board of Education
of Parsippany-Troy Hills

12.Board of Education of
the East Windsor Regional

School District v. Diamond

13.0berti v. Board of Education
of Clementon School District

14.Carlisle Area School v.
Scott P.

FPURE e

15.Matthews ex rel. Matthews

v. Davis

16.Devries ex rel. DeBlaay v.
Fairfax Connfy School
Board

17.Barnett v. Fairfax County
School Board

18.Hartman v. Loudoun County

Board of Education

o5 TG R

19.Jackson v. Franklin County
School Board

20.Daniel R.R. v. State Board

of Education

21.Sheeri A.D. v. Kirby

22.Salley v. St. Tammany
Parish School Board

1981

1985

1986

1993

1995

1984

1989

1991

1997

1985

1989

1992

1995

et

% T

e

iR FE R

IMETERES

e

H PHE

T bt

H PHE

ER s

i R FRAE AR

% il

ER TR Rt il

TRAA R 1

Qualified

deference

Qualified

deference

Qualified
deference

Inclusion

Qualified
deference

and inclusion

Qualified

deference

Portability

Qualified

deference

Qualified

deference

Qualified
deference

Inclusion

Qualified
deference
Qualified

deference

B K BRI 2 (MRP)

B K BRI 2 (MRP)

B K BRI (MRP)

B/ BRI )2 i (LRP)

B/ BRI )2 i (LRP)

fie /D BRI 4 (LRP)

B K BRI 2 i (MRP)

B K PRI 2 i (MRP)

B K PRI 2 i (MRP)

B K BRI 4 i (MRP)

B KPR 2 i (MRP)

fie /D BRI 4 (LRP)

fie /D BRI 4 (LRP)



2 7GEERE
23.Roncker v. Walter 1983

24 . Thomas v. Cincinnati 1990

Board of Education

25.Gillette v. Fairland Board 1991

of Education

26. Doe v. Board of Education 1993
of Tullahoma City Schools

27.McWhirt ex rel. Mc Whirt 1994
v. Williamson County
Schools

28.Kari H. v. Franklin Special 1997
School District

29.Hudson v. Bloomfield Public 1997
School

2 GEERE
30.Lachman v. Illinois State 1988

Board of Education

31.Board of Education Community
consolidated Schools District
No. 21 v. Illinois State Board 1991
of Education
32.Board of Education of Murphysboro
Community Unit School District

No.186 v. Illinois State 1994

Board of Education

33.Fort Zumwalt School District 1997
v. Clynes

e

% T

Portability

Qualified

deference

Qualified
deference

Qualified
deference

Qualified

deference

Portability

Portability

Qualified
deference

Qualified

deference

Qualified
deference

Qualified

deference

B1ml > ph A s i B
B % (remand)

I KPR % E (MRP)
/D BRI % i (LRP)

B/ BRI )2 i (LRP)

B K BRI 2 i (MRP)

B K BRI 2 (MRP)

fie /D BRI 4 i (LRP)

B K BRI i (MRP)

B K BRI i (MRP)

B K BRI 2 (MRP)

fi /D BRI 4 (LRP)



CIASSSERF ST
34 .Spriugdale School District No.150
1982

of Washington County v.

Grace

35.St. Louis Developmental Disabilities
Treatment Center v. Mallory 1985

36.Mark A. v. Grant Wood
Area Education Agency

1986

37.A.W. exrel. N.W. v.
Northewest
R-L School District
38.Evans v. District No.17 of
Douglas County, Nebraska

1987

1988

39.Schuldt v. Mankato
Independent
School District No.77
40.Independent School District
v.S.D. ex rel. I.D.

1991

1996

B UEERERE
41.Wilson v. Marana Unified
School District No.6 of

Pima County

1984

42.Sacramento City Unified 1994
School District Board of

Education v. Rachel H.

43.Clyde K. v. Puyallup School 1994
District No.3

44. Poolaw v. Bishop 1995

HET bt

e

% T

i FEIREE

EZ

R kg

FelRH BB E

B b e

Qualified IV BRIl % & (LRP)
deference

Sepegated I KPR % B (MRP)
schools

may be in the continuum

of service deliver

Qualified i A PR % i (MRP)

deference

Deference and fy AR #2218 (MRP)
Portability

Qualified iV BRI %2 E (LRP)
deference
Qualified i A PR % i (MRP)
deference
Qualified iV BRI %2 E (LRP)
deference
Qualified i A PRI %2 E (MRP)
deference
Balancing I /Y BRIl % & (LRP)
Balancing i A PRI 22 E (MRP)
Balancing I KPRl % B (MRP)



45.Seattle School District No. I 1996
v.B.S.

F - GEERE
46.Murray v. Montrose County 1995
School District RE-1J

18—

47.Victoria L. v. District School 1984
Board of Lee County,
Florida

48 Martinez ex rel. Martinez v. 1988
School Board of Hill
sborough Country, Florida

49.Greer v. Rome City School 1991
District

T PRl $52 il
1TSS

% T

52

iy

e it

AR L
Sriin s

=) SIESTR PR

B K BRI i (MRP)

Balancing

Preference for fix AR IfY 2 E (MRP)
Neighborhood

School

Placement is

not a LRE

mandate-No

other standard

adopted

Qualified i A PR % i (MRP)
deference

Qualified B 1e o EH s A st b 3
deference Hi %% (remand)

Inclusion /D IR % i (LRP)

R— AT 49 1 ke 2B FRER R BERAA R IF - S FHR IR DU & E A
SRR EERE N LA - AT DABIZR YRS R



A= FEBIRRE EFER 1981 5] 1097 5] ka0 B MK wAEAZ B R,
33k A R R B K

B AT HE SO R T EISAE i
LBHEARRAEEA A LE 34
RTEH AR HE S A R e
2. R Bh A HE B B A 4 tF
3. il 5 AT B B 3
A4 7P AFHE SR A S 4 1
5.3 o — Bl — R ATYE 1 {F
6. 35 55 — Bl 55 — RIS HE 1 {F
7 H A SR REH Y AFYE 2 fF

= at 49 1

HEEERRBHAERABRERENEE
(Qualified deference Standard)

Thomas Ei Rapport (1998)45H138 — M2 B 15 HE 2 2K H Wi F i e i e (The
U.S. Supreme Court)1982 F 2 ¥ Board of Education of the Handrick Hudson
Central School District v. Rowley FFaAZEHY PR AKIER « Wit F i e A B AE SR &3
)¢ & (appropriate placement )iKf » F7E T #hiZEE(lower cour) )ik E Al LUK
i E 8 E 73 - SR ZOR S INEE AN B2 - E 1975 FH#Y 94-/42
INEBK 1990 Y IDEA(101-476 25)#FHTE B /LI e e B 1Y 22 B BRI 2 F 2L
BTG ~ Zh ~ 375/ MR EA R BT IEP ik - HFEEEm L%
AR ERRBER A A B R, - BEITHA R ~ EEYLEAEN ~ Kk YLAEN ket
2 ANEBHEHEEANE » MEGENREE A BA S8 E SRR E HE &
FREB B B REE ARSI & UDERE R B ZBIRIE R S &R » HE
BHHBHEEABWLERE » W e E R E R G & TEERTF
(legal procedure) °

KB 94-/42 JERISIE HB . —RE B Ok R s R Mt B R S E A
V. #H (free, appropriate public education,f&#§ FAPE) B F i =1k P 1982 4|



IR Amy Rowley Fr#ZZHIRTAEE 7R R A &l » feH &M T BB s
(local educational agency)¥f Amy Rowley 32 {7/ HEE [E ¢ N2 P R R b
222 B fH B Al 75 (individualized instruction and related services){[] SR HeZE M {F 2
SRFIRECE W38 2 H 5 i 4 (benefit from the education) » FUERREH 17T EUHE
FEEACET Amy Rowley R [ 0B G EAV /A ZE <& 2ot 7 2@ ¥t Amy
Rowley TR i) B IRIEE & EHY > FrLl Amy (£ EEEBRE M 2Rk
BEREAMER - B RSB E—Pa > EMLERE S & T
fBRft - (DR B AFKEREIR HACE » [FIRF 5232 A RSN E 8 (the placement was
provided at public expense and under public supervision) » (2)E &% NHBEIZE
#£(the placement was in compliance with state educational standards) » (3) B 45T
LA Bl 7K HE (the placement was approximate to grade level) » fz(4)E 0 &2
A= TEP HY 2 (the placement comported with the child’s IEP)-Thomas Eid Rapport
(1998) 15 st HS i v&3 14 e b ot DU A i 2B e 452 52 806 B Pt e O B B Em A 2 5
Rowley J5 HI[(Rowley principle) ©

St st [k e A A PR PR B AL I - MR IR BERRELN EE T Y S A R
% > PR IDEA 1) LRE 55K B &5 NFF AR B B B IR SOREIR © #ik
fiii A AT RESE I YIPURE G AR E{7—78 : (Thomas & Rapport ,1998)

LER e 2 BUE T ORISR Z2 IR (to accept agency findings in part) ©

2. 2 AR BB 1T AR 2 B VR 7E ( to accept agency findings in whole) e

3. BRI TEREEUE 1T BB 2 E R 7E ( to reject agency findings in part) e

4. 2= B HBARECE 1T BN 2 E PR 7E ( to reject agency findings in whole) ©

Thomas B2 Rapport (1998)fgH! “EE SIEFFHE N B EIRERIFYE
" R ARIE e (reasoning) B Rowley [ HIJFT3EL 5] HHARHY 2 B A HE

1E Board of Education of the Hendrick Central School District v. Rowley [it
—AFAAE - B AR = e Al S T T RE R B B (Pedagogy) I NS 2B
MR8 > kR AR HM T2 R 20 E Amy Rowley IF/E 58T 94-/142 Nk
DRRFIEREE(LRE) t—{5FkA R o (B2 1982 LU » FF2 B _E3vik
Bre AT 2 P B LRt b s 2218 AR 28I » #3ERH Qualified Deference [t —15i%E
RARIR—FE L E IR RS & EH % & (appropriate placement) « R — k3R
R — A =AU L EFFLFREE IR Qualified Deference HARHEZAH



TR o I SCERRAFE BRI

— + Lachman v. Illinois State Board of Education, 852 F.2d 290 (7th
Circuit 1988)

TR B KOl ERERBEAE 1988 FEFI R It —FREAZEIR - E 55 PR Qualified
Deference [th—1S¥EPITR I T7 2S5 3 - AT LU B /O g 5 B 20 @ A PR AR
HyER 15 1 (more restrictive environment) o Thomas Eil Rapport (1998)1F & —H1&
R A more restrictive placement (f&if 5 MRP) » HEFEE “TREIR KL E"

o [KIFS 1975 - 94-/42 NEEGE 1990 F1y IDEA [ LRE {zKHHY E $519/E
environment > Ffif L1 25 # 1% more restrictive placement 25 fH 5 more restrictive
environment > DAL S REGE I HGE

1F Lachman V. Illinois State Board of Education Z{ZAZE A » F A Benjamin
Lachman & —{1/#%i 85 [ §Ef (profoundly deaf)f)-E ik F5£% » & (£ okl B fs
it 77 X Hij P (Regional Hearing Impaired Program Pre-school class)##57#(EH »
£ 1984 4 9 FI » Benjamin Lachman 5% & 81 /5 S 075 17 B\ ELBHS S
BN ZERE G A FE R » #7825 F 581 Benjamin Lachman %2 & FI[f
ERBOREAVERLHIRF IRYE - a2 bRt 14 8 ELRR R 22 B RS - I HER
F%F & T H P E 24 (total communication methodology) » (HE B E R K+ LR
TR R T ERA S S BT » Stz pH 3t 7 B2 5 B — 7 2 B BRI B B2
Bifi(a full-time cued speech instructor) R §# & Benjamin Lachman {275 » (Hi2
77221 B2 s Benjamin Lachman 28 /D B0 AR K B IR R 1 22 5 1 B S R E (a
self-contained classroom located in a school outside Benjamin’s neighborhood) 7F
EZFFIR B A R IO &l s 32 B2 LT85 (sign language) B 1 ©

TR SR LG F 3Rkl Lachman FREASEAMEYE K Z2EMRE » il B
E2RRE © %) 5 £ > Benjamin Lachman J1R 2 E (£ & @Y R R I REE S
% (cued speech technique) » MR ZEAZHRYL - HIRHHR AR Sim@EER A
(total communication technique) °

B RS IKIE 94-/42 /3ERY LRE {685K » B U /A FRiger) bd i EEL R v
REMLAN S DR AR R E L E & - LEEZHE - R 2R
Benjamin Lachman Ffy # & #Y % & 3 25 5 2 R I H) I8 HE > 32 Benjamin

%



Lachman KA L IEF 5AEE AERHE » KIS ER LRE BERIIHE
BA KRR NIEH - (K15 LRE GREKAE » 7 20 2 & @ g ey & Of&
ik 5 B R BR HE Bl 25 41 S AHRH AR 75 (supplementary aids and services) » 41157
BHERES » A 0] LU B DR 22 A 38 m RS ) e B ot B2 RS
° it Benjamin Lachman ;Z (\EEfE L E M » LEE S @Y BRHEREES
BEREANIRZ BB HIRI - 7 v] LIRS Benjamin Lachman #HEFEHRIE - (HR2
T B AR A K LRE 3R I —HiRE - 5 § 2 » 3 /722 [5 £5 Benjamin Lachman
FTa%ETHY IEP » HZZEH i A 38~F LRE {REKHIEE -

SRR o6 Gl ARl 1988 Far BV I - 5| B A% =ik fe 1982 4
223 Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central School District v.
Rowley FFFAZHIAITRIFAN « “HEfE— B E )7 22 5 CASGE ST 94-/42 N ERY
FURE » Afe b LA R0 38U T ER [ o 7 B R =R fis ) LRE {53k
I8 94-/142 BT R 2 — » {H 94-/42 \E R 9VE —HHE BB ERGREK
» it 7& FAPE {&3k(free appropriate public education) » 15t /& ¥t & /L [EREE L=
FIR MG BN & EI AL HE © 1 Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson
Central School District v. Rowley FFEAZEA » BEH % =2 Fe i 28 R PR Ah e R 12
¥ Amy Rowley ZIMA[$E HEHUERARES A /@ & EAYZH (an appropriate education)
A R R Bl )7 221 [F] 7SS Amy Rowley 22 (& (£ @ YE » #7225 5 Amy fip
ERXETHY IEP » HiE B Amy & {11 FEE MR RN 2 IR R EAHBR RS - — 2
TROALENEESR - —RIRMHEE S0 - Amy BYRRESK M7 2% B A2 =1k
B > /e TaEH M (sign Language interpreter) Y22 %s - WA MEA &
B o B R EEG A B #H#T Amy Rowley {£E @HEHHIEE [H
REE R > B iR TR > A R LIS EL = ARt 7 B2 55 - gt H R
HEE R BEF L HEEAE NBEEAG > ¥ Amy Rowley $2{ftBIEEes
B R SR H S W EHBRARES - LR LGE Amy fE 8 B2 & EREE &
FNALRIEE #HIR Amy 1538 BYE R 2 B0 @ SR » It — 3ok 5 — 3
H Amy £ @Y 42 52 208 Re %A P i 42 (benefit from education ) o (4
it @ R Amy Rowley (£ @RS HE 2 R - HIBE A R EiEbE 1982
FERIFIRFE IR AT RE ' B TR <)

HF R KaE FERyERE 1988 455 Lachman v. Illinois State Board of



Education ZFZ1Z » [KE linois J#E B8~ £l /5 4% £ Benjamin Lachman
FTaRETHY IEP (NZ » H IEP FUE LR 2 E (AR 2. 5R%F S i@ EERE
° Benjamin ) 5¢RE 5 IEP Y2 E R v 38 ~F LRE {Rak G E L4 Bl
FIRERE @IERHE - (HEHE LXK FIRER S E TRERENEE » &
R LR MRIEAE B Benjamin ZE HUERIVEER JT AR TE TEP & &3l ©

P8 WA LKE FIRERER T LRE {5FFKEL FAPE {RzK( Hll an
appropriate education)[¥ » W ZEE (Al — 5k bl B EAY [ RE » MR I —i%
70 F53% Benjamin Lachman RE4#52 &EMVAE » L BEMEEBESE - M
Benjamin Lachman ;& {1 §EF= 224 HER A AR —fE B A K O L &
EBEE A M LA B E I T R R RS B\ B B PR R UE
MARKBE AR ENERBTE - Mt 2EAHEGEERAG G EBERL &
NS Benjamin 25 /7% » K IEP HRgiRkE ¥R Z -

Bt S K _E Bk e e i Akt 77 22 (5 &5 Benjamin Lachman Firg&%EtHY
IEP » et AR (i R B i) G AL EE (FAPE) » [ERFEZ 52 4 LB AR PR
KHVERGE R () -

— - Board of Education of Community Consolidated School District No.21
v. Illinois State Board of Education, 938 F.2d 712 (7th Circuit 1991)

B — RS R AR A Gl AR A - AE 1991 AR EA R R
W5 » T SRR EGR - sth )T B2 A EE B D R IREER A 22 B AR BOR PR IR R
M (more restrictive placement or environment) o FRFAZEHF A2 — (I B HEEE
BT R E BT Tpk B ERIREE At - 52 & 'E B(a hearing
officer) B Z B H I &7 8 N\ BER S22 AL R AVERRS » 7 B2 s LI E
{17 % Bl ipe 55 A 2 [ FIRL T2 E24% (a private day school placement) » k2 % &
FIBORIRBIFERST - (B3t 75 B2l R E M 2 A R E AL ERIHIT R R
B4 h,((a behavior learning center specifically designed for students with severe
behavioral disorders) o 177 £ K] 55 AN il ) 05 H 28 S AT GEIAR » XTI [
FRuth s A B RE ARG - (BRI AR ) S RN B R ~ B g E AR
BAEREIER 5 7 2205 A A B HS 0 SR B p AR - 5 fa iR 56 -kl [
FHEBCIR L3 - s it )7 B2 5 R 2R dr Bl Tlinois JNZ(H H B & Z[FIHY

~ 6] ~



B 5#(Thomas & Rapport, 1998) o

TR EBE T BB A ERIT BRE 2E LR G 0 1
H¥HEMIFIRF A LD 8 BD ¥ &[RRI 4Em S - th2REIR DR » —
(LTS (G S B PR REER A 01T /7 72 A 1280 (out of control) ; {H/@£2
ARKEERMLZEEL LB EE - JERaE R RMNAEEFSFEIR
NERBEER - SIRRA T REF2E R ORZEE BIEFRIE -
B 26 G ARERE = A E R LA L — R - #0E 7 22 (5 HGT
NAEEEGHT - hAREAFK RN - K7 228K R LD B
BD & E [ 2 4E 7 ERIRAT 2N il R ZE R AR HIR R H A R &
jEHJ(Thomas & Rapport, 1998) o

=(REEHRE R RAER - R REMRIIEE R LR E
KA IR (a vote power) » LR T2 L EE R FIRHhthil BEEA R E
AN HE AN & LAY T vF e BH e sth 75 B2 e = H - 2o p iR & E L E HY 55 )
(Thomas & Rapport,1998) o

= + Briggs v. Board of Education of Connecticut, 882 F. 2d 688 (2nd
Circuit 1989)

B —AFRAER E A R — (A BB RN 22 fin Rl 50 2 (a preschool child with
a hearing impairment ) » 24 5% K F5R I 7 R PR FIER IR R RL N SR ER
f8( a private nursery school) » i& FTE24% [RIHF {255 /7 1E & BLEE T) A Ry 5d 52
A2 o (HIRE 7 £2 a5 Ath 2 8 B 28 37 B2 A R PR B R E B IR HEC a
segregated placement) » (KR HRIEHIAE /75 E KM MaE S % R EE (speech
and language developmental delays)5¢ [ 2% 17 HJ(Thomas & Rapport, 1998) o

Bt St [y e S Rt 77 B 221 R o it 2 8D IRFIIBRET Ry A 3 22
FOEHRYE » (H R MR8 — XK ARk beqt 1989 SEA/EHFHRAIAIER » EhE R
A 2B FIBOK IR BIER R RN LA A A LU & - 224 A e
THBE A HREE - 55 2 EERBRR L REEAR —HEENHIE
(mainstreaming is a important objective) » {HJ& 1 3 F[al5F F i 0 8 5 B 2%t
BRI E SR E T EE M o (we are mindful that the presumption in favor of

mainstreaming must be weighted against the importance of providing an

~ 62 ~



appropriate education) (Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

B iR FIRFE R E R | E S LEBREA RS ENEE
(an appropriate education) [t 22 A= /E & 5@ HY 42 1E (an appropriate placement) 55 5
g o

™M - Doe v. Board of Education of Tullahoma City Schools, 9F. 3d 455
(6th Circuit 1993) cert. Denied, 114 S. Ct. 2104 (1994)

B AR R E AR (R - )T 2R E AR 2 B A )
PRAIERBERRFIRYE A » (HERAE SRR ROl HL T S H AL B B RS
» WHLEBARGIRERSEE S » [FRFEOR Tallahoma City /72 m BIEHFE
F o BEFRERUR 5/ 38GH_EFRERE 1993 FE4R A Qualified Deference FYIEHE » 37
Rt 7 2 AL ERE » ZIEBAIR M T 22 m S o BEA T © (Thomas &
Rapport, 1998)

“IDEA #{3E Tullahoma mifJERAEEHBE— (1 B /O FRREEE A= S HEAH & 72
FF6 B8 (ChervolO#F B HE AR5 K #E - (HRRE2A SR ANEOR 75 22 [ F2 (A
YR v (Cadillac) ik 4 6 H VB IB5 K HE « AL EE# R HEHE
(i E2 P R e 22 25 P e (H ) S5 B R A AR O AR5 /K e - LU — (i sl B2 A P
He A T A AR K HE BE AT - IR SR B 78RS Tallahoma il /7 £2 1 20F &
FHRALEHEN LD 2o TR MG se ik ARE5 K % [RlRF  ME B el
177 E2 1k Fr R TEP tRe 22 E $ (1805 Fll 4% (educational benefits) » [K] |t 22
[ E4REST IDEA (A HE o7

&~ Roland M. v. Concord School Committee, 910 F. 2d 983 (1st Circuit
1990) Cert. denied, 499 U.S. 912 (1991)

B ARIREERW K% B AR ZE M - T B s TR &
B ERR I DR ER R o > (H R B A R R B B2 i B PR AR B RAAT A
TE B2 #55( a private residential special school) o B8 —3E_F3RiEREAE 1990
PRI - PITR st 7T 22 AT - AT DU ER A 2 i (R BRI D By RS
HIRHRAIRIEHEDZ Qualified Deference » {EBZAABHAN T « (Thomas &
Rapport, 1998)




b 7B I B ER A OR R £ B BRI R 0B )T AT AT [ a] Redl 2 A ER(
two placement programs may legitimately be appropriate) » {H g /7 2 @ ¥ & &
FANEFERENLE T LA EEE - KL - B — & EavEbe S
T B PR i D BRI Z B IR - RIS IR A - Bhhv] DIEHE
117 % B P gt 22 A 1 (B (R 1Y A A8 B e 31 ok B i (1 Bh (E B RE ANl ( provide
better socialization and motor skills assistance) » 8EIRFR =2 B2 4 ZHEIFFAAL
TR EEAL HEESE B RE (academic potential) A R{ERY R - HE » HMNEER
3 7 B2 I R B AR P aR TR TEP i RE 138 (1 2 FR 22 A SR I B E F & (

educational benefits) o ”

55 ~G.D. v. Westmoreland School District, 930 F.2d 942 (1" Circuit 1991)
E—IFAAEN T AR (IR E R - 7 B R R th 2 & fr D
PRAIFERE R - (R KB B th 22 E R R A - 1 B R 7 A=
AR IR E2455( a special day school and residential living) o J5F3 26 —3&3H 3R
1991 F 5 HH It Z5 s » (148 Qualified Deference FFZEH%E» iR L7 A/HEEE New
Hampshire JME 5 E N BRVEZERTE » KIBLAIRERL LD 224 VAL BRI
DIRFIRERE A » iR AR /7 2215 5 FF(Thomas & Rapport, 1998) -

4 ~ Thomas v. Cincinnati Board of Education, 918 F. 2d 618 (6th Circuit
1990)

E—ARIRRAE AR — 1% HEEEEE A > Thomas Ed Rapport (1998)¥5H
EPRM Qualified Deference [ —15HER » 1l /7 £ IEP /VHRL B - FFAZEBE
78 & #IRE B (hearing officer) » BN BT HH 3/ NH 2 #% A & (State  appeals
panel/review official )i\ ZZ [E 3 & 72 i » RIS (1 26 BFR AR A 0y 22 & FTRE S
ST R o AEEMETEILZ T BRSSOl IREBE B0 BRI R =
RHE NEBHLEIRE HUE » thipl 28 RMNEUF FEv MEFE A B L E
RES B {K¥5(The Six Circuit Court determined that deference in due to the final

decision of state authorities)
1F Thomas v. Cincinnati Board of Education ZFZ1NZ 1 » BEFES /SKGE F 2Rk
EBEHREETE 1990 F#0R 5538 (1 B % sEfase s A Frakit iy IEP » 2R A
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LB EN HFRIR A — NEFHJEER » 18— IEP 2 & iEHY(the court upheld as
appropriate an IEP providing one hour of home instruction per day for a student
with severe multiple disabilities) » BEIREEIEH L E fUREE S EHE
% B [ 22 A [ 4% B RS 6 AL B BE & - P& At A9 AH R AR5 th R /D (the

7K

placement provide for no peer interaction and fewer related services) o B FES 26 753K
W FERE B AR N R B A MH B 2 A B2 B AR - A PR T 22 (s
ARGEEE S BEER Y B ZEERT - BRI BRI - b
FHEPLEIT - [R5 T Y =R R PR AER - S E B RREEA
REHUCEE N BRYEZEHH & (Thomas & Rapport, 1998):

1.Karl v. Board of Education of Geneseo Central School District, 736 F. 2d
873(2d Cir. 1984)

2.Kerkam v. Mckenzie, 862 F.2d 884 (D.C. Cir, 1988)

3.Matthews ex rel. Matthews v. Daris, 742 F.2d 825 (4th Cir. 1984)

/\ ~ Board of Education of Murphysboro Community Unit School District
No.186 v. I1linois State Board of Education, 41 F.3d 1162 (7th Circuit
1994)

B —AFARE R KRN R AN R - M5 R R R AR E
FERR BB D RERSE - g R 22 T AR (R CHOICES 5% » 58 — 5 & Al LI
S URRREEREA N SO H 224 H B B (interacO AU & « AR LIRS H A+
28 2N I B RS H1E B CHY FF PR £ 450 (a private, out-of-state, residential
special school) » AL RBAFRBIFVIREE R o BEFSE LGl _EFREbi st =
B TR ¥ A Qualified Deference P HE » [G] 7272 B 00 BUR 28 8% B B (state review
official) BLEE 3 & F B (hearing officer)Hy H 3T R LI T 2B H A\ BRI EZE
FEE R - BIEZENEEWEE ; TR EARER AR - i
REEABAHE B EZERE - (BEREE BALHRE G EREAE R
B LR M T R R SR X BB & EI) AL EUF (a free, appropriate public
education) ° (Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

EBEEE R st 75 22 i s B RE AN ke S A AT ALY CHOICES 7 Sl AN &6 »
FHER M V2 A (IR IDEA ByRE 1 224 F (i (IR AU 205 % & (the minimum




educational opportunities) » JEFEth [ IDEA Wi H i€ B R — (L &R
5o B A I E AR » (RIBE ST Tlinois I H R & B2 AR RN TR
» BOE EAFEREAN R AL E RN RIS B AR R > KIS
—FE PR 2 B R IR ¥ E (R Re A R B2 T S /S EL# &Y » (Thomas &
Rapport, 1998 )

2. BEHEZZEE(Portability Standard)

R—HE AL IRAS BRI AR AEAC AR B L R 5 B 1 2B RN
R+ EERLRR

155 75580 2RyEFE 1983 A Roncker v. Walter

2. B DU b E3RiERE 1989 2 HERY DeVries ex rel. DeBlaay v. Fairfax
County School Board

3.7 FERVERE 1997 AT Y Kari H. v. Franklin Special School
District

4. 5875580 FERERE 1997 £ A Hudson v. Bloomfield Public School

18— FH 2 E AR HE R AL 26 /Gl F 3BT 1983 FE 3B Roncker v. Walter
SRARTTH M)+ B I LM R B 43 T R BTG Y B A (Portability
Standard £ 1775 5 -

Roncker v. Walter ZFZNZEH) =+ A Neill Roncker & —1{17 B W 8 & ZHE A
K B e A e ER SUsk B % - ik HEEY 2 1% > w] DIl iRz Eh {5 (50
ZABEE - BAEFRRERH L2 B4 BERME £ R R (a
self-contained special class) » {Hth /722 B EH A\ B £ 2 & £ R TEERY
WRST PR 2245 (a segregated county special school) » 5l 22 & 1E R Kl AR
A o ERTR RSO B PR A ~ B A B B R Re N R B AR raR LAY
REE H A m B AR PR U AT S A HR A AR5 3% fd

SRR 26 7G| BREbe 1983 FFE BT » 5| B i ik fe 1982 4
Z27H Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central School District v.
Rowley —Z A 7Y Rowley FE#(Rowley test » B ffi 5 Rowley Principle) o
B e kbt i Rowley #5572 00 & f A BRI B (two-step test) » 55— 70 B%
%5 B st 77 B2 BB 1T B 5 B DR REER A2 (A1 Amy Rowley) &I A
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B EE SR ESF 94-/42 )N B R #RE (whether the LEA & SEA
administrators have complied with the Act’s procedural requirements) ; 55— E§
W5 B IR 94-/42 B Fe AR RIR (8 AL BB 77 R A Re 4t & g
FOE ¥ 2 E A B # 4 (whether the individualized educational program
developed though the Act’s procedures is reasonably calculated to enable the child
to receive educational benefits) ©

BrFREE /Gl F Bk Refa i Roncher v. Walter —ZRH & » HlTith 77 2218
205 N B A HiE] Neill Roncker F{ERILETE 77 R @EFEH - #IREEST 94-/42
INERIRURE » a2 ith 77 22 55858 Rowley g rhss — D BRRY#5EE © (H2 A
13858 Rowley 25 B i 28 — 2D ER Ay Ba » [K| B Roncker v. Walter ZfZ3 Z Bl Board
of Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central School District v. Rowley FFEAE
HE A -

Roncker v. Walter F{3A% - FRW Kk 2 ERE > Wty Kk 94-142 NER)
LRE KA - (HiZ Rowley FFIRFRW MHBUERJTIERIMIRE » LRl EH
Amy Rowley i& {1/ R £24= i 2258 FH R 7 156 Wt » i 7 22| S0 AR —
FEZE AR RE(Rowley case involved a choice between two methods for
educating a deaf student) o B ix ik sl iR R — T8 7 ik EUB &3 -
LHFHREEEEANBRES G > A RHE2A KRR © 1 Roncker v.
Walter —Z&H1 » FREAEE T7 Fh iy FEBE AR IR R —fE BB kI RIRE - T2 ™
77 B2 [ R S R 94-/42 BRI E s T HEIAEERAE Neill Roncker A& A
FOIEFEELATE —LEZEEF" (whether the school district has satisfied the
Act’s requirement that handicapped children be educated with non-handicapped
children to the maximum extent appropriate) °

B 26 7 S8G0E_EREREE— AR H o 94-/42 NESIIR A FE M T B2 g
RN RE— L B L PR BEE 5 B 22 i A [0l B Y @ Ui © [ > Roncker v.
Walter FEAZFTH| SERVRIRER “Hh 722 ][5 5 Neill Roncker j& (i B & B REA &
A AT R BRI » A BREIEORHY R LR IR - ReE & "
(whether the proposed placement provided by school district is appropriate under
the Act) o i FR 55 /8O FERERTR TR E IR /D By & @R IR (least restrictive

oy

appropriate environment) » 5L /2 R %E Neill Roncker HJZBEIRIE RS & ° 7
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e

|

Ry E# B E T A L@ © (Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

1AE B 1 B W R IR SR A B (LR AHBR AR 755 » BE S0 1 3 S A5 e HE TS
?(Can the related services that made a segregated facility superior be provided is
the regular education environment?)

2.5 DReeE 5 B 2 B AT EE B R IR MR X AF » Red A P 15 7(Can the
child benefit from a regular education environment?)

3BT A E BRI A E SRR & RS KR EER
TRERN T B2 AERRARTS “PFTISHI 42152 (Are the benefits of regular education
placement far outweighed by the benefits gained from services that could not
feasibly be provided in a regular education placement?)

4. 5 DR R B E A A R A BT AU ?2(Would the child
significantly disrupt the regular education environment?)

5.5 L RetheE 5 B 22 (B A PR ERIT FR AV BA RO BRE R 2 4 a S HoAth
REIEHE G FIFIREE? (Are the costs so excessive as to deprive other
children of an education?)

mAJ) 2 B Roncker v. Walter 3RS A5k FR b [ o e [ AR /2 S 3l 75 22 [k
HIZCIEIRTE » #IRAT Neill Roncker &2 E LRV FIRE - NEEE R RZE
A LB BERCR AP IR G EMED o 2GR AARE I AL 2
PRIMER 3 > BRSSOl ARikbe 1983 FEa BRI IR » 458 AL sth sk
BeBE R BB R AR 22 BB A ED » IRAREHRGwE -
Rl At e LR A H R T YIRIRE « AR AR @ 2R PR R A S He
FEYMY AR5 (additional services) » RIEZ{EZEAERFIRYL A AT e & A BE AR
(Thomas & Rapport,1998) = 55780 FIREBERIPITRATT

LA SRAEFRBER R LR R B2 T Neill Roncker B HEAHBRARES » Mk
ZE NBR R SRR AR R i - ARER L E 258 LEAHBRARPS 2
& ] LUV A Babi OB R it o 20151 AT DUFE R il MY FE PR R 5 R e
S LEAHRRAR S - RIFRREMEE R R IRERAS » Bk 94-/42 NIRRT S - B4
&3 HY o (In a case where the segregated facility is considered superior, the court
should determine whether the services which make that placement superior could

be feasibly provided in a non-segregated setting. If they can, the placement in the
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segregated school would be inappropriate under the Act.)

2.5t Neill Roncker ;{1 B DRBEERAN S » B EGLLHRE R 6
HEEAE L @ AH R TR E 4T Neil Roncker $2HEHBAARES - LIRC & HEE -
A B ERE % 2K (In the present case, the district court must determine
whether Neill’s educational, physical or emotional needs require some services
which could not feasibly be provided in a class for handicapped children within a
regular school) °

AT o Bt S st [ 25 e B B Roncker v. Walter BRI » 1A K 1. 7ERREEE
B HRF R A R R R AHRRAR TS - RESE L @ 2R PR 4R (LN 2 B 2.
OB b B 2 B AT B R BRIE BB Re s A P s 2 08 W {lE i R
GOFILAZE & » Rt DUBEER 55 78GE EAREBere 1983 515 1 28 5 [T th [k
bt E 253 o (Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

E[KEH Thomas Ef Rapport (1998) 5z Underwood Eil Mead (1995)1 2% EH
Roncker v. Walter 3FEAFENF » KA 3£l RS B RS #E (Portability Standard)
HJE % » Underwood B Mead(1995) RAF H W & H1#2%E| Rocker #Ei(Roncker
Test) Jx #% @077 Egi(Portability Test)ia i {[El 44 A - 22 & fR{5 Roncker v. Walter
FFER AN E BB S 7 S8GE | EREBEREIRE R - SRR ATEER BRI
e A B LR 5 B AT IR B RS B a5 A1 B AHBR A 5 (supplementary  aids
and related services) » A] LL{ie PR AR 2 & BR 5 Hh R B 2R il D iy 22 B BR
R A0 N R e

B A 22 i B

P EEIR B SR FIRIERR 1983 SR E I Roncker v. Walter FFA RTS8
ZERRE(PFAEORE)
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£, BAME%(Inclusion Standard)

TER—HE =R E R R S HIARYE » AR B O B2 E
IRERAEGHE B =iFLER -

138 Gl FERRElE 1989 FEFrEE#ERY Daniel R.R. v. State Board of
Education o

2. 55— FERERE 1991 FERrEHAY Greer v. Rome City School
District

3,56 = 5GHE_FERVERE 1993 HEATEEHHAY Oberti v. Board of Education of
Clementon School District °

Fo% s BEFSE = 58GH 3R 1995 H55#H Carlisle Area School v. Scott P.
— 2R > [FIFER A Qualified Deference Efill & Ri fEAZ #E o

N BIER BAER Rl A AR E S A DRE I — RN -

— ~Daniel R .R. v. State Board of Education, 874 F. 2d 1036 (5th Circuit
1989)

B —FPAERALZE 2 R B T8l IRERBEAE 1989 FF AR ER A4 o) = Gy
o 7 B2 E A] LU Daniel %2 & 7E R §ill 88 2 B IR EE P (more restrictive
environment)(Yell, 1995a; 1995b) o

FFELZE T A Daniel 2 EHE R IEERF(Downs Syndrome) B ZE = e igéH)
N B 0 1E 1987 2 9 HRF » Daniel B0 FHs RIERBRE =5k 2 - HiE
R TSRS WAk S B R 7KUE 5 7F 1985 I » Daniel HYACREHEHtZE (E EL
Paso J&17 2222 R 77 Z (Early Childhood program of EL Paso Independent
School District » & 3§ : EL Paso & New Mexico | B0t & —{EER ) »
BB ER 2R OERAERERFRAGNPEREE T E@
half-day program devoted entirely to special education)  7£ 1986 £ & FHI5HF »
Daniel 82K EL Paso M7 22 HE A\ B i Daniel 4 KIF[E 2 EAFEERT L)
MEFT (pre-kindergarten class) ¢ 33 /& iR R MBI 8T (a half-day regular,
education class) » LIZE Daniel & 15 O 1EF 5l & B8 BIVPERIEFE B R
HBIEE RS E W 2R (an early childhood special education class)
o EL Paso M7 22 [ AR 22 A R RWVEOK » (HRZ2 ] AR A 2 A » B8
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HERZEM Mrs. Norton SIRANSRH RN A I U3 E Daniel W17 - Il
Daniel #RASfE1% 22 Bl @RS EES) - 1 B th L 22 Er B P BEE R RE 7]
o [Altt. Mrs. Norton &A1 77 22 8 & ORI #E ARD ZE & (ARD 2
Admission, Review Ei Dismissal FJfEifE » ZEE R : ARD T E &85 E X2
TAE R ZEHZE R ) - 85— ARD ZEEE 1986 4 11 Hidgk » 35
Daniel ZZ[EFE2RIE @Y G » HHERECLEZRIRIAYE o (Yell, 1995a;
Yell,1995b; Underwood &Mead, 1995) o

B RRAAE E1 Paso 517225 ARD ZE B &€ » KK 94-/42 &
{H DP 55K (Due Process) [ — 8 R Y FRERIEB) » FIFFERE R SRan T

1.1F & 2 ey 2% €5 (a due process hearing)

528 & B B (the hearing officer) 2|l /5 2% ARD % B @153+ » Daniel £,
R L EAE 2R IR - KIFS Daniel {E22FE @R EZHEERER
(receiving little educational benefit) » [5]HFE2 Fij & 8 YT ZEN V2B B KSR 1Y
Rz fE 2K BAIE Daniel HY2& K (Daniel’s needs absorbed most of the teacher’s time) »
DI HAth B0 B H R ENBE SN EE - S—J570 » HAEiE T
Daniel HJE2ERET] » HFHEIRIERNE LG 2 » 2Tk HAqth 5l 2
ITIE EHIEE(Yell, 1995a;Yell, 1995b) °

2 B FHh & F#(U.S. District Court)

BARRAIEEZ G E BB - LERBEEER - (HERER A
IRRFGR > Daniel W/EWZBEAEEATFFIAYE(Yell,1995a;Yell, 1995b) -

3 FLEE TG FERyER7(U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit)

B2 RN R S st [ e PR i 3 > R o8 TGl BBk
SR ERIRE » feH 94-/42 ERUE T BRI 2B B DR TR B Y 0 ZHE ST
/LR #I|ER1E (least restrictive environment) )t —{5&zK » {H[G]RFth S E2 AR L&
JEH#UE (an appropriate education) » & ZHE ST RER) S EI A HE (a
free ,appropriate public education) [t —{5&5K ° 5 5 2 » 77 B2 m VR S Pl REIAE
RGBT R A R R E SEI A SIEE o (HR R &L R
e T ST £ 5 B 5K (unique. needs)S » BME R EL TR
EXR BRI H & O A TR L B AT B R AV IRE - st 77 22 th AR
A ZE LT @Y -




BRI R F8GE EEREBE AR 94-/42 ATER) LRE R - HilE 75 2216
ZE S CEEHE S MEST REHEE R E” AREER] - thd
B R E R D YR SR i) B (a two-part test)(Yell, 1995a; Yell, 1995b;
Osborne & Dimattia, 1994; Underwood & Mead, 1995):

1% B O RgE 58 B8 2218 (0 5 - [RIIRHER i HL B AHRRAR S > AIE R &
FEE YL TP HE =6 A LUE R i H9#5E R 2(Whether education in the
regular classroom, with the use of supplementary aids and services, could be
achieved satisfactorily for a given child?)

2ANR IR NI E ) SRS R - 1 B 5 B e E 2R 3% 5 B A
PEARRS i 22 8 2 HAERET - Rl 5 S0 2 A il A KRR EERY AT RET S 3% 5l B
ZEEBE RS ERE R 2(If it cannot and the school intends to
remove the child from regular class, whether the school has mainstreamed the
child to the maximum extent appropriate?)

AR ES R B B o EEIFEFEUR A 1 Yell(1995a;1995b) ~ Underwood Ei
Mead (1995)if% 2 ¥ 5%F}/E 1% Bgi(Daniel Test) o BiFREE Fuill b ERikbeds
El Paso #3722 [ Daniel 7 & (EE2RTE@YL - il HIE it Daniel FrZHY
FIAHBAAR S - (HR AR A SERER ¢ i H Daniel {£EH7 5@ YL HAD S
OIEH R EE AR E » I RERPIREAEFKIRIGER » E1 Paso #3722 5
A] LUK Daniel 22 & A BR#Z BRI H - il ZEAF 22 AR AL -

— ~Greer v. Rome City School District, 950 F.2d 688 (11th Circuit 1991)

1B — AL E R HEH S X EIRERE 1 9 9 1 FApkith )7 2
W HGER  BAERREER - LB LREREER A Christy Greer 2B 7E R D
HyERE H(least restrictive environment ) (Yell, 1995a; Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

Christy Greer & —i7 & B IEREFHY R 0% BAER K FIRLELE
13 F M T B Z A58 (neighborhood school) » iifi H #E##EZE Christy Greer #5573t /722
5 AT &/ MHIV R & o RRIEEIVIE H 2R BT 245 R A2 3 et € 1Y (the
evaluation outcome was predetermined) » i H 3t 77 2 & & (K 15 7 & 45 =5
Christy Greer Z¢18 2|25 94 H PR BE B Rk T (a segregated special class
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outside the neighborhood school) ° [KEFRETEEHE I8 - T2 EE;
{15 IDEA 1] DP {Gak #iiE » BB AR R R AT — M FR Y HR R BA P15 - Ht 2 B
FEEANT @ (Yell, 1995a; Yell, 1995b)

1. 455 %38 B & (special education hearing)

h 5 B2 g A RS B BE 2% @' E B (the local hearing officer) 2l ih 77 22 % 5 3
» Christy Greer WVHEZFFE - T2 EBETHABETFE 2% GHEFF
BEH o RIMLEAR - WAIZIERETH IEP o [ IEP FrRr R 2 IR 2
93 (self contained class for students with mental disabilities) » |38 FEE T2
£ Christy Greer {EZRMIERIERH » MRAEZ IR o BAFRRMKE
DP RFERARE » G O HERSET Christy Greer {743/ V47T & (an independent
evaluation) » {H 0 )7 B 11 5 BB EaT B AR S 2 1% - TRAddcd TEP firfl
A ZEIRET -

2. MNHE ERIXH I E & (state hearing)

B R AT 2 mBEESE BRI 0 [N EE BEER AT - (HINE
BEEHEEE E B (state hearing officer){Jh#R kR /7 B2 [5 H5 5%

3. B3Pt [E R

BAREARINGE BEREE G E BrEak » B EEGCET 7T
AN FEHIM TR £ Christy Greer FirffE7EHY IEP 1A $2 it [T F iy 22 E i
[ & [z IDEA /Y] LRE {53k o Mhls %R Pt 77 B Fraka i TIEP 2 A $2 4t
3B [B] 57 £ 7 (appropriate mainstreaming) » KL PRER LRI ©

A B3P+ — KB E5F3ERBE(The U.S. Court of Appeals for the 11th
Circuit)

B _EARERT R E Bt E e ry Pk - EERERETEH Greer v. Rome
City School District . —3FFAZS T EEE B2 3 /7 22 5 A a1 HH 2K TEP 2
i LRE RERATHE o EBEARIR TEP &3k 44 5rRs > 722 m A EoRZEE
Kl > £ Christy Greer &I ZEREE A WifdE » —7=ZfF Christy Greer Z2[&
15 35 BT R iRy $E {1 25 = 75 (the regular classroom with speech therapy) » — 2
Christy Greer Z¢ 18 (F 2= B IRk T (self-contained special class) o

Wi FR 2 — 3Gl B BeAR PR 2R 1Kl ERERBE/EEF # Daniel RR.V.
State Board of Education FFEAEIFATENHYFHE fi% Bgi(Daniel Test) » 3K &
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Rome City School District & 75338~F IDEA Wi/ L [REIIRIE(LRE)RE -

FHEw %S E—aln e « IS OB BB L @Y - [FIRF R Hhi
Bhgstt BLAHRAAR S > RILE (7 Sd B AE S @I P2 BB R vl LUE R AiE
FER G R 2L 26 1+ — Gl EFRERL [R5 H Rome City School District 1
TRZE G Christy Greer 7B (F & @I A3 ReE 2o NimE i 2286 Rk - A
LI & T Y =FEKFE : (Yell, 1995a)

<> 77 2 |E m] UL E (1) Christy Greer Z2i&E @Y - [FlIRFHE (D)
e M ELAHERARES (2)1F Christy Greer 7B (F KPR TIHER T H (more restrictive
environment) » . Z HJEE #E7Z (educational benefits){r] & i A ?

IEBEE AT AR B8R 1 GBS (D22 R ATRERHE 42 (academics benefits) » ft
(2) H Al 7 1£ 7Y ¥ 4% (other potential benefits) » 4113 = HY 7 & (language
modeling ) B2 f 17 #i(role modeling) 4115 & /(e 5 B 42 A L m Pt - (B
e HE B E S LA M A FE e [A] {5 22 4E (his or her peers with disabilities)\ )2}
B @RV o HE L B O R R 5B 1 8K PR 1 BR 45 (more  restrictive
environment) {1 » i KHYREZE A (significantly greater progress)isf » HISE @ HT
AR A EZEIRIE o

<2>H )7 R |8 VAR [T B P gk 5 B 22 1B A F W RS » T B At B O
IEH REEE o NIGER S/ CRERY) A E gl R 2 28 E I S
> FIGREE L B O Rt b 8 22 [E A E 3 @ YT R R AN Sy

<3>h1 75 B 3 By U PR R B B B (0 P 7 S e 2L B AHRRAR S - DAGEthAE
EYE R E ReSE S A S EE R L o HILLJE T B2 (158 L B
B FHRH AR5 A S B (cost) AT AR @RS » Tt 77 B2 HoAth 5 B8 2 i A1 @t
RANGEHY °

Bt Christy Greer [t —{FZME > B2 Rome City School District 1F31T%
BEIRENRFENR A% R bt Z AR > KR +— G IREBeEcE
J7 BRSSP E fR 5 B es —E o 5 B o RIS Ao i 5 Btk o b
o 1P FREMTT - it/ Rome City School District WAZE [ Christy
Greer ZZEAE[RAIEDHVIREH - R L EAEERILAR R » A RL
1B 2 1R B 1 B R PR R (Yell, 1995a) o

R 26— Gl _EEmERE AR A R R ava HAHE FR A0 R (Yell, 1995a)
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1.Rome City School District 35 % [& it —{# 88 » {# Christy Greer g
T T

2.Rome City School District R E| /N ffi £ 5 IR 15 A 2218 Christy Greer » H[]
(D) ZWFHIF PRI ELQ2)E @Y EEE S G HRIRE » A SHE— R &%
1B 75 fifi(the full continum of placement alternatives) o &5 &l /5 22 [& £ Christy
Greer Fr{FfHY IEP &3k » HeriRac ik AR i 2 & /720 (Kt 77 22 1mas
1385F IDEA BIHIE o

3.Rome City School District 11715 F# 2 (to modify the curriculum )L
i & Christy Greer FREKUE » Wl @I BEC SE2EREETK -

4 Rome City School District 1£ % [f IEP & &% 2 it E &L IEP 2% 3+ HiZK »
i IDEA IR FPRLE » i B EAIR K 24T Christy Greer $2{Hiifi BB 55
HYJ#i [&](the range of supplementary aids and services) °

PR AP IEE > B SS + —GE _EFREBE IR Rome City School
District y 857 F+/E /7 B (Daniel Test)55—&[ 73 HY3mAG » KA DRt 75 22 [
HGEF - W7 Christy Greer % B fEFRHIED R A - [F]RE 0 7 22 5%V /HE
136 1EP /\fH €7 5 (an 1IEP team meeting) LUREE] 0 {& [E Christy Greer HY IEP
P75 (yell, 1995a) o

= ~0Oberti v. Board of Education of Clementon School District, 995 F.2d
1204 (8rd Circuit 1993)

1B RN B IR 55 =X FEfi£ERE(The United States Court of
Appeals for the Third Circuit) 7F 1993 #l|jRE4FER - T EEHEES
GG LERERA: Rafael Oberti 2B AERRHIECDHIEREH (Yell,1995a ;Yell,
1995b;Thomas & Rapport,1998) -

FREAZAYE A Rafael Oberti & B A E R FAEIREERY /BB » 7228
HIFT B/ MEEFT B 2 1% - 30T Obert Z2[E AT 5 — 2@ A bRBE I B R R YL

(a segregated special class located in another school district) o 1% £ IEP & iHY
AR > B B ER A R RS A 1Aask > Rafael Oberti HURGRFZ2 [E a4l F:<1> k
2B A B N B A ) S R 2% 2 R0 (a developmental kindergarten center)

LI Rafael Oberti 82 B[ 1E 5 5B A 8) B3 ERIRE - <2> Rl E £ 5




OF I — B R IR UE DL 32 B2 LB 20 £ (the  special class for academics in
another school district)(Yell,1995a) -

TERS i —ERFRIRY R IR R 2 1% » BURF By G FE ) Oberti 7£47)
HERR R O E D - (HZ Oberti & HIRUEREATE » thy i
[F]E2 BT = 38 L S HEGR BN & a5 BUERRGOBIER SR - I H & S\ SO B R A it
LUE ] Oberti I ATTHS » {HZAE Oberti [y IEP FrEfy 5 ({8 Oberti 17
FSHUETER - 1 H TEP NSty A i BB 5 Sl P BN B AT R R B 34
Al 75 (special education consultation) o 53— 751 » Rafael Oberti |~ - 1ERF PR
Ay HIRA TR (behavior problems)(Yell,1995a) o

TF5 B » 2R IEP /NHEP team)$2 %15 Rafael Oberti ¥4k
LB EHRIFFIRIE » (HREBRA R R K IDEA 7€ B3R 45
WAE PR A 2B I R - TERP RS & 2T 2 /i - T2 RATIAR
FIERA: 5% R S C Bl A % €7 3 (mediation meeting) » B 75 [RIERF Oberti 22 B A1 £2
% A YRRk 75 25 (a special program closer to the neighborhood school) » 3t /5 &[5
[FIF L [FERS Oberti FUEEAEIE— AT B R ERAN A1 RS it o 2242 Oberti
F3E — P B e PR U R IR L ER R Rl A B A T S I REER A dE Bl D (H
B R )T R EARA I H$T Oberti FRENEIER EifiAVEHS - RILEEK
EAR S & < FER > BRI Oberti Z2{E £ 18 — P2 @ (Yell, 19952)

RS R IR BB SRR A AR B R AN T ¢ (Yell, 19952)

1. 45573 8 B2 ¥ & (Special education hearing)

JE35 & H B (hearing officer) Z i /7 B m M - HL BRI EHERY -

2. B3P ith (& B

BARRANRIEE & 'E BRIEIR > BRI AR AERREL © B
SO B TER RS /A S R 2 15 » 75 1992 48 8 2177 24
HeEl - N X IDEA BYRRE » W HEHHEFEA Oberti 512 52 4 B Bl Al #5
(supplementary aids and services)/@& 3 EE/E S WYL ZHE » RILAIRER A 5K
KB - BIRBEITHRAB LT Oberti ZE(E L @A @ - 1A
& 2 SR ] &R 1F 3% @ P 50 (The  district court had ordered full-time regular

education placement for Rafael) °
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1. BB 58 = 38 Bk B

77 B2 E0E S e AR sk BE R AR T 3 - B A =K B
FREREAE 1993 & 5 H 28 HAM 721558 [ IDEA [yfy /D IR IR (Least
Restrictive Environment) [l —{5&ZKHIFRE » K LA E A RN 3 » 224 Oberti
VB B AL YL

SRR 26 =Gl | AR R R FHE % B (Daniel Test)RRA{EBR 77 Bask
faBm Clementon Jth/7E2[S 2 H HH &/ 518 F LRE 53K o Akt 77 2215 M
HIEEE AT T (Yell, 1995a)

1375 B2 22 T ELys2 8 BRE Bl B 0B+ it 2K 22 & Rafael Oberti ©

2.3t 7 £ A S 0 P FE R 5 B e — B 5 B o (R T B2 (s A )R
Oberti % B ELFER S HORE > 2323 S (curriculum  plan) » 24 U
Oberti {75 RERYE ¥ 212 (a behavior management plan) » 1735 ¥ @ PTEL
Hifl & fit & %9 1 FF 7k B E S IR B 35 3 Al 455 (special  education support and
consultation) °

375G B Oberti A E%EHHY 1EP 1% G & %02 H #&(annual instructional
goals) » 2 Fi & 22 ¥F 52 A $2 (it LL il Bf) B fil 5 (supplementary aids and
services) ©

SRR o = 3G AR I IR > Sy A RRE ST 2R e S A P

B YRV 5E 2 & WS i (the court was not embracing the full-inclusion concept

of placing all students with disabilities in the mainstreaming) » [fj H & 58 2 E Fe
T E5E~F IDEA /) [REIFRIZ SRR E (Yell, 1995a) o

i, FEHIZZ#(Balancing Standard or rationale)

AR HE A B SR UKGE EARERE IR - RIERB AR L EEBRIE R &
il —HAVUHFFEAZE - 7752 : (Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

1.1994 15 Sacramento City Unified School District Board of Education v.
Rachel H.

2.1994 [ Clyde K. v. Puyallup School District No.3

3.1995 £ Poolaw v. Bishop

4.1996 E Seattle School District No.1 v. B.S.
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(e S8 Lt — 2 AT R L BR A MR H B JLKGE EERERE - (HR R iE —EBEHY
A5 B RE A BB = B 5 (Guam) k2 K 4l SUAE JM : Arizona, Alaska, Hawaii,
California, Nevada, Idaho, Montana, Oregan Jx Washington » [X[lt.id —/EFE(E
1994 P Rachel H. FRAAZEATELAVFHARHE » 2ECIUN KBRS R
A Be 2 PR AR LB 22 B AR A0 FE R R AL JH 857 Z (Thomas & Rapport,1998) o

— ~ Sacramento City Unified School District v. Rachel H.

14 F.3d 1389 (9th Circuit, 1994), cert. denied, 129 L. Ed. 2d 813 (1994)

B — IR SRS S 5 LG EFRIERE(US. Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Circuit)## » LBt 1994 & 1 H 24 HARM )72 BGR - 24 R K
5 aF - 05 B2 B I B /L R gk Bl B 2 1 A PR 1] 8 /) i BR A5 FR (Yell, 1995a;
Yell, 1995b; Thomas & Rapport, 1998;Underwood & Mead, 1995) o

FFEAZE £ A Rachel Holland @—{ & HEAN R+ —k 2% » HATER
44 > f& 1985 F| 1989 F » M2 E )72 WAUET 2 R AL (a variety of
special education program) » £ 1989 FFkK » HigtiE 1989 E2EE RS » HEK
e SR M 7 B2 1 15 fth 2 ERHS [l 22 1B @ A - st )7 2R SRR A AR SRR
Kilf F55% Rachel Holland “PRIGFHIFERFPRYL LR - BIE2H7 14} H (academic
subjects) (EFFIRYE 38R » P IEL M MER)IE B (non-academic activities) » 417 4

~ Eflr ~ TE - PR R AREIFE o HIILUAP RIS RIE S @Y FaR - BAERREA
R 7 22 S ) 2 B HE it > KT IERF Rachel Holland $3E2 2 F/, 37 B4 SE P S
HMEPE (a regular kindergarten class at the Shalom School, a private school)5tZE » 17
FEIGhH sl [ 12 e 25 P IH 22157 » Rachel Holland  EL#EFEEZ LT E2AGGE EI B/ N 4
#(Yell, 1995a; Underwood & Mead, 1995) o

b7 ER s R ER A SRR 7 R 6T R Rachel Holland HO{ERILEE 775
(IEP)AZ - &fiZ8 IDEA Fi%E 1EP HUBhfTRCEANA » B0 RB—FEHFE—R
(BN EE T B e E BRI R A R » [t E 1990 & 1 A BdA »
Rachel #4] IEP £[7% 6 {K IDEA #i%E & F i — K (Underwood & Mead, 1995) o

B2 R Bl Sacramento Tl & SRR 1R L < TR BELAE RAN T

1. 5REERRES

B R IR ATHEEE & #ERAH Rachel Holland 7535 3@ ¥t Hp > ANME AT LI E 22
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FiRE(social skills) » [fif B tha] LIEEgr 2R §E (academic skills) » [MEFRFIRIEH
25 HIi A U (would not benefit from being in a special education class)
o 3722 [ HIJZE % Rachel Holland 2R KAR » 2 ARKFfEIE S B2 208
— 4t ff; #&(The District contended Rachel was too severely disabled to benefit from
full-time placement in a regular class) - § 2% & B B #k il 77 2% 72 5 (K I8 IDEA
HIRRZE » T35 2 Y 5S ) LU Rachel 22 [ 71 3% s HE H7(The District has failed to
make an adequate effort to educate Rachel in the regular class pursuant to the
IDEA) » [K] th #0377 22 8 BG > 07875 Rachel Holland 27 B 1F & 3@ (Yell,
1995a; Underwood & Mead, 1995) -

2. B 3B ih (B £

Sacramento il & 2 A AREEEE & B BRIEIR - Ak A a2 B ]
EARAL o (HER A A BT I8 S BEES & B B - ith 7 B2 00 )1 Rachel
Holland %= %I &R 22 & AE @ YT -

Tk st [y e £ PR30 7 2215 £ Rachel Holland [ A Ry ALY 22 1 BR R (
HVRRIRHE) R 5 & ERE » 8RS /R IR TSI DURRIK SR © (Yell, 1995a; Thomas &
Rapport, 1998; Underwood & Mead, 1995)

<I>5—i[K3 » ¢ & Rachel Holland [Rf 20 H ECEE T 51 i ek 2 1B Bt 45 S 2
AT REFE1SHYZ B | 42 (educational benefits) » — 2 522 A4 2B T 2 IRF Il FF AT

s — R L E IR W - PR Bt B a8 A1 B AHRR AR5 (supplementary
aids and services) °

Sk I st o v e 28 B 3 7 E2 1% i 4@ RS R - 192 5 3 IA S Rachel Holland
BRI PR E B EE RS  H it 2 B A% @ i 2R E0E ]
e (R o

<2>%5 T HHKFR 5 R K Rachel Holland 2B A1 5 @ B b Pk YL Hp » 2284

FE B0y 4 15 B B 15 2B §] 2= (the non-academic benefits of interaction with
children who were not disabled) °

B4 RAVEEFATE H Rachel Holland 7R3 MPEH » B EERY 1 50 Bl
HifE(social and communication skills) > ULz EL#RBE H F & i (self-esteem) [f] N &
TR < #0722 BB 1T BRI HIZE 5 Rachel Holland 1 3 @ T HH 4

FHE7E > i H @854 17 (that she was being isolated from her peers) o {H /&S

at

N
,l

5
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S i 2 e 78 P B2 A SRR AE AL LR R (o

<3>5 =fi[K3% » &% & Rachel Holland 2 & {F &y Y HH 520 e HiAth 5
Hen WA T FIEY R 2 (the detrimental effect of Rachel’s presence on the teacher
and other children in the classroom) o 22 M 75 E[[E] = Rachel Holland 1+ /@
HHERREREIE AT 4E 7 (directions) » [T H i AT T F5(disruptive behavior)
FH R o Fgf LS sttt 725 e [R] IRy 58 2R Rachel Holland 357 @ HE HH AN & T R ¥ 5
fth 5 EHIEER > NP EA T PR & -

<4>ZEPUREA SR » 2K Rachel Holland 2 & 1F [H]fi i @ IR BE 18 &
fif]fH (the cost of mainstreaming Rachel in a regular classroom) o

Sk 0 ot o 1% e %8 B 0th 5 22 e A 0 R B R Al 77 Y 35 98 (persuasive
evidence) R SCHi il /T E21EEH T 51 #AS « % Rachel Holland ZZ B 1+ 5 3@ PEHHYEL
BACE LU EN R » AR o R R 2 B AL L @ YL > AR o0 IR 22 B E R PR HE R 2L
BAEE LD o A - mBERE L —RFEIMNS » K Rachel Holland % EAfT
TP LA R o

St s et R AR A YA R R amae - ARt B2 s e - 7E
i Rachel Holland & {F 3% 3@ Wit HE i B a5 A4 B AHRRA AR5 -

1.8 382 LKiE L ERER

b7 E2 1 A A S b S B e AR i B 26 TUGE EERIERE < I
AR B I g S st b e iR R U AR R R - 2 B DU IR 3R 0 AR 1 5
B# (four-factor balancing test) » i3t HH &< F Daniel Test Ed Roncker Test £
R SR N LR & T RSy — =% o MRS 0 JLGll | 3Rikle e 1994 4 1 H 24
H S e ER St st 2 e 8 » P Rdth 77 22 15 BGH - 0ZH 7 Rachel Holland 27 (&
FEE @Y - gk PR D B ER T H (Underwood & Mead, 1995) -

2 Bt & = %P (The U.S. Eupreme Court)

Sacramento il & £2 [ AN AR FS 55 JUEGE EEREBERY PR > £ 1994 4 4
A 25 H FIREIGFR R EERE - SR I — 2 EIREAS » AE8E F I PU{EHRH
BH . (Yell, 1995a)

<I>EHEHFENBFH G OREEEEA ZE T mRE T (2 H 2SR
R E B DU A REE BN BER H AR » BB A\ B v] LURHth 22 & 17 PR 1]
REJIREL » 1A 72 & B AF 2 I (8] Ba £ 3 79 22 55 7 2(When educational




professionals determine that a student with disabilities has not achieved, and
cannot achieve, measurable academic progress in the regular education
environment, can educators place the student in less than a full-time
mainstreaming program?)

<3>INREE NBARENT & Cbahee 5 5 20 & £ PRI ER R ER ST A > BIJERAR
MER%EE B U R REER A A 2 IRF [ B £ IR AY R R — P B 2R B R 2 1%
A 0] LI % B A 2218 B PR Il KB ER S0 2(If not, does a school have to subject
a student with disabilities to repeated failure in a full-time mainstreaming
environment in order to have record of full-time placement before it can place the
student in a program that involve less than a full-time mainstream placement?)

<3>HRIRHR S LG F BB fbag iR i FHE /5 e Il B0 R igEE2 A [m]
i E AR ERZ AR b (R B B It A sth b Bk e py PIIRATHE™ 1
?2(With respect to the Ninth Circuit Court’s rejection of the Daniel test, should the
student’s mainstreaming rights depend on the circuit in which the child resides?)

<4>IDEA HiE HHHE A BIRIBA B ERIRMZERE » E— MR
R E T2 2SR RS — 2 2(IDEA requires that placement
decisions be made by knowledgeable persons, based on assessment data. Does this
regulation represent an educational philosophy that is inconsistent with the
mainstreaming preference?)

R Bt e HE A Sacramento Tl & E2IRAY FEREERE - 1 H DA E N S
It —24:(The high court denied the petition and will not hear the case) (Yell,
1995a) o [AItL » Hh 7722 R G -

— +Clyde K. v. Puyallup School District No.3, 35F. 3d 1396 (9th Circuit
1994)

B AR ENE AR — 1T B EF (behavior disorder)Z24: » B FIES LK
EAREBE 1994 SRR T ER 00 R 8 (3L B AR 27 A PR I RCOR B B 85 R
(more restrictive placement) » EF 4K : (Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

LAEE @R - K08 G224 A EE M1 T % (disruptive behavior) » fift L
HEZETDRN 2B 2 EIAFR 8 -

AR BYL RN — (BT (a teacher aide) th LU R ETT
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B o

3B A LI IE AT R R 2 @Yt e R i[RI PE R 22 R
HIREEATRS

4AEE @Y BT R A5 T 7 37 (the student become
socially isolated in his regular education placement) ©

SAEE @Y - HR S 57 22 A Y 1 B 1 B OB 14 AT 1% (dangerous and
aggressive behavior) ¥ Zfill ki FHAHER 4 H HHE A FIHE -

6.7E L BYL R » B (1T R S B2 AR A MR B AR 5 1Y = i (vulgar
and insulting language)

TS GG BT RER 24 H G R 2 -

= + Poolaw v. Bishop, 67 F. 3d 830 (9th Circuit 1995)

B —AFARFEAY E AR — (U E E JERE (profound deafness)) -+ =pRE24: -
BB 26 LG | AREBEAE 1995 I ZRIRE - SCRpth T 22 R E R - SR
S (7 £2 A 22 [ 1 BRI K B R ES HH (more restrictive environment) » (iR
40T : (Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

1.FR457F Sacramento City Unified School District v. Rachel H. Z{FAZE i3
STHYELE DK Z Y P& HEHE (the four-factor balancing standard) » £33 {17 Bt £2
A R BRI R RESNC &8 (1224 82 52(1) E B F-35(American Sign Language)
Bl (2) = Ath % 38 F7 7 (other communication skills)f &L -

2AERFIARPE B IR YD > B2 AR B SR ] T30 Bl H AR @ i B 7oK - ERE
8 E YRR 22 2E (R ] JE 2R A0S Fll 42 (any nonacademic benefits) 5 £ 5
g °

™ ~ Seattle School District, No.l v. B.S., 82 F. 3d 1493 (9th Circuit
1996)

B —dFaA T E AR — (A 154 K 8 B2 1T 5 52 K (emotional disturbance
and behavior disorder)i) 2z £% » Wit FR 26 SLKGE FFRERT 1996 F AR 77 22 [ 22
IRFE N2 B EAE BRI B R 1 (Thomas & Rapport, 1998) e

E— AR LEA BSR—IZENAM ~ ZEIEER K B IEZEER
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s BB M IEERY 5 & (the victim of neglect, physical and sexual abuse, and
abandonment) » #8£2 [5 I &/ MHZE % - BB A S AR - BE0)
16 & AK B 52 % (an attachment disorder) » (2) [z $1 Sz & B 4 2 Y 22 5 (an
oppositional defiant disorder) » (3)17 /% % (an conduct disorder » (4) AKSE H (a
histrionic personality)  F1fi* B.SA£% % AV HITE T RS - DIBUSITT 4
A I S REE E AL B (A S A HGIREFIT RN - &% - B2
LA WA AT RS A Z BABR - BeizAE 8 A BAfE » B.S IR G #2 EIETEE
Rl #%(educational services)(Thomas & Rapport, 1998) o

iE (L TH G R BT R B o B2 AR iR S RS e A A T 1 B B R IR ML
(a day special classroom for students with serious behavioural disabilities) s {H/& 1
38 R IRTE P 2 2 EHE 23 (receive no meaningful educational benefit within
that environment) o )R RAELBBANELIGE AN BRI 2T » BRI T2 @45
B.S.ZEFE E G5B &GN EE AR5 (a residential facility with a therapeutic
environment) » DG B.S {E 3% RET A A] LR B[ #2] H OB R (Y (emotional
skills) » DU AT LA (2 3058 FH At 22 HTHE /) (cognitive abilities) o B ER 5 LK
FAREDE R R RAERL » e S RHIEORZERE Y BS.REH
[ - BERE R E A B AR TR (SN (out of state) » {HZ¥} B.S. ;& {1 H
TH#E KRBT B R E AN S - Al S R &I M B2 ik & @R /7 % (the
closest known appropriate program )(Thomas & Rapport, 1998)

BE, FEWEEER
—uH

RSB — R LR BEE 1980 4K, 1990 £E(1981-1997)f7
FHRIIY SUERE R B DR e AR IR B AR » HANRZER G &
HRRE— A VURE > 5l

1. & B SR EHEZE A BZE R EFIE®E(Qualified Deference Standard)
s — G = T IUAFREA R IR L — PR AERE » HARRMEFFEAZR RS LK
3 FERVEGEAE 1988 A28 FHAY Lachman v. Illinois State Board of Education »
T E PR = B B i Be 1982 2 # Board of Education of the Hendrick
Hudson Central School District v. Rowley FfER Z Alfs AR 2 o BFiEE 3K



i FEREAB R PR T 22 E 553 - KT Benjamin Lachman j& (i JEfRE24: %
1B PR IR BRI B RS HRYE » 1 AN £ AR SRR Al F R A PRl A D IR AR Y i
Ht -

2 5@ EE #E(Portability Standard) » HU PUAEFEAZE PR L —FITRATHE
HAERM TR RIS FERikbifE 1983 FE R ) Roncker v.
Walter » {E2ZHEFZH » K50 FERiERES| B Board of Education of the Hendrick
Hudson Central School District v. Rowley {1} Z /37 HY Rowley # Eii(Rowley
Test) o /£ Roncker v. Walter FFaAZE FRHV A 25 (BIJHh 75 22 150) 1% 8568 Rowley 2
Bnihss a0 B o R AR K _E AR B [RIE A R W R st ek e e B Ak
ZIG A BE MY ERE © (DR E R R IR A R PR (R FHER
AR5 72 A T LATE 5 38 E2 A 7 SR B A 2 1 2(2) B 0 PR e Bl B 1 3l B A R
P EEZFIARBE G REA TR R AT 1983 15 It 5258 [l FS bt 55 e
HATEE  EE AT EATE S E I Neil Roncker 58 {71 5 & 2 HEA E L
BRI LEE

3. @l &R AR E (Inclusion: Standard) » A = FFAA SR L — PR AT HE
HACRMEFFR RIS Ml FERERE 1989 FAr @ #AY Daniel RR. v.
State Board of Education » 1F [t Z £ [2 2V T Daniel %@ (Daniel Test)H fH3E
JRHI o 37722 Daniel 38 {738 B FCE (R H G 38 5 PRy 5B S L EAE
ELHiG L o 3 B AR Daniel Fr 35 ZHYFHBAARES » {H/E Daniel {1812 HEE
R > [FIIRF Daniel th 343558 R HAER A TR R RS 8 » IR B R 2 1K
il FRE G AR )7 £2 5 R Daniel 22 & FIHOK PR HIERIL B2 AR IR YE

4. PR e (Balancing Standard) » A PUAFREAZEER L —AITRATHE -
HARMFFGLE R UK FERERE 1994 FFraE MY Sacramento City
Unified School District Board of Education v. Rachel H.Z{Z1NE » 2% 1B /1 28 P
RPN T DY [RS8 0 DAAR ) 25 B It — PR AR ¥E (R 2 7% four-factor
balancing test BY Rachel Test)» fx % Fl B A RN i » #h 7 22 % VB 1 Rachel
Holland ;& {77 &'HEA & B+ — sk 2 £ 2 & AF IRl D B ER f Sm . o

=gk
SRS SRR M T B A A B DR S - BB R R Z B
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M7 AR HRBERDLEM - Gt R SEE CER R ENREERD
FERBFIE CIEE G ENHE S - HEETERBRS A BAM “8E -
£ E B AT A # 5o R B 5D 48 it & 38 1Y ¥ 7K 2B (appropriate  special
education) » H 80 [l % fLHE & @1 % & (appropriate placement) (Kt AERHH
TR B2 E BN BIE R B B DR 2 I - BLBSTRIR A E 5 i H i
TTHEEIAE BRZIE 5 LR RUE SRR B F 2 o ZE RSN RN -

LEE MR AEEAEERE YRR ) AERE TIFRK
BEEG T %) -

2. Z B HE A B A BRBRBA SR FHBA AR B2\ B S B AE R R AR
(RSB E LS+ 2065 -

3.5 .UM C B RE ) TELOWE 242 BT EBART » &R
PRI ARIRBE LS+ =15 -

4 HETH BRI =ML B OER R B E L E 2 E
FFREEEE =15 -

SHEITHEEERAEET € aE B 5 OREEEEE A 2 2 E R
WL R RBE RS )

6. 25 H B AR M SBEE B D IR 2 AL I R R 22 B B L B B B 2 A HEE B
BRERKREBEEE - +LK -

TR E RS S DR GLE o [ DIBES 38 bd B — R it 22 5 IR HI R TR
BIETEITHIRIEE L AR) -

8. i 5y JE LU & RS S BB 7T A N Y = f A E B - (DR LE
ZEhE TR QPUTRE LIFQ)HMAMLIE 2 EH FREE L
TTHERNEE JLIG) ©

0. SHHIE B LR AR EREGR CHAD i EEREBARE
s RIRAFBEE AN ~ B2E ERSHREZE A BRERIVIEZE iR R A E %
FEATAEEES +—15) -

1088 S LB R B R E R - P OMEREEAE A2 HLER
ELUE MR T IIYHEER - (DZESTRE 2SR o QE /R Z
Rt o QHEWBIZS M Z M o (DAETEMBIZETE o FFRBE LTI
+—15%)

(k3

Bk

~~~
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V1S & M AR IR R T30 + — Rl TRE R FEE T 2
H - S REBSIRDUREE 2 & 77 R R Ea B T A+ — 15

12,0 REBFEBRFIRBE 2L 2B DL A2 IR - (HH 2 RS
EFPRBB Gl L EE - SREHGE TR - REDEE 2R ZRREE
SRR ECE A Tl IS + 150

13 ZE 706 T OIS - (DAL RIS B &R L3R o Q)24 [
IRFAERFIRECE YL B ol e B - HHAER IR ECE YRR Tl 8 LA E A HRF ]
L —F o QVRAEAERIH Z A AERR BB L ERE - (DEAEAERIRE
BEH » HEHEEE - OREERIRAF RN LR - HAEREEE - (O7F
FHHE - FIRAEEMEITHE + =15

SE R

LRPIREE U - RIBI86 F- 5 H 14 HA A -

2EREE R hETAER - KKBI 87 5 H 29 HA AR -

3.Assistance to States for the Education of Children with Disabilities. 34 C.F.R.
part 300.

4.Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central School District v. Rowley,
458 U.S. 176 (1982), 102 S. ct. 3034(1982), 5| H Turnbull III, H.R. (1990).Free
Appropriate Public Education: The Law and Children with Disabilities, 3rd
edition, (PP. 307~319). Denver, Cdorado: Love Publishing Company.
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