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FOREWORD

]
3 ~ .

~ ot *A thorough review of the literature in BPAEiil education following ?

. the/full implementation of Public Law "94-142, revealed a void of studies

Y

oy .
dealing with the admission policies and practices of state operated

residential schools for the deaf in the United States. The only study

specifically addressing admission poliéles of rgsidéntial schools for

'

the deaf was conducted in 1966 by Anderson, Sgevéhs ané Stuckless.

A . However, this study addressed admission‘poiiciéh ;nd practices used by
residential schools in admitting deaf students who wére mentally retarded.

This publicatidn presents a “state-oﬁ-the-art; review of gdmissioh \

golicies and practices of residential schools for the Aeaf in the bnited -

;tates. Hopefull;, it will be of some value to residential school . .

administrators in the development and refinement of a&ﬁissikn‘pplicies . '

and in assessing their school's current admission policies and practices.-

Sincere appreciation is extended to Jimmy Whitworth, Superintendent

of the Georgia School for the Deaf, and Miss Mona McCubbin, Superinten-

N‘

dent of‘the Atlanta Area School for the bDeaf, for their.invaluable
assistance and advice in the breparation of this publication. §pecial
thanks qre‘eXtended’to Dr. Jane Lee for editing the final draft. '

The eﬁper}ntendents of residential BChOQll Acrous the United States
who completed and returned the survey que;tionnAirg are gratefully

‘ acknowledged. -Many of these distinguished educators shared valuable

suggestions and comments with the author. . mﬁ

. [}
\
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Public edﬁcation in America has responded in an.unprecedented

o

manner to the needs of upsexugd anduinadequately served handicapped

PO * .

children through the prov1sion of Bspecial instructional programs and

v\
services in local scﬁ%ol districts within recent years. This response

-

with new and improved services to the handicapped was evidenced with
]

the 1mplementation of the Education for all Handicapped Children Aét,

-~

-

‘Public Law 94-142. . R

4

* Under Public Law 94-142, the tesponsibility for the education of -

A

schoolrage handicapped children rests with the local school district

in which ﬁhe student is a legal re51dent This federal funding Act '

‘ mandates that to the maximum exterit possible, handicapped children are

to be served in an environment with non-handicapped children.
-
State operated residential schools for the deaf were established

for the purpose of providing the same educational opportunities to deaf

- {
atudents that were provided to non-handicapped students enrolled in

It is clear that the implementation of .

«

Public Law 94-142 has had an impact on residential schools serving
' /

regular scho¢l programs.

P

special populationa, such as the deaf.
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‘implementétion’of Public Law 94-142, which altered the hisForical role

private schools and/or agencies (Coréasco, 1965) . The early state

This study was designéd to determine how students are admitteawtb
R A

L3

} : ' - ) N ~E’ v
state operated.residential gschoels for the deaf following the full *,

-}

of such schools. : - ) Lh

1

The provision of education for the deaf in America in the early’ ‘

N - Fi
1

.
@

' 1800's was an experimental program. Many of the experimental programg

-

in education in America from 1787 to 1900 were ﬁirst conducted in

. . N
residential schools for the deaf were initially established as private .

-~

eleemosynaty schools or institutions in many states. The majority of

these schools during their early history were divorced from the organi-

zational structures governing elementary amd secondary education in

> ' .
their respective state.

- According to Bri’ll (1974), although many schools were established

as private schools, their major financial support came from their

respective states. These schools operated under a variety of governing
) ., s

[
structures and governing authorities. To some extent, thig arrangement

s

has not changed significantly.

Griffing 11977)'has pointed out that public residential schools -
for the deaf were organized to serve a sﬁecial and particular societal
need -- the education of deaf children. The;e sépools by design wg%e
gselective in admitting students to their programs.

It has only been within the past ten years that residential schools

for the deaf have felt the impact of the state and national policy issues

"
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.

affécting edfication in general. 'Basically, these schbols have existed
1]

as "closed social systems" primarily concerned with internal

»

’

self-maintenance.
Since the full implementation of Public Law 94-142, there has been

a concerted effort in mani states to coordinate the service delivery

-

" .
system for handicapped children. This establishment of a :elationship
of responsibility for the hapdicapped maﬂdéted by Public Law 94-142

between the resourcés and agencies in a given state has been evidenced

-

through cooperative agreements between state and local agencies and in

some states, the reorganization of existing services.
The United States Bureau of Education of the Handicapped (1979)

repdrted in a stydy of state operated schools and institutions for the -

» -

handiéapbed receiving federal financial assistance that_ the administra-

" 1

tive .structures of state education agencies has changed sq as to place
more imporéance on the total special education program. This study
also re?ealed that the less severely handicapped are being,served in
local schqol‘districts.

Whereméhe éﬂucation of deaf children should take place has'received
.considerable attention since 1975. Much of this concern ;enters around
the concept of "appropriate placement” and the "least resgrictive
ehvironment”... Residential schools have been considered by some special
educators ag being "resﬂrictiveu in that these schools serve a specific

-

population and the opportunitiés for ‘interaction with hearing students

\]
and others is or has been,, at best, minimal.

[y



Purpose of the Stady

\

- The chief task of this study was to describe the process by which -

students are admitted to residential schools. %The étudy was designed to

survey and recount the influence of admi'ssion policies on placement,

‘

referral .sources, admission differences among residential schools,

parental involvement in placement decisions, and the righté of residen-
L4 "

tial schools to admit or deny -admission to a deaf student.

The need for this study centered around the absence of research or
literature on the topic. Where information does exist, there are
- . f

gaps and weaknesses.

'.

) / Jo
This investigation focused @n the following gQuestions which were

- A -
also used to give direction to the construction of tHe questionnaire that

was used in the survey of state operated residential schools for the deaf.

- i l. Are student geferrals to state operated residential
~ schools for the deaf based on the individualized
education plan? ' :

2. what is the major source of referrals of students
admitted and placed in state operated residential
. \ schools for the deaf?

3. Do state operated residential schools for the deaf
"differ in their admission policies and practices
by regions of the United States?
4. Do state operated residential schools for the deaf
under different governance structures differ in
their admission policies and practices?

. 5. What role do local school districts play in the
referral and admission of students to state operated
residential schools for the deaf?

6. How are parents of students involved in the placement -
decisions of students admitted to state Qperated
residential schools for the deaf?

/ 7. Do state operated residential schools for the deaf
retain the option to admit or deny admission to studerts?
\‘1‘ ) .

s ‘ Lo
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The literature is void of studies or feports on admission policies
and practiées in state operated residential schools for the deaf since ‘
- ¢ . s
the advent of Public Law 94-142.

The questions giving direétion ta this study were designed to yield
data to define and describe the admission policies and practiceé of

residential schools for tﬁé deaf and to form a basis for developing

a

Qgi}cies that would best serve Eeaf children.

The étudy was intended to review the relationship between the
admission policies-of residential schools for the deaf and the authority
or policy of the local education agency on deciding the plaéement of

deaf children. It was beyond the scope of this study to discuss or

evaluate the curriculum, methods of instruction, or other aspects of

v

educational programming and services provided in either public schools

offering programs for the deaf or the residential schools included in
this investigation. .

Metﬁodolqu

-

Instrument for Collecting the Data .

A questionnaire consisting of 34 items was developed to optain data
for this investigation. A copy of the questionnaire is included in
Appendix A. Tge questionnaire was deslgned to yield information rglated"
to governance, admission policy, admission proceduré, denied admission

procedures, individualized education programs, and placement in sgtate

operated residential schools for the deaf.

b
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In the development of the questionnaire, a review of relevant

literature relating to sﬁé%ific mandates of Public Law 94~142~ad&res‘ing
. .. /4 )
{

the individualized education plan, the least ‘restrictive environment, - ,

. and parental involvement was made. The literature wag also reviewed?bn
, : ' ’ .-

residential schools for the deaf, areag relating to the education of

o
i

the deaf, and policy development.- This reviéw provided the basis for ﬁ

formulating the questionnaire items. S \
: , N
R The questionnaire was constructed to measure the gpecific variables R
inherent in each question. The process of acquiring content validity .

has been discussed by Bloom, ﬂagtiﬁgs, and Madaus (1971). Thorndike .

{1971) has suggested that content validity can be determined by acquiring
a panel of experts to judge whether the author has selected a set of
questions representative of the area of concern. Cronbach (1970)

- suggested that content validity 1s a matter of judging each question,

‘the description of questions, and the representative value of what the

-

author intended to measure. . )

B '

7

. The initial draft questionnaire was evaluated by the Office of

Demographic Studies at Gallaudet Colleqe. This office evaluated the

¢

instrument in relation to its constructipn and relevancy tq/tha study.
Following this evaluation and revision of the questionnaire, 1t was
’

sybmitted to six superintendents of residential schools tor the deaf an

_four reqions of the United Staten for completion and evaluation.

-

Two external professional reviewers also evaluated the revised

ERIC : I .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: N
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questionnaire. 'These reviewers included one state official in chirge

of state res1dent1a1 ‘schools for the deaf and one ret1red superlntendent

ae ) ' ‘who,has authpred books' and other publicatlons dealing with the education

- , v ) I 4 _ . 4
~ - . B . B R . ) %
of thé deaf.. - o N

' fThe recommendation of each member of the panel of expert reviewers .
was 1ncorp0rated ‘in the)flnal draft of‘the questlonnalre. The question-

-

¥ ' - v naire was d}vided into six sect;ons: (l) Governance, (2) Admission

| . B . ) K3 . . - .
. . . Policy; '(3) Admission Procedures:;(4)'Den1ed Admass;on Procedures;

(5) Individualized Education Plan;‘and (6) Placement.

.

Procedures for Obta1n1ng the Data "
. Questlonnalres were mailed to 60 superintendents of state operated
) . res1dent1al schools for the deaf in'the. Unlted States. . -

The schools include in their" eQrollment a total of 16, 053 students,'

or 90 percent of the total number of students erirolled in residential R
schools,for the‘deaf'in the Unlted States. Student populatlons of

* ° individual schoois range from 82 to 710.

Fiftyfsix residential school ‘administrators representing 56 states
and the District of Columbia responded to the questionnaire. ° The

responseﬁrate represented 93 percent of the residential schois superin- ¥
- . - ’ ' . . 1

_ tendents receiving the instrument.

= [ 4

pata Analysis .

The responses to each question included in the questionnaire

\




requiring a specific answer, was entexed on a data card for computer

process1ng using the Statistical Package forathe Social Sciences

.
P -

. Program (SPSS)

-

. ’ All sections of the quektionnaire were.summarized and reported with

e

frequencies agd percentages on a national basis using a table format for

YT . ) : : K
ff¢y¥¢; ‘ each item. The information contained in each table varied depending on

’ " o . -

the scope and nature of, the data. -

s
‘

* The residential schools participating in" the. study were clagsified

"

by governance‘type. The schools were- also class1fied according to. the

four regions of the United States used by the United States Bureau of
\ v .

. ot Census (198q§: Northeast, -North Central, South and West.

o

" The open-ended questions included'in the questionnaire were

designed to obtain unbiased information. This information was analyzed

— . by frequency of responses to iﬁdicate‘trends. High frequencies of
< - - . P

similar responses are‘reported for each question. by category. All

1Y

. » . \ 4 ' N . ' .
) - . . ) ' R » . . )
' Results ' L
——— L) ‘ I

B

L superintendents did not respond tgéiil items listed in the questionnaire.

Governance

H

Fifty-six state operated residential schools responded ‘to the

This represented 93 percent of the
( +

€ United States serving

questionnaire used in this study.
'total number of residential schools™5

_ deaf students.
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The majority of the schools included in the study are operated by

Q

state boards of education and governing boards of trustees. -OtHers are

2y

operated by state agencies.A Such arrangements include reporting
, . pOLLL

~directly to the state-commissioner or superintendent of education and’

not the state board of. education or reporting to the administrator of a

-

state agency responsible for human services, or the governing authority

of the state résponsible for higher education.

- -

‘Table 1 lists the schools included in this study by regions of the

©

country. - Table 2 lists the schools by governance type.

Table 1 e
Residential Schools for the Deaf
. _ by Region in the United States
Region. . : N Percent
South 17 30.4
Wwest T 12 : . 21.4
Northeast 15 26.8
North Central 12 21.4
Total _ 56 . ) 100.0
A ' Table 2

Residential Schools for the Deaf in the United States
by Governance Type

-

[

Governance 'i‘ype o N o Percent
. State Board Education 25 . 44.6 v
Board of Trustees .20 . 35.7 ’
., Other o1 19.6
f .+ Total 56 | 100.0 .

-
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-

The met?ods-used to appoint members of éhe board of trustees
. . - -

l . :
.
. .
- . e ” ) ’
. . o\ )
. .

responsible for 20 of the schools included in this study are listed in -
' ’
Table 3. . -
' ) ' " Table 3 s
Methods of Selecting Governing Board of Trustees in *
o Residential Schools for the Deaf

N ] Method of Selection N - Percent
Appointed by Governor 12 "60.0
‘ Appointed by Board-of A _ " .
. Trustees ~ 7 ' 35.0 . )
. other S 5.0
= - P jj B
Total - 20 100.0 4.

For schools'under the autho}ity of the state department of
2 . : ‘

education, 58.3ipercent of the schools report to a division other than

»one responsible for specigl education or instruction. This inform?tioq
is reported in Table 4. - : : |
Table 4

ivision of State Edugation Departments Responsible
for Residential Schools for the Deaf

'

;:) Division , .. N 7 Percent
Special Bducation 6 ¢ 25.0°
ate Schools 3 R 12.5
Instruction 1 ‘ 4.2 '
Others ‘ 14 , 58.3
- . - Total - « 24 ~) 100.0 ,




The governing autho

.o

-1l

rity responsible for 50 of the residential schools

(89.3 percent) hgd not changed dufing the past three yeafs. -

Seventy-three
from the entire state.

from specified ggographic areas within their r

-

The responde

geverning auth

reported.

L

.peréént‘of the residgntial schools serve deaf children
Fourteen schéois (25 gerceﬁt)vserve deaf children
espeétive states.

nts were agked to list the title of the official of the

ority to whom the éupérintendent of the residential school

The responge to this item yielded a divergen€ response category{A
. 14 ’

Three basic categories emerged and are reported in Table 5.

Half of the superinten&ents~report to their own board of trustees and

~

the remainder report to the mahagement structure organized by the state

department of education.

-

o

In addition to these categories, 13 of the schools

(23.2 percent) héve other organizational structures which include reporting

to directors of institutions, coordinators of state facilities and executives

\ ' ) .
of human services agencies or compensatory education programs. . -

Table 5

Managerial Superiors of Superintendents

of Residential Schools for the Deaf

The Superintendent

Reports to: Percent /-
Board of Trustees 16 28.5 )
State Board of Education 3 5.4
* State Superinendent 7 12.5
of Schools
Associate/Assistant 8 14.3
. State Superintendent
Director of State Schools 4 Ll 7.1
for the Deaf.
Board of Visitors 3 5.4 v
State Board of Regents 2 3.6
Others 13 23.2
Total 56 100.0

SN
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Admission Policy

. »

A summary of responses to questions flve through 12 included in
the questionnaire on the admission poiicies used‘in the state operated
residential schools for the deaf is shown in Table 6. |

Fifty-one (91 percent) of the residential schools have written
admission policies. The legal Sﬁsis for these w;?tten policies on
admission are either mandated by state law (30 pefcent) or local policy
of the residential school (30 percent). o

-

The admission policies were required by the state board of educa-

~

tion for 11 of the schools. The board of trustees of eight schools
required an admission policy.
The personnel of the residential schoolg.had major input in the

development of thebadmission policies in 80 percent of the schools.

The next highest group exercising influence with input in the develop—
ment of admission policies was state department of education personnel.

The third highest group was the board of trustees. The group having .

1Y

little input in the development of admission policies was local school

district personnel.

Parents were involved in the development of policies in 11 schdols

in the study. It is interesting to note that nine schools (16 percent)

included input in the development of their admission policies from

“

members of the state legislature.

In response to the quest%ons on the source of the final approval

" of the admission policy used; 53 percent of the schools reported that

the policy was approved by the school's superintendent. The data
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Swsmary of Responses to Qwestions 5 - 12 on
AMmission Pelicy

Question . n Percent
3. Does the school have s formal fﬂluon)
admyeeion policy? (we3é)
L TIEN . 1 ”.1
[ ' s ..y
If Yss, Plecss check the legel basle
for the -hu-l“onn policy (N=31)
Randeted by Otete law \ 17 l‘o.l
Locel Policy of Reeidentisl School 17 20.4
Permiseive Btate Lav ) 10.7
Required by Otete Board of Pducetion 11 19.¢
Required by Goverajieg Bosrd of Trustess [ ] 16.3
Other ) R [} 10.7 .
¢. The School's sdmission policy vee developed
with fnput from the following groups: 1Chack
81l that epply) (m=33) R
Residentiel Bchool Personnel . 45 90.4
stete Department of Educetion Personnsl 3 4.3
public School Personnel ¢ . 10.7
Pezents 1 . 17 ¢
sosrd of Truetess 21 31.%
Leqieleture [ ] 16.1
Othere ’ - 13 3.2 .
7. the Admissions Policy wes Approved by-
(Ho3S8) .
Governing zd of Truetess 21 . 37.5%
ftote lonn( gducestion 19 . 33.9
, Stats Dapariment of Bducation n » 39,3
Residenti10] Seheol's Buperintendent 30 d 3.4
Othere 14 0.4
— hd =
8 The current sdmissisne policCy wes FPIRST .
impiemented during the schocl yeer.
(L LR .
) P
4 1934 1 1.0
1937 1 21,0
1969, 1 3.6
1970 N N 2 )
1971 1 1.9
mm 1 1.0
1974 1 1.0
L1918 4 1.1
1977 1 1.0 .
1M [ S 10.7
1979 L] 12.3
1900 ° S 8.9,
1991 - 11 19.4 .
1902 4 1
9. The Admissions Pelicy hes been
diseeminsted to: (W=34) A .
Loce]l Scheel Pistriste ¢ 60.7
Specie) Blusatien Directery ie the State (1] 71.¢
Perents of Bearing lmpaired Children % 6.6 .
All Who iy Seec ssien to the Scheel [l 1.6
Advocecy Sroupe fer Ruesptional Childres 3 3.7
S ~
19. Can the Residentis] Sebhee] asespt students !
for séuission th:'ml of the ¢ v
lewe) seheel [] (L] oh the stedent
is o legel recidamt? (W=34)
e ’ 2 6.
L] > B 1 ' s
11. The heciGantic]l Bohoel ean ascospt Otudente -
for efmiscion Lf referved by: (B=36) ‘
Lecal Sehesl Bistriet s 9. ¢
Parents - 30 67.9
fuman Servies Agemsise 3 $3.¢
The Ceurts 30 8.8
Othere - 11 1948
12. During the pest thrse (3) years the Bajority
of studente s@mitted %o the residentisl echeel *
'«:" referred by: (W=36)
T, Lesal Ssheel Bistriete T . $1.0
Parents M 6.9
PSwman Sarvies Agesciss 1 1.0
Othere . - ) b " 3.6 s
’
. .
4
4 1 : L - *
. - !
L -

13
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K‘)‘ 4 ,~
eﬁggest that governing boards of truetees, state boards of ‘education,

and state departments of education pleyed a major role in the approval
r A . ) ¥
of the admission policies used in the residential schools.

Of the ‘47 schools reupondihg to the question on the year the
admission policy was first implemented, 11 (20 percent) of the schools

reported that the policy was first implemented in 198l1. The majority

~

of the admission policies were first 1mpiémented.between 1975 and 1982.

" The edhission policieq of the residential‘schoolstwere evenly

el ~

disseminated among epdcial educet;on dichtprs,hlocal school districts,

~ [ R o N ‘
applicants for admission, parents;\andﬁadvocacy Qroupa for exceptional .
' R (

children. . ) ‘e . PR .

’

In response to question ten as to whether or not tHe residtntial

school ‘could accept ltudents without theé approval of th- local sghool

district in which the student is a legal resident, 54 percent or 30°

schools indicated that they could accept étudente‘ﬁithout‘the approoal

~ .. . . ,

of the local school district. -

I
- [

N .

Local schobl diatrictn gnd parents are the,hajor referrers of

>

students to state operated residential Bchools for the deaf. During

o

the past three yéars, more thhn 50 percent of the BchOOlB in th%s study

reported that the majority “of students admitted to the residentiaJ
schools were referred by locel school districta Forty-two percent of

the schools repprted that the hajority of ‘the students admitted during

the past three years were based on parental referrals: .

[
n/l
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Admission Procedures

A summary of responses to guestion: 13 through 18 addressing the
piocedures used to admit students to the state operated_residential

.schoole for the deaf is presented in Tahle 74

The residential schools accept and serve students from birth
? -
through age 26. Twenty of the schools (36 percent) have parent/infant

\\\\ ' programs and pre-school programs. Sixty-seven percent of the schools

»

accept students through age 21; Three schools repofted-accepting

students through ages 22, 23 and’'26 respectively.
7

The leyal basis age levels

ed by the majority of 7Pé

. schools (38) is mafidated in state -

-~ -

e govefning euthority for the school. . T
Voluhinous data are collected and used in assessing a student's
eligibilhty for admiséion. Audiological information is the major
asseesment ariQEii? used along with ps;ehological tests, achievement
tests and medical, records.

The respondents were asked to list the three major criteria fpt
admission to the resiaeqﬁial echeol. Several major threads of commo-
nality ran through most of the responses.

~ ' Fifty-one of the respondees ligted either specific criteria or -
made a general statement regarding major criteria used in the admission
of atedents. )

- Ssevere to profound hearing loss descriptions were used by the

residential schools in describing the acceptablé hearing loss for
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I * Table 7 -
. _ _Summary Jf Responses to Questions 13 - 18 ) ’
I : * Oon AMdmission Procedures -
Question v ' n Percent
l 13. The school accepts for admission students B
; from age through age . (N=56)

Age lLevels Served

. o - 15 1 ;:
- 20 4 L
8 - 21 ' 3 23.2
. 0 - 22 1 1.8
0 - 26 1 1.9
2 - 20 1 }’:
1 2 - 21 4 .
2~ - 21 1l 1.9
3 - 16 . . 1 1.8
3 - 20 . A 2 3.6
‘ 3 - 21 S 9.9
iy - 2) 1 1.9
4 - 17 1 1.9
4-18 1 1.9
. 4 - 21 [] 14.3
T4l - 20 1 1.9
‘~ - 21 1 1.8
s - 20 1 1.9
. - 21 5 9.9
5 - 23 1 1.9
Sy - 21 1 1.0
14 - 19 1 1.9
14. The legal basis for the age levels served is:
(N=56)
Mandated by State Law’ 34 60.7
Permissive Legislative Statutes 13 23.2
Established in Stste Plan for Special Education 14 2%.0
Established in Policy of the Governing
Authority for the School * 21 37.5
Established by Administration of the School 15 26.8
Others 3 5.4
- Y o
15. The Types of Assessment Data used for sssessing
a student's eligibility for admission to this
school include: (Check ¢wll that apply) (N=5§) .
Psychological Tests 54 96.4
Achieve Sl 21.1
Aaptive Be jor Rating Scales 39 9.6
Audiological IAformation 56 100.0
Parent Reports 47 3.9
Teacher Reports (1) 5.7
Cumulative Records 49 7.5
Medical Records +52 92.9
Other 13 26.9
16. List the three (3) major criteria for admission
to the residential school. (N=56)
Hearing loss criteria 51 1.1
State or area residency 14 25:0
Mental functioning level 12" 21.4
17. The Requirements for Written Parent/Guardien
Consent for Students Admitted to this School
Include: (Check all that apply) {(N=$3§)
Por Referral n 67.9
Eveluation of Student 47 3.9
_Placement L4 7.5
19. After a student is admitted to the Residential
School, .how often is the school district in which
the student is a legal resident involved in and/or
' notified of changes in the student's program?
(N=56)
¥
Always 3 69.6
Usually N 9 16.1
Seldom 7 12.9
) Never - 1 1.8
O
ERIC : ,
» d




' three, it appears that all residential schools do have such criteria

17

L2

N

consideration for admission to the schools included in this study.

These descriptions afford’thewschools flexibility in admission decisions.

all of the schools reported that audiolegical data were required.

The majority of the~resbondees (32) used a general statement in
describing the acceptable hearing loss required for admission to the
? M LY
school. These. statements ranged from the basic educational definition

.

of deafness listed in the Glossary used in this study to the equally'

flexible definition of hearing-impairment as determined through manifes-

~ f A W

kations of a hearing loss which adversely affects educational performance

h g I3

. ,‘ , . . ~
based on a comprehensive evalaation. (:% _ . ‘

’
o 7 - - t )
The second most common criteria for admission was a residency -

requirement for the state or a specific geographical area of the state.

. Although only 14 of the respondees included this criteria in their top

. *

x

for admission?.kerother‘similar criteria conterned the age of pfospec-”

seVven schools included an age statement as one of three

’

tiye students.

»

major criteria. The third category of admission criteria reported was

mental functioning level. At least 12 schools required evidence of
1]

psychological testing to'substantiate certain intelligence levels for

admission. .Seéveral other groups’' of criteria were identified.

A summary of all criteria reported is listed below, includinggthe

H

number of residential ‘schools respondihg in each category.

A

2




. . 18
| - : .
Criteria - N
Hearing loss ' | 51
| State-area residency 14 . ‘
.f * Mental functioning level 15 ‘ R
. Age crite;ié P ' .8 -
‘ ' Ability to benefit from a - | i
- residential program 6 B
psychological functioning lével . 5
Local school district appfoval 5
. Lack of pragram in school districé 5
No addi;ional.handicappihg
conditions 4 -
. parent referral 3
Readiny level : 1l -

Written parental/guardian permission is- required by all of the
residential schools for referral, evaluation, and placement Qf students.
. lAfter a student is admitted to the residential school, the local
» school district in which the student is é legal resident is'involved*in

or notified of any changes made in the student's program. .
| 1

-
n

13

Denied Admission Procedures - ,‘

A summary of responses to questions 19 through 21 on denied

admission procedures isrpresented in Table, 8.
. ¥ <

1 ’

The majorﬂé?itqria for denying admission to prospective students
:appeared to be more coneistént among the residential schools than were
those for admission. Again, the most widely used, criteria concerned

hééripé level. Thirty-one schools 1is¥ed insufficient hearing loss as
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. . 19
Table § ‘ .
Susmary of Responses to Questions 19 - 23
on Denied Admission Procedures .
‘ ’ . -
Question T . N Parcent
i' — .
19. The thyee (3) three wmajor criteria for danying
admission to a student are: (N=56) R
Imutucxint hearing loss ’ . 31 55.4
Intellactually unable to benefit from LT .,
program offered 16 29.0

Too many secondary handicapping conditions
to succeed in the residential school ‘ 16 ; 29.0

- 5

20." Thae Final Decision to deny adiission to &
student is made by: (Check sll that apply)

(N=56)
superintendent of the School 29 51.8
An Admissions Review Committee 17 )0.&
The School Principal ’ , 0 )
The School Psychologist 0 0
* ohis school cannot deny admission to a student 3 5.4
Other 7 12.5
21. ‘The authority to deny admission to a ¢
student is: (N=54)
Established in Policy .o & b ] 70.4
Mot Established in Policy 16 29.6
22. 1f a student is denied admission to the
residential school, is there an appeal process?
(N=5§)
@ \
YRS 49 87.5
NO o 4 7.1
MO RESPONSE ' . 3 5.4
: : A}
2). Whet &ctions ars taken by the residentisl school
when @ student is denied sdmission? (Check sll B
that apply) (MN=36) ‘ ‘ .
sStudent is referred back to the local school 4 85.7
district -
student is referred back to referringy agency 32 57.1 ‘
ramily is referred to &n oﬂroprhu facility
for the student's disability (ies) 3 ~  66.1
The persnts are notified in writing of denial 3 69.6
The school takes no agtion 2 3.6
Otier . ’ -] 8.9
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\..

a major criterion for denying admission to a stud’nt. The second most

_,Cbmmonly listed criterion for denying admission referred to the

probability of prospective students not being able to "make ie” in the
residential school because of a physical or mental limitation. One
school indicated that the lack of intellectual capacity to-accomplish

sc?ool goals would render a student ineligible for admission.

The third criterion listed was the extent of secondary multiply

handicapping conditions. Similar criteria were used by 12 schools to

* »

deny admission. This criterion referred to the prospective student's

inability to adjust to the residential setting due to psychological or

L 4
“+ N

behavioral prohlems. Five schools listed extensive emotional distur-

_ bance as criterion for denying admission. Again, this is similar to .

criterion.

-

the three previously mentioned. A more general approach was taken by

eight schools that used "unable to benefit from instruction” as a

. ¢

Both age and lack of state residency were listed as critoria'for
denying admission by seven schools. Nine residential gschools do not

admit students if the student ig able to benefit from a program in the

local school district.

-

A summary of the criteria reported for denying admission is listed

. ¥
. below, includinq‘the'number of residential schools responding in each

t
- a,

category.
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' ’ lf ' '\WCriteria for Denying Admission - N . \
. » —QA . B XY
T ' Insufficient hearing loss " : 31 /Y
Intellectually unable to benefit .
. ~ . from program offered - . o 16/
LI .;' ‘ " Too many secondary handicapping B
"\5 ', * conditions to succeed in the .
: residential school : - 16
? ~ state and area reSidency v : 10

' .. Program available in local- school
- v dlStrlct

. g”Unable to benefit from instﬁrction
‘Primary handicap not deafness o

Lack of program,‘fundihg, staff

o v 9 @ v

Others: Age, emotional disturbance
. ‘ .,

The final decision to ‘deny admission to a student is made by the

w
4

'school's superintehdent in 29 of the schools (51 percent). some . schools

~

'reported hav1ng an admisSions reView committee.mhich makes the final
' deciSion-for admission denial. Three schools included in the study

~ cannot deny admission to a student. In 38 (68 percent) of the schools,

the authority to deny admission to a student is established in’ pﬁficy.

. Eight—seven percent of the residential schools have a written

o, e
P

appeals process for denied admLSSion. When a student is denied admis-
Slon, the student is referred back to the local school district or
referring agency and the parents are notified in writing. In some

instances, the family is referred‘to a more appropriate facility.

L]

(A
Paly
-,
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. Indiv1dua11zed Education Plan § . B .

A summary of responses to questlons 24 through 27 on the indivi~ .

dualized educatlon plan (IEP) 1s_p:esenteq 1n.Table 9. . .
+ . o - . oL c .
R o ' ~~ “Table 9 ‘, ' . B

Summary of Responses ‘to Questions 24 - 27 .
' on Ind1v1dua11zed Education Plans

- - . ’ - - .

E L Question . o . e ~N.*_' Percent
.24. The individualized education plan (IEP) for ' ‘e e
_students admitted to this school is - A L ' '
developed bj\\\\u-ss) ot : o o o
‘ . . Local School District T 2. 3.6 \ t
- : : The Residential School 22 . 39.3
' The Local School District-and . ‘ .. ’
the Residential School 32 - 57.1
- 25, The'iesponsibility for developing the X o ) : -
. IEP is: (Check only one) (N=55) ‘
Specified'iu the State's plan _ v .- ) :
.for Special Education ' C 38 . 67.9 -
. _ -Specified in an inter-agency i ) A , : '
. memorandum of agreement S | . 1.8
. , _ : “Specified in’policy by the state 7 T o
: ' board of education o 6 10.7
Specified in policy by the governing ' .
: . board of trustees 2 3.6 . . -
? * Not established in a pollcy or o B . . '
‘requlatory -statement o - 8 14.3
26. Are parents 1nvolved in ‘the development
. of the IEPs for students admitted to
. this schooL? (N=56) s ‘ »
' YES ' R . . 56 100.0
NO : ‘ ' » ‘ 0 0
R . 7 )
27. The IEP for a student admitted to this
school is developed: (N=56) . g
Prior to placement . ¢ 26 46.4
After placement . ‘19 33.9

Other ‘ : 11 19.6

N
(o
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‘There is a cooperative effort between local school districts and ' (\
residentiIL&schools for the deaf in developing the IEP for students .

admitted to residential schools. Fifty percent of the residential ;

Bchdols 1n this study develop the IEP jointly with the local school
~district. Thirty-nine Eercent or 22 residential schools develop the

1EP for all students admitted.

‘.

The responsibility for dgveloping the IEP is specified in the

state's plan for special education in sixty-eight percent (38) of the .

responding schools. ,
Forty-six percent-of the residential schools (26) reported tnat
the IEP is developdd prior to placement as required by Public Law 94-142.
'However, more than flfty percent\ of the responding echools reported
that the IEP for students 19 devéloped after placemiﬁt or some other

procedure'la used for determinlng plac t.

All of the schools included in the study reported that parents are

. involved in developing the IEP for students admitted to the school.

- Placement
Questions 28 through 34 included in the éuestionnaire used in this '

study on student placement are listed with responses in Table 10.

-

Seventy-five percent or 42 of‘the schools do not utilize a diag- 3

nostic classroom for determinlng academlc and/or Bocial v&riables for

students admitted for the first time. HOWever, 77 percent (43) of the

-

‘responding residential schoolg do utilize a trial placement plan for A ,

.
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" S o : ‘ Susmary of Responses to mnum 20~ 34 .
. T . . on Placement
- QUESTION . ) 8 Peresst

28. Does the residential school wtilize a diag-
« mostic classrooe for atudents sdmitted for 4
the first time to this school? (WeS6) '

Yos < » 14 2s.0
) , o ) . a2 7.0

" 29. Does the residentisl -chool wtiliss & trial
placement plan for dsternining fina) place-’

_ ment?  (W=56) . ~
' ’ ] Yas 43 7.8
. %o , . * 13 23.2
E 2%a. 1f Yas, plsase circls the aumber of -nathl , o
. s student is usually placed ia trial plece~
- . EEat Status. (I-QD) ! )
| : 3 ' o T .6
' - 2 " * 10 25.0
3 [ 15.0
] 2 8.0
. _ s o o
- L] [ ] 2 $.0
[ ] - b 3 2.8
! - 9 or mors * 1 2.%
30. Placemsnt for studsnts admitted to this sshesl
is determined: “(W=36) *
At & ssparste placemsnt meeting 32 $7.1
Duriag the IIR lcvdq—nt or zeview )
. sseting ) 2 3.3
. ’ Other - ‘ 7 12.83
[) N
31. The criteria wsed for msabsership on the plassment
sommittes includes: (Check all that apply) .
, (W=58) , -~
"y Rnowlsége of the ehild 3 s e
Enowlsdge of pregram opticns availadble ') 3.9
Knowlsdge of dsafasss 43 7.8
-Ability to wnderstand evaluatien results . 41 7.2
_Thers 1s wo established criteria 1 23.2
o
32. Pleass check the plscesert tur. participants
when the achool determinas placemsnt. (Check
all that apply) (We56)
L ) ’ Superiatendent a8 , 2.8
, ) Priacipe) . @ 0.9
- Acadenic Swpervisor - B ] ' 64.3
teacher of the deaf 40 n.e
luuhx classroon tesshar 37 30.4
f m.muemnmx psycologist/ .
: N swdioclogist - 4 9.4
- . Social woxksr a2 39.3
Parent a3 - 19.0
Representative of local school system 34 60.7
\ ’ Studant » 0.7
‘ ' Otbers - . s, 2s.0
33. 1= placemsnt committes mestings: (Check all
o that apply) (W=56) )
- ‘ T9e residential school has M.h'
. privileges 20 8.7
Parents have mtu_’rlvuoﬂl - 13 23.3
, ohe local school district has veting
- privileges
’ A vote en placement is not takea; the . -
IEP datermines ’um » 64.3
) ' . 34. In placessnt sommittes msetings the st
of pareats &8s (=56) ] B
Soquired , E 6.4
Q o o ot roquired ? 12.8
E MC . . . Aw“._l-'r z ) (jl U 33 4.1
T \ . Parents not permittsd in plasement -0 0

3

)y g »
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for determining final placement. The residential schools utilizing

kY

trial placement usually retain students in this status from one to )

two months.
When placement decisions are made, the data reported in this study

' N
reveal that they are made by professionalﬁ knowledgeable about the area

of deafness, the needs of students under consideration,. available

-

program options, and evaluation results. .

In keeping with the provisions of Public Law 94-14Z2, thirty-six

‘of the residential schools do not vote on the placement of students.

Placement is determined by the individualized education plan.

.

The attendance of parents is required in placement commdttee

meetings in 26 or 46 percent of the residential schools. Twenty-three

or 41 Ferqent of tne aschools reported thet the attendance'of-parents at

placement copmittee meetings was optional. ‘ ' ’
Ninety - six percent of the residential schools reported that

diagnosticians are placenent team participanﬁs. Sixty percent (34) of

the schools reported that when appropriate, the student is involved as

a team participant when the residential school determinen placement.v

A Review of Admission Poiicy Documents

Fifty-one residential schools wera reported in this study as having ¥

written admission policy statements. Copies of admission policies were

i

received from 40 residential schidols (71 percent). -




v

.

] *

Based on a review of selected literature on policy development
and an analysis ofbselected prbvi,iona of-Public,Law 94-142, the A}tﬁo:
identified and employed five components for evaluating the admission
policy dgeu@énés. . ;
- The written admission pclgéiea'suhmitted were rngewed in terms
of»how each addressed ‘(1) eligibility criteria fo; admiagion,,(Z) proce-
dures for admission including the point at which a referral became

official, (3).written consent requirements, (4) placemant procedures

b}

o

and §5) due process procedures.

.

< . , .
As expected, an analysis of the written adfiission policy documents.

revealed a wide variety of information on policies governing admission

and procedures used for placing students in the residential schools for

4

the deaf. PR

The majofity of the admission policy documents appear to have been-

3

developed for the purpose pf fulfilling the spirit of the‘'mandates of
Public Law 94-142 and lacked substance in content pertaining to admission
cr;teria and rglated procedural matt'ersf

Six resi;éntial schools su;mitted exeﬁplary admission pol%cy docu-
ments. These documents were clearly written, orgénized in .content,
detailed and explicit in specifying eligibility criteria, admission
procedures, placementvprocedures and due process procedures. One state
recently publis£eé a detailed administrative manual on the placement of
siudents in Btate\opera:ed'ana state ﬁundea residential schools which
included answers to frequently asked questions oh admission éliéibility

criteria.

1
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. This review of 'the admission policy documents auhﬁittgd by the ”
residential schools revealed that the majority of the documents‘
submittéd were not policies spodcifically governing admilsion but
statements of procedures used for admission. Selected statements’
lifted directly from the implementing regulations of Public Law‘?d-l42
or staté statutes regarding the iéle and scbpe of BerfCei“bf‘%hé“\ |
residential schools were contained in the majority of these documents,
The statements from Public Law 94-142 were primarily related to due
process, the IEP and confidentiaiity of information.

Very few of the policies included concise information on eligibi-
lity criteria for admission to the school. Those policy documents
containing eligibility criteria included iﬁforma£ion on’ the txpes of
disabilities admitted and served by the school, age categories, state

or area residency requirements and from what agencies or persons

official referralsvhere‘receiVed.
Some residential séhools listed the acceptable degree of'hearing
1 .
loss for a prospective studedﬁ. At least five policy .statements included
statements indicating that“the resideqtial school would accept atudénts -
if a determination was made thq; a program was not appropriate or

available in the school district in wbich the student was a legal .

resident. : . )

’ )

when the IEP or least restrictive environment (LRE) was addressed,
it was frequently discussed in the memorandum of agreements between an’
) ) P

agency of state government lerﬁing the disabled and the residential
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schools and/or the state dep&rtment of education. The memorandum of

’

. . ® .
agreemeants reviewed, in general were vague and réflective of philosophy

(2

) e * ~ . N
and admission statements regarding the residential. school and the role

/4
e »

-

and scope of its service gélivery system. s o

P [ -

' ' v s . “
Several req%dential schools included in their admission policy,

-

t

statements regarding the admission of students .based on the availability

. +4 !
of space, and the availability of an appropriate prdgram to meet the

students’', needs. )

¢ . *

Although the literature has clearly reported that the number of ‘

, ) 1] ,
multiply handicapped students admitted to residential schools has

increased within recent years -(Schildroth, 1980), very few of the

admission policles -listed specific criteria or admission procedures
used for this populstion.

Very few of fhe‘40 adhission policy statements includ;d infprmation
on parental involvement and student involvement, when appropriate,
in the admission process.

The range of information varied greatly among residential schools
in the area of procedures used to determine placement and steps in the
placement process. The greatest consistency found in the admission
policies referéQc;s placement decisions specifically addressed by
Public Law 94-142 which mandates that a compleéte evaluation of the
child's educational needs be conducted before any aéiion ig tak;n with
respect to placement. Nearly all\of the written policies épeéified

[

notifying parents of aecisiopl regarding admission-and due process

ld
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prqgedunes used in ;ppoaling a deéiaioh ﬁade by the.school for thé
-placement committee.

In many cases, the admiasion policy documents supported the .
responses provided by administrators of the residential schoola on the .o
survey insgtrument regarding age, residency requirements, parental
consent, due procest procedures and some aspects of eligibility re- ’

.~ quirements fax admis;itn to the schools. A}thbugh the survey ' .

inttrument,results revéaled‘tbat the sdperintendent of the residential
school had the final A;thority to deny admission to a prosp;ttive §tudent, -

none of the admission policies stated the role of the superintendent -

of the.residential school in the admission procéss_

1

Conclusions 4 o,

An analysis of the data pertaining to the seven questions provide

-~

the basis for the following conclusions. i

. 4 s -

’ 1. The data reported in thig study revealed that.student referrals

to state operated residential gchools for the deaf are baled primarily“

on the severity of the degrpe of hearing logs. Public Law 94-142 .
states that placement is to be based @n the student's individualized .
education plan. Forty-six percent of the schools included in this
study reported that the individualized education plan is developed

+ prior to_placement. This would support the fact that referrals for ‘

admission are based on the individualized education plan for 26 of the

schools included in this study, or that the student's need for
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residential placement stems from the development and/or the content of

[

the individualized education plan However, 53 percent of the, Schools ‘

reported that the individualized education plan is developed—either

after placement or some other admigsion process is utilized.

An analysis of the reeponsee to the questionnaire item regarding
the major criteria for admission to the residential achool'ravealed
that the degree of hearing loss was a primary’criteria for adnission,
along with the capability of the school to provide an apprOpfiate ’
program within certain ltatfing and progrannung limitationa.

2. Local school districts are the major source ' of referrals for

~
-

students admitted and placed in state operated residential schools

for the deaf.
3. Residential schools across the country are operating,

relatively, on the same admission policies and procedures. That is,

there are no appreciable differences regionally. ‘
4. There are-no appreciable differences inp the admisaion policies

and practices of residential schools for the deaf by type of governance.

5. Local school diatricte play ‘a major role in the referral and

dnsssion process of deaf students to residential schools included in

this study. Fifty three ‘percent. of the schools do not accept students
for admission unlesg the referral is from the local school district.

6. The data reported. in this study revealed that parents’are

included as required by Public Law 94-142, inlplacement, individualized




. £

_education plan development, and related decisions for studénts admitted

. -
- to residential schools. .

~

( 7. State operated residential schools for the-deaf rethin,a‘high

degree of autonomy in decisions to admit or deny admigsion to a

/ .prospective student. The authority to deny admission is established in

policy by 70 percent of the residential schools included in this study.‘
\Ug ) -
e / ] 7

"

Recommendations for the Field of

- ‘the'Education of the Deaf -,

.

-

' It is clear -from an analysis of the~admission policy documents and .
- the criteria reported bf,the residential schoolsg included in this study
that the severity of the hearing Moss and the capacility of the schools
. to serve prospective students determines who wili be admitted. Hence,
the educational programs and staffing levels of the residential ‘schools

determing who is admitted rather than the actual or perceived needs of

the prospective student.

Identification of Disabilities Served

-

‘ Students who are Beverely-or profoundly multiply handicayped with
~ low mental functioning levels are excluded from pdmission to the.majotity
of the state operated residential schools included in this study. Tﬁelve

schools included in this study reported that a specified intel]igence

test score was requi;Ed for students applying for adiission. .

’ : 3 '/'
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Résidential schools for the deaf have beerm in a state of transition.

.\

a

since the full implementation of Public Law 94-142. During this
. perioq of transition, students with deafné%s as_é’primary handicappinal
. ! « )
condition ‘and other mild or moderately concomitant disabilities have

. been accepted for admission to some extent. . The admission of these
* &

N

students appears to have been primarily based ol a need to keep enroll-

ments at a given lével and for other political-economic reasons. )
s . ) .

The literature has supported the fact that institutions and

-
> 3

special schools are receiving more, referrals for .services for students

]

with multiply handicapping conditions. However, in reality, the data
show that only a limited pumber of these students are accegted fdr

' admission in state operateh resideﬁtial-schools for the deaf.

Y
)

.There is a need for residential schools for the deaf to clearly

identify the type disabilities, in addition to deafness, that can be

A

served within the 1imita€ioné of certain staffing and programming
capabilities- of the schools. Residential school administrators should

provide the -leadership in conducting a Btatewide needs assessment in.

- Ay '
concert with other agencies using hard demogEaphic data to support

service areas that are needed or in need-of expansion within the school,

-~

ingihding clearly developed criteria for staffing, programming, and

implementation. . : ‘ : i 7

-

" This leadership'shouid include, but not be limited to understan-

1

diné‘the implications of the criterid for programming and staffing, and

developing budgets and appropriate justification for presentation tq

a

v
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policy makers at the state iétgiwwho‘can impact on funding. Additiounally,

-

this would ensure a service delivery Systém for all students and the

exclusiotn of only a limited numbcr.
“

. .
. -

Denied Admission

The autonomy enjoyed by residential schools for the deaf in

exercising exclusive domain in denying admission to prospective students,

| . v, :
' sanctioned in state laws and/or policies for seventy percent of the
| .

schools, is unwarianted in an era of 8eclining fiscal resources at the

-
(Y

state and local levels. This practice may be questionable also in view

of the mandate given to states by Public Law 94-142 and Séction 504 of

S

s, : the Rehabilitation Act. When the fact is considered that in excess ol ‘ ,
$170 million was reported as the total operating budget for residential .

schools for the deaf in the Qnited states during the 1979—1980 sqhool'

v

year, is is difficult "to justify the exclusion of students who cannot

be served in local school districts.

Based on the xnformation reported by residential schools included
in this study, there is a need for a critical review of the legallty of
the‘deniallof admission and the acceptance of students in isolapion of .

any cdhtact with the school district invwhich the ctudent is a

. . . 1}
’ N .

Iegal resident. ‘ . , .

9

IEP and Placement . s

_There appears to be a dilemma in two areas relating to Public Law,

94-142 and the admission of. students td residentia1-9cﬁools for the dcaf:

. -~ R

»




P

L —_— —— ——— _—— _———— AP — — — —— — L}

N . —\ [

.~

the development of the indjvidualized-educatiom.plan, and placement.

-

« 0

procedures. ) : ’ : .

More than fifty petcent of the residential schoolg reported that
. . -\ g < B .
the individualized education plan is developed after placement o1 some

S

- other procedure is employed. Questionnaizé-xespondents reported that

«the state plan for speéial education specified yﬁo is responsible for
developing the individualized education’'plan. In many. cases, ‘this ‘

responsibility is’a shared one between the residgnnial achool and the

f \

. oy .

local school district. ' | .

- LY

_ The question of when the individualized education plan is aeveloped
is critical in view of the fact that Pubiic Law 94-142 specifieg that
it is to be developed prior to placement. This i5 also important in

that the assessment process used for prospective students is an

-

integral part of the development of the individualizeg cducationaﬁlan.

an

>

The literature has revealed that the majority of evaluators of de¢af
and heafing‘impaired-students employed in local school districts are

inadéquately prepared to test and assess these students. States should

consider assigning to the residential school‘for the deaf the rcspoh-

L= ¢ . "5.7

sibility for the evaluation of all prospective students and the

¢
»

development of the student's individualized education plan. Thig

' would furthér expand the role and scope of the-services of the residen~

)

tial school as a’ resousce cenker for the state. Furthermore, it would

ensure that all student referred arc assessed by qualifiea evaluators,
n

hence the canflict between the individualized education plan and the .

placement process may be lessened.

Iy
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gggponents of a Model Adhission Pollcy

The s1gn1f1cance of this 1nvestlgatlon on the admission pOllCleS

.
®

and practlces of state operated res1dent1al schools for the deaf in the

‘Un1ted States rests 1n‘the applicatlon of 1ts flndlngs in the develop-v 4
ment and ref1nement of admiss;on pollcxes and practlces utlllzed by the
schools.A The follow1ng observations are reported in this context‘based
on the findinos reported in-the study. ' ‘
Ad@issioh policies, practioes and/or procedores urilized Sy an

organization'should be developed and implemented in the context of

t - »

applicable federal and state laws and regulatione, Policies shouldkbe - ,:

.

flexibie and encompass-a wide rYange of present and anticipated

c1rcﬂmstances.

Based on the information reported in this study and a cr1t1cal

~

. review of the admlss1on pollcy documents spbmltted by the‘res1dent1al

schools included in the survey, the author has 1dent1f1ed the follow1ng

[S

»

vcomponents that should be 1ncluded, as a mlnlmum, in the development of

polic1es goVernlng-the admission of studen;s to re81dent1al schools.
: : \]
1. A position statement regarding the role and.
n scope of services provided by the residential
school including citations from applicable
state laws, regulations, or mandates
established in policy by the governing
authority of the school, should serve as a
- preface to pollcy statements.a' . o p

2. The pOllCY should be clearly t1tled, w1th a "
date indicating when and by whom approved.




b

3. The admission policy should state clear
: : and concise: eligibili;y requirements for
R - admission which would include, but not
' be limited to, the following:

- (a) criteria for admission for students

. "~ - who are deaf, including the degree
of hearing loss, with no additional
mental or physical impairments;

(b)- criteria for admission for students

S o who are deaf with additional ‘mental
- o : and physical impairments (including .

the range of the severity served by

the school) ; "

N

(c) age levels served‘by the school;-

(d) state or area residency requirements,
if applicable; :

(e) the identification of the rple and/or -
- responsibilities of the local school
dis#rict in which the student is'a

legal resident in the admission process; -

Co (f) the official source or sources from whom
v o .+ referrals are accepted and acted upon o
- for admission..

4. The admission policy should ihclude a detailed
' listing of procedures used by the residential

school in processing a student for admission,

including the point at which the referral
becomes official. TheAidentification of the
local school district's role in this process
should be included in.this section.

The section on admission procedures should
follow the section on eligibility ériteria

-for admission. . A clear distinction should
be made between each of these. categories or
'sections or the policy.

(a) The admission procedures section should
include the identification of the agency .

I
4
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or agencies responsible for
the development of the indivi-
dualized' education plan, the
composition of the staffing ,
committee, and the time frames

in which certain procedures must

be completed. ’-*\<\

This section may be expanded to

include a statement regarding

who has jurisdictional domain

(the local school district or the
residential school for the deaf)

in specific areas included in the .
admission procedures. : 1

A

(b) The identification of the role and
responsibility in the admission
, process of the following groups -
. ‘ should be clearly delineated and
described: , -

- Parents of prospective students,
guardians, surrogate parents

- Local school distrjicts , -

- State education agency or other

appropriate agencies
(c) The identification of procedures followed

when a student is denied admission, including:

R

-.Conditions on which denials are made

- The identification of due process procedures
to be followed when admission is denied

3

5. Written consent requirements.
6. Due process procedures.

7. Thé name, title, address, telephone number of the
staff member (or office) in the residential school
to whom inquiries should be made regarding the
admission policies and practices of the residential.
school should be included in the policy document.
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It is recommended that admission policies be written in clear,

concise language with particular attention given to the avoidance of

the‘over usage of legal terminology,‘educational'terms or jargon that

‘wonld be difficult for Jaymen to understand. The use of abbreviations

¥

should,be'avoided or if used, kept to a minimum. Citations from federal

regulations and/or guidelines should be used with caution and,_if

possible, cxplained'fdr'ease in‘rpadinq and interpretation. o
| Resldentidl ¥chool adminihtratorcyshould avoiq.doveloping'admisaion
policies.without-the poréicipation of those congtituantu directiy
affected by the policy (ihgf, local school districts, teachers) .  It
should be rémembered that policy develbpment ie comprehengive and
‘partlcipatory The residential school should also provide the technical

assistance and resources necessary to support its admission policy

* ”

”

implementation.

)

-

 Teachers and other professional staff members in the residential’

school should be knowledgeapble about the school's admission policy.

N

The dissemination of the admission'pOIicy to local school districts is

imperative. Efforts to educate personnel in local school-districté

regarding the basis for inclusion of particular provisions in the
" admission policy may help to reduce any tension that may exist between
local school dlstrictsy stdte department of education personnel and the

residential dchool.

The written_policy document should be organized in a format- that

-

aidé under;tanding,and allows for easy rxeading. For‘example,.dividing

.
\

4.
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the policy into mhjor divisions and subdivisions and using descriptive -

’

_ labels for each may be helpful. It, is also advisable to'enumerate items.

in‘a’seriga.of steps'in the process and sdéquence these in the most

logical order. The Qae 6£ columned diagrammatic represept;tion can

Pr .te understanding of the-relétionship_of pro&isipns within the policy.
It would be héiﬁful to residential school adqinistrators'in«fore-

casting if,a’@etailed—master list were maintained of all admissions and

denials’ for admission to the fesidential school. Such a list should

C— ’

include but not be limited to the name of the gstudent, date of referral, 4

13

action taken (admitted or denied) and if denied, the type services or
programs required that could not be provided by the residential school.
The source of éhe‘referral and other notations that would be helpful

for future reference-should also be considered for inclusion in such

»

a list. ) v R
14 L " -
»

A . . "
Each admission policy should be specifically dééigned for the

residential school that will be affécted by its provisions. There are

some commonalities that are peculiar to all admission policies affecting
deaf students; however, policies and practices that may be effective
in" one state or region of the cbunéry may not be effective if employed

in another state or region. . '

13

-
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Recommendations for Puture Research

BN |

¢

This investigation was undertaken to provide a state-of-the—art
study on the admission policica and pPractices of state operated reniden-‘

tial schools fonkthe deef Several suggestions resulted from this’ study

d ’

and should be addressed in future research.

-

The study of admission policies and practices is a complex under-

taking, and additional research_is npeded in several areas. The following

recommendations are suggested.
.

1. The design used in thil study dtilized the superintendents of

state operated reeidential schools for the deaf. Since it was not

possible to validate the reﬁponlel to the purvey instrument, different

respondents might perceive the admission policies and practices utilized

r

by residential schools differently. Some form of audit appears advisable.

Recommendation: Replication of this study using

directOrs of special education inplocal‘school

»

districts as the respondents for the survey should

be cénsidered.

a

2. An analysis of the written admission policies and procedures
and memorande of agreement revealed that numerous coordination efforts,
both formal and informal, between local echool dietricth state depart—

ments of education, and reeidential schools for the deaf are in effect

in many states. A study addreesing the coordination effdrtl between

. these three educational service providers is needed in view of the

_ declining enrollmente in reeidentiel schools and the continued thrust

[TeN
s
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l for the integration of h‘ndicapped'chiidreq in ﬁrograma offered in local r
l | school districts. - “ . . ' .z ’
“ ' Recommendation: . Research should be conducted to ' ’\
l identify the various coordination efforta in effect | .
in the gstates that are designed to pring abou;
l .improved and expanded educational ;ppoitunities for | -
' deaf students. . ' \ - ’ ’ .
31 This study confiimed earlier reports in the literature-that’ '
I o there is no national system of goéernance of residential lchO;iB for :
X ) the deaf. This stud; also revealed that there are no appreciable diffe-
l - re;ces in the policies ané'prncti;es ﬁsed by residential schools undér - “
' different governance structures. Thirty-one of the reiideptial schools
) in this study are under a ?qverni;g adt£ority other than the state
| ' agency responsible for elementary and secondary education.
Recommengation: An ethnograph#c study should be ‘ o .
undertaken to investigate the éffectiv;ness and
efficiency of the governa;ce st¥uctures of state
_— ' . operateé,renidéntial schools on selected‘org;niza-:
tional and programmatié variables. “ ) . . ) "
4. The literature revealed that more multiply handidhpged deaf ‘

students are now enrolled or being referred to residential schools for .

process of admission for this population or the identification of the o

type of multiply handic¢apping conditions served by thevrelidential schools. i

i t

t A the deaf. It was beyond the scope of this study to investigate the




! :

Recommendation: A study should be conducted to

determine the criteria used for the admission of
' R

students who are multiply handicapped.
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ADMISS ION POLICY - Statements and procedures approved by a

school's administrative officiélg or governing authority that is used

o

in accepting students for admission, or denying. admission.

b LN

v

DEAF - A hearing impairment which precludes successful processing

-

of linguistic information through audition with or without a hearing

%

aid (CEASD, 1975).

HARD-OF-HEARING - Those in whom thq sense of hearing, although

*  ‘defective, is functional with or without. a hearing aid {CEASD, 1975).

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE - The legal body or authority oxercising
jurisdiction over the administration and/or management of a’
residential schrol. .

*

. "LOCAL LCHIOL DIZTRICT - The county ot independent entity in a

local municipality within a state legally empowered to establish and

maintain public schools.

PUBLIC LAW 94-142 - The Education for All Handicapped Children
Act (EHA) enacted by Congress in 1975 mandating that all school-age
handicapped children in the United States be provided "a frce

appropriate public edacation in the least restrictive environment., ™

(Federal Register, 1977).

-
b,
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RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS FOR THE DEAF -, An organlzational pattern

‘

whereby a boardlng fac111ty is prov1ded for some or all of the deaf

'

children who either may attend a segregated sochool on campus or may

regeive some of their educational services through a cooperative

arrarigement with the'public or private"SChools of the commuhity in

which the residential school is located. Usually, most of the students

.
B

~live at the school at least five days a week. and attend classes on ’ : .
campus. Somé pupils may live in the community and may be enrolled as

day students.at the residential school (Taylor, 1973).

MULTIPLY HANDICAPPED - Concomitant. impairments (such as mentally

fetardea-blind, mentally retarded—orthopedically impaired, etc.), the

combination of which causes such severe educational problems that they

°
t

- . cannet be accommogated in special education programs solely for .one of - .

the impeirments. The terni does not.incluQe‘deaf—blin@fﬁhildren{

. - (Federal Register, 1977). ., . . S ] o

4
P




‘s .
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Statement of Conﬁderiﬁality

All information reported in this questionnaire will be treated as

_ confjdential. The stydy report will attribute no data specifically to any
person or residential school. This statement also applies to infor-
mation contained in the Admission Policy document requested from
your school. ' '

f’leGSe aftach a‘copy of the admissions policy for your school to the .
completed questionnaire and return in the stamped, self-addressed

envelope. Should you have any questions or desire additional . ' .
information, please telephone or write - |

-

Peyton Williams Jr.
.(404) 656-2591
Georgia Department of Education ‘
Office of State Schools . . ' . ‘ )
231 State Office Building v : S
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 . 4




. B SURVEY OF ADMISSION POLICIES AND PRACTICES
T "7 OF STATE OPERATED RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS :
: " *FOR THE DEAE , A : 52

- -
P

. e

"(SCHOOL LABEL)

. e .

. ‘ X /
Name of Person Completing Questionnalire

(Area Code )
Telephone Number

* I. Governance

‘1. PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX INDICATING THE GOVERNING
‘ - AUTHORITY RESPONSIBLE FOR THIS RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL.

: [ 4 ' .
- /-] STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (If Checked, Check also the
: appropriate Division
. Responsible for the-School)

" /7 DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
" /] DIVISION OF STATE SCHOOLS

/7 DIVISION OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

// DIVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

-

'/ 7 OTHER: (Pledse specify)

b GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES (If Checked, Check also how
> the Members are Appointed)
/7 BY THE GOVERNOR N
’ijai A STATE AGENCY
/J BY' THE GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES

/_/ OTHER: (Please specify)

" $ WS TN TN IR U TS Tl I T T T e

» - 2

. /-/ OTHER: (Please specify)

P
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3,

4.

II.

o a2e . 53
. . &

HAS THERE BEEN A CHANGE-IN THE GOVERNING AUTHORITY OF THIS
RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL DURING THE PAST THREE YEARS?

[~ ] YBS /=7 ¥o ' ,/j '

il

IF ANSWER IS YES, BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE CEANGE:

-

THE SUPERINTENDENT OR- HEAD OF THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL REPORTS
TO,

- -~

(Please 1ist title of state or board of trustee'official)

_THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS OF THE STATE SERVED BY THIS SCHOOL
INCLUDES’A

/7 THE ENTIRE STATE

1

/ / A SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHICAL AREA OF THE STATE
(If checked, please specify radius in miles or boundaries)

-7 .‘ -

-

Admissioanolicx

5.

‘DOES THE SCHOOL HAVE. A FORMAL (WRITTEN).ADEISSIONS POLICY?

@

[/ YEs [/ wo
IF YES, PLEASE CHECK THE LEGAL BASIS FOR THE ADMISSIONS POLICY
/—/ MANDATED BY STATE LAW " |
/7 LOCAL POLICY OF THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL

/] PERMISSIVE STATE LAW g

/7 REQUIRED BY STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

/7 REQUIRED BY GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES

/_/ OTHER: (Pleaie specify)

IF NO, BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROCESS OR SEQUENCE USED TO
ADMIT A STUDENT: | - ,

TT— i
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6.

QAN

(Please use an additjenal.sheet'for response if necessary)

a

SCHOOL'S ADMISSIONS POLICY WAS DEVELOPED WITH INPUT FROM

ggg'FOLLOWING GROUPS: (Check all that apply)
.7 RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL PERSONNEL /"7 PARENTS
(] STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION /~7 BOARD OF TRUSTEES
.‘4:7 PUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNEL /7 LEGISLATURE
/-/ OTHER (Please speciff) 1 )
THE ADMISSIONS POLICY WAS APPROVED BY: (Check all that apply)
'1:7 GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES
- (/_/ STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
/7 STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
// RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL'S SUPERINTENDENT
[/ OTHER: (Please specify)
, |
THE CURRENT ADMISSIONS POLICY WAS FIRST IMPLEMENTED DURING THE
SCHOOL YEAR.
THE ADMISSIONS POLICY HAS BEEN DISSEMINATED TO:

(Check all that apply) “

LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS IN THE STATE
PARENTS OF HEARING IMPAIRED CHILDREN

ALL WHO APPLY FOR ADMISSION TO THE SCHOOL
'ADVOCACY GROUPS FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

60
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- . [

S : - "4"

10. CAN THIS SCHOOL ACCEPT. STUDENTS FOR ADMISSION WITHOUT
" T.IE APPROVAL OF THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT IN WHICH THE
S'’UDENT IS A LEGAL RESIDENT? '

[T Y5 [77 wo

11. THIS SCHOOL CAN ACCEPT STUDENTS FOR ADMISSION IF
ROFERRED BY: (Check all that apply) ‘

-

[/ LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT o :
{7/ PARENTS

./ HUMAN SERVICES AGENCIES

// THE COURTS 4 . .

/7 OTHERS: -Please specify)

12. D:RING THE PAST THREE (3) YEARS THE MAJORITY OF STUDENTS
ADMITTED TO THIS RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL WERE REFERRED BY:
(°lease check ONLY one) )

/7 LOCAL SCHOGL DISTPICTS
PARENTS
HUMAN SERVICES AGENCIES

THE COURTS = : \

QQQNQ

OTHER: (Please specify) .

III. ANMISSION PROCEDURES

13. THE SCHOOL ACCEPTS FOR ADMISSION STUDENTS FROM AGE
T!IROUGH AGE . o '

14. TIE LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AGE LEVELS SERVED ARE:
/7 MANDATED BY STATE LAW
(7 PERMISSIVE LEGISLATIVE STATUTES
/7 ESTABLISHED IN THE STATE'S PLAN FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION

[/ ESTABLISHED IN POLICY BY THE GOVERNING AUTHORITY FOR
THE SCHOOL

3

/7 ESTABLISHED BY THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE .SCHOOL

[ 7 OTHERS: (Please specify)

s



15.

) 16.

17.

-5- e ,

El ”
bR t
. .

OR ASSESSING A
TO THIS SCHOOL - o
(Check all that apply) ! voo a

THE TYPES OF ASSESSMENT DATA USED
STUDENT'S ELIGIBILITY FOR ADMISSIO
INCLUDE:

PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS - S ,j" .
ACHIEVEMENT TESTS L e ’ }
ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR RATING SCALES . ‘”'- .

- . . sy

AUDIOLOGICAL INFORMATION | S
PARENY, REPORTS ‘ | L : -
TEACHER' REPORTS o
CUMULATIVE RECORDS :

MEDICAL RECORDS ' v

NENENENENENENENEN

OTHERS: (Please spedify)

"HE THREE (3) MAJOR CRITERIA FOR ADMISSION TO THIS SCHOOL
ARE: (i.e., specified degree of hearing loss, etc.)

THE REQUIREMENTS FOR WRITTEN PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT FOR
STUDENTS ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL INCLUDE: (Check all
that apply) .

FOR REFERRAL

Qg

EVALUATION OF STUDENTS BY THE SCHOOL TO DETERMINE
ELIGIBILITY

~
N

|
PLACEMENT IN THE SCHOOL : |

a




_18.

/7 ALWAYS'
./_/ USUALLY

. DENIED ADMIESION PROCEDURE

' -6~ - 57

AFTER'A STUDENT 1S ADMITTED . TO THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL,
HOW OFTEN IS THE SCHOOL DISTRICT IN WHICH THE STUDENT

" IS A LEGAL RESIDENT INVOLVED 'IN "AND/OR NOTIFIED OF

CHANGES IN THE STUDENT!S PROGRAM?

[:7 SELDOM
[/ NEVER

»

13

20.

21.

22.

(7

' THE AUTHORITY TO DENY ADMISSION TO A STUDENT 1S:

THE THREE (3) MAJOR CRITERIA FOR DENYING ADMISSION TO
A STUDENT ARE: (Please use an additional sheet if necessary) -

-

THE FINAL DECISION TO DENY ADMISSION TO A STUDENT IS
MADE BY: (Check ONLY one)

7
7
ay
7
7

SUPERINTENDENT OF THE SCHOOL »

AN ADMISSIONS REVIEW COMMITTEE

THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

THIS SCHOOL CANNOT DENY ADMISSION TO A STUDENT

OTHER: (Please specify)

/~7 ESTABLISHED IN POLICY
/7 NOT ESTABLISHED IN POLICY

COMMENTS :

-

IF A STUDENT IS DENIED ADMISSION TO THE RESIDENTIAL
SCHOOL, 1S THERE AN APPEAL PROCESS? /[ / YES [/ NO

IF YES, PLEASE LIST THE STEPS IN THIS PROCESS.

(Please use an additional sheet for response if necessary)

by
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23. WHIT ACTIONS' ARE TAKEN BY THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL WHEN
A ,TUDEN3§IS DENIED ADMISSION? {Check all that apply)

<J

/  STUDENT IS REFERRED, BACK TO THE LOCAL SCHOOL
DISTRICT

STUDENT IS REFERRED BACK TO THE REFERRINC AGENCY

FAMILY IS REFERRED TO AN APPROPRIATE FACILITY FOR .
THE STUDENT'S DISABILITY (IES) -

A

THE PARENTS ARE NOTIFIED IN WRITING

THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL TAKES NO ACTION

OTHER: (Please specify) )

-

NININEENEN]

N U TN N Iy T

L3

V. INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLANS (IEP)

24. THE INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLAN (IEP) FOR STUDENTS
¢ ADHITTED TO THIS SCHOOL IS DEVELOPED BY: . “

/~7 THE LQCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

/7 THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL

/-7 THE. LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT AND THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOI,

’

COMMENTS :
A 1 - o .
25. THE RESPOVﬁIBILITY OF DEVELOPING THE IEP I1S: (Chcck
ONLY one) , :

.

'427 SPECIFIED IN THE STATE'S PLAN FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION -
. /7 SPECIFIED IN AN INTER-AGENCY MEMORANDUM ‘OF AGREEMENT
/77 SPECIFIED IN POLICY BY THE STATE BOARD OF ,EDUCATTON -
1

/77 SPECIFIED IN POLICY BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES

/~7 NOT ESTABLISHED IN A POLICY 'OR REGULATORY STATEMLNT

COMMENTS : * i




26.

27.

VI.

-8~
:

ARE PARENTS INVOLVED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE IEPs FOR

. STUDENTS ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL? v

[T vEs | /~7 No

THE IEP FOR A STUDENT ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL -
IS DEVELOPED: ,

/7 PRIOR TO PLACEMENT SRR ' .

/ / AFTER PLACEMENT

' 28.

29..

30.

. 1 ‘ ,
PLACEMENT , 5 ‘

DOES THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL UTILIZE A DIAGNOSTIC
CLASSROOM FOR'STUDENTS ADMITTED FOR THE FIRST TIME e

TO THIS SCHOOL?

- /7 YES " [/ NO

DOES THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL UTILIZE A TRIAL PLACEMENT | -
PLAN FOR DETERMINING FINAL PLACEMENT? .

/7 YES . /7 NO

IF YES, PLEASE CiRCLE THE NUMBER OF MONTHS A STUDENT
1S USUALLY PLACED IN TRIAL PLACEMENT STATUS.

1 2 3 4 5 6.7 8 more than 9

hs]

PLACEMENT FOR STUDENTS ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL IS
DETERMINED:

/ / AT A SEPARATE PLACEMENT MEETING

/7 DURING THE’ IEP DEVELOPMENT OR REVIEW MEETING

/7 ‘OTHER: (Please specify)

THE CRITERIA USED FOR MEMBERSHIP ON THE PLACEMENT
COMMITTEE INCLUDES: (Check all that apply)

A 7 KNOWLEDGE OF THE CHILD

“

. /7] KNOWLEDGE OF PROGRAM OPTIONS AVAILABLE

-

/7 KNOWLEDGE OF DEAFNESS o | - s
/7 ABILITY TO UNDERSTAND EVALUATION RESULTS |

/77 THERE IS NO ESTABLISHED CRIJERIA FOR MEMBERSHIP

’

b S ’
Jo ..
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32.

33.

34.

PLEASE ATTACH A COPY OF THE ADMISSIONS POLICY FOR YOUR SCHOOL
TO THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE AND RETURN IN THE STAMPED,
SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE. SHOULD YOU HAVE QUESTIONS OR DESIRE
. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, PLEASE TELEPHONE OR WRITE: '

"IN PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEETINGS: (Check all that apply)

/7] THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL HAS VOTING PRIVILEGES

/7 A VOTE ON PLACEMENT IS NOT TAKEN: THE IEP DETERMINES.

.
-
> ¥

.

PLEASE CHECK THE PLACEMENT TEAM PARTICIPANTS WHEN -
THE SCHOOL DETERMINES PLACEMENT: (Check all that apply)

3
LY

SUPERINTENDENT =~ ( .
PRINCIPAL |
ACADEMIC SUPERVISOR

TEACHER OF THE DEAF

DIAGNOSTICIANS/SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST/AUDIOLOGIST '
SOCIAL WORKER | '

v

PARENT

{7
L7
L7
/ |
/7 REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHER
L7
L7
L7
L7

REPRESENTATIVE FROM LOCAL. SCHOOL DISTRICT

/7 THE STUDENT (IF DETERMINED APPROPRIATE)

/~7 OTHER: (Please specify)

/7 THE PARENT(S) HAVE VOTING PRIVILEGE

/ / THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT HAS VOTING PRIVILEGES

PLACEMENT :

o

IN PLACﬁﬂENT COMMITTEE MEETINGS THE ATTENDANCE OF PARENTS
1S: : '

(7 'REQUIRED /7 NOT REQUIRED /_/ OPTIONAL.

/7 PARENT NOT PERMITTED IN PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING .

’

a 1

PEYTON WILLIAMS, JR.
GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF STATE SCHOOLS
.231 STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30334 . .
(404) 656-2591 ‘ :
’ bo




