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FOREWORD

'A thorough review Qf the literature in s dial education following

th

e(

, full implementation of Public Law '94-142, revealed a void of studies

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 policies of residential schools for

the deaf was conducted in 1966 by Anderson, Steve-ft and Stuckless.

However, this study addressed admission policies and practices used by

residential schools in admitting deaf students who were mentally retarded.

This publication presents a "state-of-the-art" review of admission

policies and practices of residential schools for the deaf in the baited

States. Hopefulli, it will be of some value to residential school_

administrators in the development and refinement of admissilm.policies

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

Sincere appreciation is extended to Jimmy Whitworth, Superintendent

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

dent of the Atlanta Area School for the Deaf, for theininvaluable

assistance and advice in the Preparation of this publicatiOn. Special

thanks are'eXtended to Dr. Jane Lee for editing the final draft.

The superintendents of residential schools across the United States

who completed and returned the survey questionnaire are gratefully

adknowledged. -Many of these distinguished educators'shared yaluable

suggeitions and comments with the author.
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Public edUcation in America h'es responded in an.unprecedented

manner to the needs of unsexV4d and.inadequately served handicapped

children thkough the provision of Special instructiónal programs adbi

ly
,t

services in local school districts within recent years. This response

?

with new and improved services to the handicapped was
t

evidenced with

the implementation of the Education for All Handicapped Children A6t,

Public Law 94-142.
p.

Under Public Law 94-142, the Tesponsibility for the education of:.

schoolr-age handicapped children rests with the local school district

in which'he studen't is a legal, resident'. This federal funding Act

mandates that to the maximum extent 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

"students that were provided to non-handicapped students enrolled in

regular school programs. It is clear that the implementation of

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

special populations, such as the deaf.
,
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This study was designed to determine how students are admitteat6
a

state opqrated_residential schoold for the deaf following the fUll

implementation of Public Law 94-142, which altered the historical role

of such schools.

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

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

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

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

a

residential schools for the deaf were initially established as private

eleemosynary schools or Institutions in many states. The majority of

these,schools during their early hitory were divorced from the organi-

zational structures governing elementary and secondary education in

their 'respective state.

According to (1974) , although many schools were established

as private schools, their major financial support came front their

respedtive states. These schools operated under a variety of governing

structures and governing authorities. To some extent, this arrangement

has not changed significantly.

Griffing (1977) has pointed out that public residential schools

for the deaf were Organized to serve a special and particular societal

need -- the education of deaf children. These schools by design nye

selective 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



afee'cting eddcation in general. 'Basically, these schools have existed

as "closed social systems" primarily concerned with internal

self-maintenances

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

a concerted effort in manir states to'coordinate the service delivery

system for handicapped children. This establishment of a relationship

of responsibility for the handicapped mandated by Public Law 94-142

between the resources 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 sekvices.
.

The United States Bureau of Education of the Handicapped (1979)

reported in a s dy of state operated schools and institutions for the

handicapped receiv ng federal financial assistance that.the administra-
.

tive,structures of state education agencies has changed so as to place

more importance on the total special education program. This study

also revealed that the less severely handicapped are being served in

local schqol districts.

Where,the education of deaf children should take place has received

considerable attention since 1975. Much of this concern centers around

the concept of "appropriate placement" and the "least restrictive

environment".- Residential schools have been considered by some special

educators as being "restrictive" in that these schools serve a specific

popufation and the opportunities for'interaction with hearing students

and others is or has been, at best, minimal.
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Purpose of the Stedy

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

students are admitted to residential schools. the study was designed to

survey and recount the influence of admtssion policies onplacement,

referral-sources, admission differences among residential schools,

.1

parental involvement in placement decisions, and the rights of residen-
,

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

gaps and weaknesses.

This investigation focused on the following "questions which were

A

also used tb give direction to the construction of tge questionnaire that
.

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

1. Are student referrals 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. 1:1(3 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 studerq,s involved in the placement
decisions of students admitted to state Averated
residential schools for the deaf?.

7. Do state operated residential schools for the deaf .*

retain the option to admit or deny admission to studeRts?
.



The literature is void of studies or ieports on admission policies

and practices in state operated residential schools for the deaf since

the advent of Public Law 94-142.

The questions giving direction to this study were designed to yield

data to define and describe the admission policies and practices of

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

?ccies that would best serve deaf children.

The study was intended to review the relationship between the

admission policies-of residential schools for the deaf and the authority

or policy of the rocal education agency on deciding the placement of

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

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

educational progr4Mming and services provided in either public schools

offering programs for the deaf or the residential schools included in

this investigation.

Methodology

Instrumvnt for Collectin9 the Data

A questionnaire consisting of 34 items was developed to obtain data

for this investigation. A copy of the questionnaire is fncluded in

Appendix A. The questionnaire was designed to yield information related

to governance, admission policy, admission procedure, denied admission

procedures, individualized education programs, and placement in state

operated residential schools for the deaf.
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In the development of the questionnaire, a review of relevant

literature relatin9 to sPitific mandates of Public Law 94-142-addtesping
( ,

the individualized education planr the least'restriCtive environment,

and parental involvement was made. The literature waq also reviewecOn

residential schools f?r the deaf, areass relating to the educatlon of

the deaf, and policy development.. This revikw provided the basis for

formulating the questionnaire items.

The questionnaire was constructed to imeasure the specific variables

inherent in each questiOn. The process of acquiring content validity

has been discussed by Bloom, Bastings, 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 Get of

questions representative of the area of cOncern. Cronbach (1970)

suggested th)lt conCent validity Is a mittter of judging each question,

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

author intended to measure.

The initial draft questionnaire was evaluated by the Office of

Demographic Studies at Gallaudet College. This office evaluated the

instrument -in relation to itsconstructipn and relevancy tWthe study.

Following this evaluation and revision of the questionnaire, it was

submitted to six superintendents ofs,residential schools for the deaf in

four regio9s of the United tato.-; fOr comp1oti9n and ovaluation.

Two extvrnal profer;sional rvviPwoc; al!;ovaluatod tnv rvvilwd



questionnaire. -These reviewers included one state official in chlrge

.pf state residential sahools for the deaf and pne retired superintendent

,who has authored bookd and other-publications dealing with the education

of the deaf.,

The recommendation of each member of the panel of expert reviewera

was incorporkted.in the final draft ofthe questionnaire. The question-
.

naire was divided into six sections: (1) Governance; (2) Admission

PO4cy; 13) Admission Pr3cedares;.(4) Denied Admission Procedures;

(5)'Individualiked Education-Plan;'and (6) Placement.

Procedures for Obtaining the baia

Questionnaires were mailed to 60 superintendents of state operated

residential schools fiar the deaf in the. United States.

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

or 90 percent of the total number of students enrolled in residential

schools.for the deaf in the dnited States. Student populations of

individual schools range from 82 to 710.

Fifty-six residential school"administrators representing 50 states

and the District of Columbia responded to the questionnaire. °The

response rate represented 93 percent of the residential schot superIn- t

.

tendents receiving the Instrument.

Data Analyeis

The responses to each question included in the questionnaire
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requiring a specific answer-was entered on a data card for computer

processing, using the Sttistical Package for.the Social Sciences

PrograM"(SPSS).

All sections of the quebtionnaire were.summarized and reported with

frequencies and percentages on a national basis using a table fbrmat for

each item. The information contained in each table varied depending on

the scope and nature of the data.

The residential schools participating in'the.study were classified

by.governance type. The schools were also classrfied according tothe

four regions of"the United States used by tile United States Bureau of

Census (l984p Northeast,,North Central, South and West.

-

Me open-ended questions includedin the questionnaire were

designed to obtain unbiased information. This information was ana14zed

by frequency of responses to indicate trends. High frequencies of
. .

&imilar responses are reported for each question.by category. Ali ,

superintendents did not respond t all items listed in the questionnaire.

%,.,

Results

Governance

Fifty-six state operated residential schools responded to the

questionnaire used in thii study This represented 93 percent of the

total number of residential schools United States serving

deaf studentg.



The majority of the schools included- in the study are operated br
,

state boards of education and governing boards of trustees. Ottiers are .

operated by State agencies. Such arrangements include reporting

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 responsible for higher education.

Table 1 lists the schools included in this study by regione of the
11

country. Table 2 lists the schools by governance type.

Table 1
Residential Schools Ow the-Deaf
by Region in the United States

Region_ N Percent

South 17 30,4

,

West 12 21.4

Northeast 15 26.8

North Central 12 21.4

Total 56 100.0

% Table 2
Residential Schools for the Deaf in the United States

by Governance Type

Governance Type Percent

.state Board Education 25 44.6

Board of Trustees 20 , 35.7

N,. Other 11 19.6

1 Total 56 100.0
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The methods used to appoint members of the board of trustees

responsible for 20 of the schools included in'this study are listed in

Table 3. .

. .

Table ,3 4

MethodS of Selecting Governing Board of Trustees in
Residential Schools for the Deaf

Method of Selection Percent

Appointed by Governor 12 '60.0

Appointed by Board-of
Trustees 7 35.0

Other 1 5.0

Tota17- 20 100.0

a

For schools'under the authority of the state departMent of

edimation, 58.3,percent of the schools report to a division.other than

one responsible for specia.1 education_or instruction. This informption

is reported in Table 4.

'Table 4

ivision of State Eduption Departments Responsible
for Residentiat Schools for the Deaf

Division Percent

Special Education 6 25.0'

ate Schools 3 12..5*

Instruction 1 .1.2

Others l4 58.3

Total 24 '7/ 100.0
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1J.

The governing authority responsible for 50 of the residential schools

(89.3 pertent) had not chariged during the past three years.

- Seventy-three percent of the residential schools serve deaf children

from the entire state. Fourteen schools (25 percent) serve deaf children

from specified geographic areas within their respective states.

The respondents-mere asked to list the title of the official of the

gipverning authority to whom the Superintendent of the residential school

reported. the response to this item yielded a divergent response category.

Three basic categories emerged and are reported in Table 5.

Half of the superintendents,report to their own board of trustees and

the remainder report to the management structure organized by the state

department of education. In addition to these categories, 13 of the schools

(23.2 percent) have other organizational structures which include reporting

to directors of institutions, coordina4ors 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: n Percent /

Board of Trustees 16 28.5

State Board of Education 3 5.4

State Superinendent
e4 Schools

7 12.5

Associate/Assistant 8 14.3

State Superintendent
Director of State Schools

for the Deaf.

4
P.

7.1

Board of Visitors 3 5.4

State Board of Regents 2 3.6

Others 13 23.2

Total 56 100.0
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AdmiSsion Policy

A summary of responses to questions five through 12 inciuded in

the questionnaire on the admission policies used in the state operated

residential schools for the deaf is shown in Table 6.

Fifty-one (91 percent) of the residential schoole have written

admission policies. The legal basis for these written policies on

admission are either mandated by state law (30 percent) or local policy

of the residential school (30 percent).

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 schools.had major input in the

development of the admission policies in 80 percent of the schools.

The next highest group exercising influencemith 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

little input in the development of admission policies was local school

0

district personnel.

Parents were involved in the development of policied in 11 schdols

in the study. It is interesting to note that nine schools 3,6 percent)

included input in the development of their admission policies from

members of the state legislature.

In response to the questions on the source of the final approval

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

the policy was approved by the school's superintendent. The data



4Pir Table 6
.-

Stimmary ef Reampnimms to Questions 3 - 12 on

Admission Policy

5.

Question Percent

Wee the school have formal i-WrittenI

admission policy? (10.56)

yts

NO

41 01.1

8.7

If Yes, Please check the legel basis
for the admissibne'policy 4,1.511

Mandated by Lew
1\

17 30.4

Locia Policy of Residential School 17 30.4

Permissive Stet* Lew J, 6 10.7

Required by aaaaa board ot rducstion 11 10.6

Required by Goveraieg board of Trustees 1 14.2

Other 6 10.7

6. The School'm Sdaission policy was developed
with input from the following groups, Ithack

all that spply) (1.55)

Residential School Personnel
Stet. Department of tducation Personnel
Public School Personnel

Board of Tru ttttt
Legislature

,

Others

46
34
6

11

21
0

13

110.4
64.3

-
10.7
14 6
37.5
16 1

23.2

7 The Admissions Policy was Approved by.

(W0331

Governing poen' of T
Stet* board of education
State Deportment el LeuClitieh
Residential School's Superintendent
Others

21
111

22
30
16

.

17.7
77.0
70.7
$7.4
78.6

8 The current admissions policy was PIRS7
implemented during the school year.

1.8

111.47

1054
1057

,1.8

1464,
7.6
7.6

1471
1.8

1972
1.0

1974
1.8

.1475
7.1

1077
1.8

1078
10.7

1070
17.5

1480'
8.0,

1911 1 10.6

1082
7.1

0. Mr Admissions Policy has been
diseeminated tot 11w34)

Local Scheel Diotriets 34 40.7

Special Ildueatiem Directors im the State 41 71.4

P tttttt of Searime Impaired Children 2$ 44.4

All Who Apply See Admission to tho Schel 40 71.4

Advocacy *reaps fee Ilmeept1ena1 Children 20 75.7

le. Can tho Asmidentiol debsel wept etmdeets
for adoeselso Align the approval ef the
legal ashool 1111iWira. im weigh the etudeet
Le legal ree1desit7 41-461

IVO , 40.4

11. The Immideetiel DOW sem aeoupt etudes!.
fer,edmisoien If referred hp

,

Leca1 Asheel Stotziot 64 01.4

earsece le $7.,

tree Morelos Assoolos le 113.41

Ile Coerce le 27.0

Others 11 104

J2. Morin, the post three (I) pears the lejority
of students edeitted te the residential school
were referred byl

Legal 'Wheel Distrists 3$
Piteehte 24

Owen enrolee hgemcies 1

2others

.10
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sliggest that governing boards of trustees, state boards of*edfication,

and state departments of education played a major role in the approval
a

of the admission polidies used in the residential schools.

Of the'47 schools responding to the question on the year the

adkassion policy was first implemented, 11 (20 perCent) of the schools

reported that the policy was first implemented in 1981. The majority

of the admission policies were tirst implemented between 3.1975 and 1982.

The admission policies, of the residential'schools mere evenly

di sseminated among special education diredtprs, local school districts,

applicants for admission, paFents;,and.advocacy groups for exceptional.

children. 11.

In response to question'ten as to whether or pot the resid ential
,

school could accept students without the approval of,the

district in whidh the student is,a legal resident, 54 percent ot 30'

schools indicated that they could accept atudents,w4hout the approital

of the local school district.

Local schoOl districts Ind parents are the.major referrers of

. ,

students to state operated residential schools for the'deaf. During

the past three,years, more than 50 percent of tile schools in this study

reported that'themajority-Of students admitted to the residenti

schools were referred by local sdhool districta.` Forty-two percent of

the schools reported that the inajority of the students admitted during

the past ttiree years were based on parental referrals.

A



Admission Procedurcs

A summary of responses to questionb 13 through 18 addressing the

procedures used to admit students to the state operated residential

.schools for the deaf is presented in Table 7-

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 reported-accepting

student's through ages 22, 23 and'26 respectively.

age levels ed by the majority of r

Schools (38) is ma dated in state' -one of.the schools

that t age levels Admitted were aliosstabliehed in ppii4.),

The legal basis

re

e gov nine authority for the school.

Vol dnous data are collected and used in assessing a student's

ty for admisgion. Audiological information is the majorellgibil

assessment C"ri,zia used along with psychological tests, achievement

tests and medical,records.

The respondents were asked to list the three major criteria for

admission to the residential school. Several major threads of commo-

nality ran through most of the responses.

'Fifty-one of the respondees listed either specific criteria Or

made a general statement regarding major criteria used in the admission

of students.

Severe to profound hearing loss descriptions were used by the

residential schools in describing the acceptable hearing loss'for



Table 7

_Summary 4f Responses to Questions 13 - 18

On Admission Procedures

Question
Percent

13. The school accepts for admission
from 'age through age .

students
(N.56)

Age Levels Served

0 - IS 1 1.8

0 - 20 4 7.1

0 - 21 13 23.2

0 - 22 1 1.8

0 - 26 1 1.8

2 - 20 1 1.8

2 - 21 4 7.1

24 - 21 1 1.8

3 - 16 1 1.8

3 - 20 2 3.6

3 - 21 5 1.9

34 - 21 1 1.1

4 - 17 1
1.8

4 - 11 1
1.1

4 - 21 8 14.3

.41/2 - 20 1 LI
44 - 21 1

1.8

5 - 20 1 1.1

21
5 1.9

5 - 23 1 ,
1.8

54 - 21 1 1.8

14 - 19 1
1.8

14. The legal basis for the age levels served is,
(856)

Mandated by State Law' 34 60.7

Permissive Legislative Statutes 13 23.2

Established in State Plan for Special Education 14 25.0

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

15. The Types of Assessment Data used for aaaaa sing
a student's eligibility for admission to this
school include: (Chockipll that apply) (M58)

PsycholJgicai Tests 54

Acnieve Test .
51

Adaptive Bó74iior Rating Scales 39

Audiological I ormation 56

Parent Reports 47

Teacher Reports 48

Cumulative Records 48

Medical Records '52

Other 15

96.4
91.1
88.6
100.0
13.9
15.7
8.J.5

92.9
26.1

16. List the throe (3) major criteria for admission
to the residential school. 0156)

Searing loss criteria
State or area residency
Mental functioning level

51
14
12'

91.1
25:0
21.4

17. The Requirements for Written Parent/Guardian
Consnt for Students Admitted to this School
Includel (Check all that apply) 18.56)

For Referral 31 67.9

Evaluation of Student 47 13.9

Placement 48 87.5

18. After a tudent is admitted to the Residential
School..how Often i the school district in which
the student is legal resident involved in and/or
notified of changes in the student's program?
1M56)

Always
Usually
Seldom
Mover -

38
5.
7

1

69.6
16.1
12.5
1.8

16
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consideration for admission to the schools included in this study.

These descriptions afforcCthe-schools flexibility in Admission dedisions.

All of the schools reported that audiological data were required.

The majority of the resPondees (32) used a general statement in

describing the acceptable hearing loss required for admission to the

z, - a

school. These.statements-ranged from the basic educational definition

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

flexible definition of hearing.impairment as determined through manifes-

ati-ons of a hearing loss which adversely affects educational performance

based on a comprehensive evaltation.

The second most common criteria for admission was a residency -

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

Although Only 14 of the respondees included this criteria: in their top

thiee, it appears thdt all. residential schools do have such criteria

-

for admission, other'similar criteria conberned the age of piospec-

Ulm, students. Seben schools included an age statement as one of three

major criteria. The third categoryof admission criteria reported was
-

mental functioning level. 'At least 12 schoOls required evidence of

psychological testing to'substantiate certain intelligence level's for

admission.. ,SOreral other groups'of criteria were identified.

A summary of all criteria reported is listed below, includingthe

number of residential schoola respondihg in each category.
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Criteria

Hearing loss 51

State-area residency 14

'Mental functioning level 12

Age criteria .
8

Ability to benefit from a
residential program 6

Psychological functioning level 5.

Local school district approval 5

Lack of prograM in school district 5

No additional.handicapping
conditions 4

Parent referral 3 .

ReadinV level 1

Written parental/guardian
permission is-required by all of the

residential schools for referral, eValuation, and placement qf students.

After a student is admitted to the residential school, the local

, school district ip which the student is a legal resident is involved in

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

Denied Admission Procedures

A summary of'responses to questions 19 through 21 on denied

admission procedures is presented in Table,8.

The major'6'.iiteria for denying admission to prospective students

,= appeared to be more consistent among the residential schools than were

those for admission. Again, the most widely use4,criteria concerned

,

hêaring level. Thirty-one schools listed insufficient hearing loss as
4.7).
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Table II

Summary of Response to Questions 19 23

on Denied Admission Procedure*

Question
Percent

lg. The thfee (3) t re. major criteria for denying
admission to student are: ()I.56)

Insufficient bearing loss ' . 31 55.4

Iv

Intellectually unable to benefit from
program offered

16 29.0

Too many secondary handicapping conditions
to succeed in the residential school 16 29:0

20. The Final Decision to deny adedssion to
student is gado by: (Chock all that

(N.56)

a

&POI')

Superintendent of the School 29 51.11

An Admissions Review Commdttee 17 30.4

The School Principal '
0

The School 'Psychologist
0 0

This 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)

Ratablished in Policy

Not Rstablished in Policy

31 70.4

29.6

22. If a student is denied admission to the
residential school, is there an appeal process?

(N56)

YRS
49 17.5

MO 0
4 7.1

MO RESPONSE
3 5.4

23. Whet actions are taken by the residential school

when a student is denied admission? (Check sll

that apply) (1456)

Student is referred back to the local school 41 15.7

district
Student i referred back to referring agency 32 57.1

Family is referred to an appropriate faCility

for the student's disability (ie.) 37 .. 66.1

The parents ere notified in" writing of denial 39 69.6

The chool takes no action
2 3.6

Other .
5 1.9
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a major criterion for denying adMission to a stud-e4t. .The second most

1

....,,Cbmmon15-, listed criterion for denying admission referred to the

probability of prospective students not being able to "make it" in the

residential school because of a physical or mental limitation. One

school indicated ehat the lack of intellectual capacity to,accomplish

slool 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

behavioral pro4lems. Five schools listed extensive emotional distur-

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

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

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

criterion.

Both age and lack of state residency werd listed as criteria for

denying admission by seven schools. Nine residential schools do not

admit itudents if the student is able to benefit from a program in the

1oCal school district.

A summary of the criteria reported for denying admission is listed

.below, including the'number of residential schools responding in each

category.
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Air

In-Criteria for Denying Admission

Insufficient hearigg loss

Intellectually unable to benefit
from program offered

Too many secondary handicapping
conditions to succeed in the

residential school

16

16

State and area residency 10

Program available in local school

district 9

("enable to benefit from inst7ction 8

)Primary,handicap not deafness 7

Lack of program, funding, staff 5

Others: Age, emotional disturbance 8

The final decision to *deny admisSion to a student is made by the'

schdol's superintdndent in 29 of the schools (51 percent). SOme,schools

'reported having an admissions review committee.Which makes the final

decision for admission denial. Thee 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 Paicy.

Eight-seven percent of the residential schools have a written

appeals prOcess for denied admidsion. When a student is denied admis-

sion, 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.



Individualized Education Plan
; -

A summary of responses to questions 24 through 27 on
'

dualized education plan (IEP) is presented in Table 9.

4

Table 9
Summary of Responses to Questions 24 - 27

on Individualized Education Pians

the indivi,7

Question Isrceni

24. The indiVidualized education plan (IEP) for
students admitted to this school is

developed biN,N=56)

Local School District
The Residential School
The Local School District,and

the Reetdential School

2 3.6

22 39.3

32 57.1

25. The responsibility for developing the
IEP is: (Check only one) (N=55)

Specified in the State's plan
for Special Education 38 67.09

Specified in an inter-agency
- memorandum oE agreement 1 1.8

.SpeCified in'policy by the state
board of education 6 10.7

Specified in policy by the governing
board of trustees 2 3.6

Not established in a policy or
regulatory-statement 8 14.3

26. Are parents involved in'the development
of the IEPs kor'students admitted to
this school? (N=56)

YES 56 100.0

NO 0 0

27. The IEP for a student admitted to this
school is developed: (N=56)-

Prior to placement 26 46.4

After plscement 19 33.9

Other 11 19.6
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There is a 'cooperative effort between local school districts and

residenti*Nsdhools for the deaf in develoPing the IEP for students

1admittedno residential schools. Fifty percent of the residential

schdols in this study develop the IEP jointly with the local school

P

district. Thirty-nine percent or 22 residential schools develop the

/EP for all students admitted.

The responsibility for developing 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 that

the IEP is develop4.6 prior to placement as required by Public Law 94-142.

However, more than fifty percent of the responding sdhools reported
A'

that the IEP for students is devloped after,place or sOMe other

procedureA.s used for determinin:PliSbnt.

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 questionnaire used in this

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

Seventy-five percent or 42 ofdthe schools do not utilize a diag-

nostic classroom for determining academic and/or social vikriables for

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

responding residential' schools do utilize a trial placement plan for



Tablet°
Suleassy of Responses to emetics& 25 34

en Placement

fAIC317011 11

25. Does the residential school utilise a diag-
emetic classroom for students admitted for
the first time td this school? 04.56t.

Ves 14 25.0

S o 42 75.0

310. Does the residential school utilise a trial
placement plan for &margaritas filal 11160*-.
slant? (11-56)

Yes

Ro

43 76.4

13 23.3
AV.

214. If Tea. pleas. circle tbe number of months
a student is usually placed in trial pleoe-
meat status. (010)

1 is 45.6

2
.

10 25.0
3 6 15.0
4 2 5.0
1 0 0
4 2 S.0
5 - 1 2.5
ID er more 1 2.5

30. Placement fox students aenitte4 to this &shank
is determined. (4.56)

At a separate placement pestle. 32 57.1

Duriag the ZER development es review
meeting 22 35.3

Other'. 7 12.5

31.1 The criteria used for membership on the plagement
eremites. includes. (:hech all that sleply)

(6056)

. Knowledge ef the child 45 50.4

Knowledge of program options available 47 113.5

Knowiedge of deafness 43 76.5

'Ability to understand evaleatiers results 42 73.2

There is so established criteria 13 23.2

32. Please check the placement team participants
when the school determines plaomment. (2beck

all thst apply) (11.56)

Superintendent is 36.5

Pziacipal 47 83.6

Academic Supervisor 36 ' 44.3

Teacher of the deaf 40 71.4

Regular classroom !seeker 170 20.4
y
Diagnostician/school psycOlogiet/

audiologist 54 46.4

Social worker 22 24.3

Persist 43 76.5

Representative of local chool system 34 60.7

teGesst 24 40.7

Others 14 . 25.0

33. In placement comVitte. meatless. (hoa all

that OPP19)(046)

lbe reeldential sdhool has yetis,

privllegea 20 25.7

Parents have votimg.privileges 13 23.3

lb. local school district has yetis,
privileges

A vote en placement is mot takes; the
210 determines p 26 14.3

34. In placement sommittee meetings the st
of parents Ise 0144)

Regelsed

Set required

OptMonal' :

Versate mot permitted is plassesst

as 44.4

7 12.5

22 41.1

0 0
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for determining final placement. The residential schools utilizing

trial placement usuallyretain
students in this statas from one to

two months.

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

46-

reveal that they are made by professional6 knowledgeable about the area

of deafness, the neeas of students under considtration, available

program options, and evaluation results.

In keeping with the provisions of Public Law 94-142, thirty-six

Of the residential schools do not vote on the placement oi students.

Placement,is determined by the individualized education plan.

The attendance of parents is required in placement committee

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

or 41 percent of the schools reported that the attendance of, parente at

placement committee meetings was optional.

Ninety-six percent of the residential schools reported that,

diagnosticians are placement team participants. Sixty percent (34) of

the schOolo reported that When appropriate, the student is involved as

a team participant when the residential school determines placement.

A Review of Admission Policy Documents

Fifty-one residential schools were reported in this study as havingA;

written admission policy statements. Copies of admission policies were

received.from 40 resiaential Babas (71 percent).
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tr,

Based on a review Of selected literature on policy development

and an analysis of selected provisions of Publio Law 94-142, the author

identified and employed five components for evaluating the admission

policy documents.

° The written admission poliies submitted were reviewed in terms

of how each addressed'(1) eligibility criteria for admission, (2) proce-

dures for admission including the point at Which a referral became

official, (3) written consent requirements, (4) placement procedures

and (5) dtie process procedures.
5

As expected, ail analysis of the written agiassion policy documents-

revealed a wide variety of information On policies governing admiesiOn

and procedures used for placing students in the residential schools for

the deaf.

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

developed for the purpose of fulfilling the spirit of the'mandates of

Public Law 94-142 and lacked substance in content pertaining to admission

criteria and related procedural matters.

Six residential schools submitted exemplary admission policy docu-
.

me/Its. These documents were clearly written, organized in ,conlent,

detailed and explicit in specifying eligibility criteria, admission

procedures, placement procedures and due process procedures. One state

recently published a detailed administrative manual on the placement of

students in state operated and state funded residential schools which

included amiwers to frewently asked questions on admission eligibility

criteria.
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This review orthe admission,policy documents submittZid by the

residential Schools revealed that the majority of the documents

submitted were not policies spedifically governing admission but

statements of procedures-used for admission. Selected statements'

lifted directly from the implementing regulations of Public Law 94-142

or state statutes regarding the role and scope of services of-the-

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 confidentiality 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 information onthe types of

disabilities admitted and served by the sChool, age categories, state

or area residency requirements and from what agencies or persons

official refereals were received.

Some residential schools listed the acceptable degree of hearing

loss for a prospective student. At least five policy statements included

statements indicating that the residential school would accept students -

if a determination was made that a program was not appropriate or

available in the school district in which the student Was a legal

resident.

When the IEP or least restrictive environment (LRE) was addressed,

it was frequently discuised in the memorandum or 40,greementa between an'

agency of state government serving the disabled and the residential



schools and/or ihe state department of education. The.memorandum of

agreements reviewed:in general were vague and reflective of philosophy

aid admission statements regarding the residentialschool and the role

and scope qf its service delivery system.

Several re.sdential schools included in their admission poliCy,

28

statements regarding the admission of studentsbased on.the availability

of space, and the al;ailability of an appropriate prdgram to meet the

students', needs.

Although the literature has clearly reported that the number of

multiply hindicapped students admitted to residential schools has

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

admission policies listed specific criteria or admission procedures

used for this popubaction.

Very few of the,40 adthission policy statements included information

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 references placement decisions specifically addresimd by

Public Law 94-142 whiCh mandates that a complete evaluation of the

child's educatiOnal needs be conducted before any adtion is taken with

^

respect to placement. Nearly all of the written policies bpecified

notifying parents of decisions regarding admission-and due process

I
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procedures used in appealing a dedision made by the.school for the

_placement committee.

In many cases, the admission policy documents Supported the

responses prOvided by administrators of the residential schools on the

survey indtrument regarding age, residency requirements, parental,.

consent, due process procedures and some aspects of eligibility re-

quirements fin- admission to the schools. Although the survey

instrument,results revealed, that the sUperintendent of the residential

school had the final authority to deny admission to a prospective student,

none of the admissiOn policies stated the role of the superintendent

of the_residential school in the-admission process-.

Conclusions
4

An analysis of the data pertaining to the seven questions ProVide

the basis for the following conclusions.
4

1. The data reported in thie study revealed that.vtudent referrals

to state operated residential schools for the deaf are based primarily,

on the severity of the degree of hearing logs. Public.Law 94-142

states that placement is to be based oc 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 theschools

reported that the individualized education plan is,developed,either

after placement or some other idmission piocess is utilized.
;

An analysis of the responses to the questionnaire item regarding

the major criteria for admission to the residential school'revealed

that the degree of hearing loss was a primary criteria for admission,

along with the cipability of the school to provide an appropiiate

*IAN.

program within certain staffing and programming limitations-

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 ip the admission policies

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

5. Local school districts play-a major role in the referral and

aimission process of deaf students to residentiai schools included in

this study. Fifty-three:percent of the schools do not aCcept students

for admission unlesd the referral is from the local school district.

6. The data reportedin thib study revealed that parents are

included as required by Public Law 94-142, in placement, individualized
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V

education plan development, and related decisions for student7s admitted

to residential schools.

7. State operated residential schools for the-Aeaf retain,a'high

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

' prospective stUdent. The authority to deny admission is edtablished in

policy by 70 percent of the residential schools included Zn this study.

Recommendations for the Field of

the Education of the Deaf

It is clear.from an analysis of the admission policy documents dnd.

the criteria reported lay,the residential schools included in this study

that the severity Of the hearing 'loss and the capability of the schools

to serve prospective students determines who will be admitted. Hence,

the edhcational programs ond 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 severely-or profoundly multiply handicapped-with

low mental functioning levels are excluded frOm admission to the.majority

of the state operated residential schools included in this Study: TWelve

schools included in this study reported that a specified intelligence

-
test score was required for students applying tor adMission.
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Rddidential schools for thedeat have been in a state of Xransition,

since the full implementation of Public Law 94-142. .During this

'period of transition, students with deafness as.a'primary handicapping

condition'and other mild or Moderately concomitant disabilities have

been accepted for,admission to some extent: iThe admission of these

students appears to have been primarily based otta need to keep enroll-

ments-at 0 given level and for other political-ecOnomic reasons.

.The'literature has supported the fact that institutions and

Special schools are receiving more,referrals for,services for students

with multiply handicapping conditions. However, in reality, the data

show that only a limited number of these students are accepted for

'admission in state operated residential-schools or the deaf.

.There is a need for xesidential schoOls for the deaf to clearly

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

served within the limitations of certain staffing and programming

capabilities-of the schools. Residential school administrators should

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

concert with other agencies using hard demographic data to support

eervice areas that are needed or in need of eXpansion within the school,

in'fruding clearly developed criteria for staffing, programming, and

implementation. .

This, leadership should include, but not be limited to understan-

ding the implications of the criteria for programming and staffing, and.

developing budgets and appropriate justification for presentation to



policy makers at the state
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who,can impact on funding. Additionally,

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

exclusibn of only a limited numLet.

Denied Admission

The autonomy enjoyed by tesidential schools for the deaf in

V I

vv.

exercising exclusive domain in denying admission to prospective-students,

sanctioned in state laws and/or policies for seventy percent of the

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

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

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

the Rehabilitation Act. When,. the fact is considered that in excess oi

$170 million 4as reported as the total operating budget for residential

schools for the deaf in the United States during the 1974-1980 school-

year, it is difficult'fo justify the exclusion of students who cannot

be served in local school districts.

Based on the Information reported by residential schools included

in this study, there is a need for a critical review of the legalit of

the denial of admission and the acceptance of students in isolation of

any coaltact with the school district in.-which the Ctudent is a

legal resident.

IEP and Placement

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

94-142 and the admission of.students tb residential-schools for the deaf:
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J
the development of th indj.vidualized-education.elan, and placement

proceddres.

More than fifty percent of the residential schoo1d reported that

the individualized education plan is developed after placement oi some

other procedure is eitployed. Questionnaird,respondents reported that

.the state plan for sP2a1 education specified who is responsible for

developing the individualized education'plan. In many canes, this

responsibility is'a shared one between the residential school and the

local school district.

The question of when the individualized education plan is eveloped

is critical in view of the fact that Public Law 94-142 specifies that

it is to be developed prior to plaeement.s This 16 also important in

that the assessment process used for prospective ctUdents is an

integral part of the development of the individualizea education,plan.

The literature has revealed that the majority of evaltiators of deaf

and hearing,impaired-students employed in local school districts are

inadequately prbpared to test and assess these Students. States should

. .

consider asiqning to the renidential schoolifot the deaf the respon-
,

sibility for the evaluation of all prospeCtive students ahd the

development of the ptudent's individualized education. plan. This

would furthcir expand the role apd scope of the-services of the residen-

tial school as a'resousce cenier for the state. Furthermore, it would

ensure that all student referred aro assessed by qualifiea evaluators,

f")

hence the conflict between the individualized education plan and the

placement process may be lensened.

t
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Components of a Model AdAission Policy

The significance of this investigation on the ednission policies

and practices of state operated'residential schools for the deaf in the

United States rests inLthe applibation of its findings in the develop-

ment and refinement,of Admission policieSand practices utilized by the

schools. The following observgtions are reported in this context based

on the findings reported in.the studt.

Admission policies, practices and/or procedures utilized by an

organization should be developed and implemented in the context of

applicable .federal and state laws and regulations. Policies shouldkbe

flexible and encompass-a wide ifange of present and anticipated

circumstances.

Based on the information reported in this study and a critical

4 -

review of the admission policy documents'sUbmitted by the residential

schools included.in the survey, the author has identified the following

components that should be included, as a minimum, in the development of

policies governing the admission of students to residential schools.

1. A position statement regarding the role and

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 ds a
preface to policy statements.

2. The policy should be clearly titled, with a
date indicating when and by whom approved.

35



3: The admission policy,should state clear
and concise-eligibility requirements for
admission which would include, but not
be limited to, ttie 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
who are deaf with additional mental
and physical impairments (including
the range of the severity served by
the school);

(c) age levels served by the school;-

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

(e) the identification of the role and/or
'responsibilities of the locSl school
district in which the student is'a
legal resident in the admission process;

(f) the offiCial source or sources from whom
referrals are accepted and acted upon
for admission..

4. The admission policy should include 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. The identification 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,



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.

(b) The identification of the role and
responsibility in the adlassion
process of the following groups
should be clearly delineated and
desc;ibed:

- Parents of prospective students,
guardians, surrogate parents

- Local school districts

State education agency or other
appropriate agencies

1

(c) The identification of procedures followed
when a student is denied admission, including:

14

- Conditions on which denials are made

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

5. Written consent requirements.

-6. Due process procedures.

7. The 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.

37'
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*

It is recommended that adbission 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

would be difficult for jaymen to understand. The use of abbreviations

should betavoided or if used, kept to a minimum. Citations from federal

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

possible, explained fdr
.

ease in reading and interpretation.

Residential kchool adminibtrators should avoid developing admission

policies.without the parficipation of those constituents directly

affected by the policy (i4;,, local school districts, teachers). It

Should be 141seMbered that policy develOpment is comprehensive and
4

,participatory. The residential school should also 'provide the technital

assistance and resources necessary to suriport its admission policy

implementation.

Teachers and other professional staff members in the residential'

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

The dissemination:of the admission'policy to local School districts is

imperative. Efforts to educate personnel in local school districtd

regarding the basis for inclusion of particular provisions ill the

'admission policy may help to reduce any tension that may eki:t between

local school districts; state department of education personnel and the

residential dchool.

The written policy document should be organized in a format,that

aids understanding, and allows for easy reading. Foreexample,.dividing
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the policy into major divisione and subdiVisions and using descriptive-

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

in a,series.of steps in the prOcess and sequence these in the most

ical order. The use of columned diagrammatic representation can

te understanding of therelationship,of provisions within the policy.

It would be helpful to reteidential schOol administrators in.fore-

casting if,a'detailed-master list were maintained ot all adiassions and

denials'for admission to the residential sdhool. Suoh a list should

include but-not be limited to the name of the student, date of referral,

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 the referral And other notations that would be helpful

for future referenceshould also be considered for inclusion in such

a list.

Each admission policy should be specifically deggned for the

.

residential school that will be affected 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 cbuniry may not be effective if employed

in another stateor region.,

t
,
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Recommendations for Future Research

This investigation,was undertaken to.provide a state-of-the-art
0

study on the adatission polioies and practices of state operated residen-

tial schools for,the deaf. Several suggestions resulted from this'study

and should be addressed in future research.

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

taking, and additional researckis needed in several areas. The following

recommendations are suggested.

1. The design used in this study utilized the superintendents of

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

possible to validate the reiponses to the survey instrument, different

respondents might perceive the admission policies and practices utilized

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

Recommendation: Replication of this study using

directors of special education in.local school

districts as the respondents for the survey should

be considered.

2. An analysis of the written admission' policies and procedures

and memoranda of agreement revealed that numerous coordination efforts,

both formal and informal, between local school districts:, state depart-
.

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

in many states. A stuay addressing the coordination efforts between

_these three educational service providers is needed in view of the

declining enrollments in residential schools and the continued thrust
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for the inte§ration of handicapped children in programs offered in local

school districts.

Recommendation:. Research should be conductedsto

identify the varioue coordination efforts in effect

in the states that are designed to bring about

A.mproved and expended educational opportunities for

deaf students.

3. This study confirmed earlier reports in the literatime.-that

there is no national system of governance of residentiel schools for

the deaf. This study also revealed that.there are no Appreciable diffe-

rences in die policies andpractices used by residential schools unddr

different governance structures. Thirty-one of the residential schools

in this study are under a governing authority other than the state

agency responsible for elementary ind secondary education.

Recommendation: An ethnographic study should be

undertaken to investigate the effectiveness and

efficiency of the governance stiuctures of state

operated residential schools on selected organize-.

tional and programmatic variables.

4. The literature revealed that more multiply handidapped deaf

students are now enrolled or being referred to residential schools for

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

process of admission for this population Or the identification of the

type of multiply handioapping conditions served by the residential schools.
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A

Recommendation: A study should be conducted to

determine the criteria used for the admission of

students who are multiply handicapped.
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GLOSSARY OF SELECTED mois

.

ADMISSION POLICY - Statements and proCedures approved by a

48

school's administrative officials or governing authority tbat is used

in accepting students for admis:,ion, or denying.admission.

DEAF - A hearing impadrment which precludes successful processing

of linguistic information through audition with or wilhout a hearing .

aid (CEASD, 1975).

HARD-OF-HFAFING - Those in whom th% sense of hearing, althOugh

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

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE - The legal body or authority oxerci6ing,

.
jurisdiction over the administrati'in and/or management of a'

residential sch,l,ol.

'LOCAL :,Clic)0L Z)I3TRICT - The county oi Independent entity in a

local municipal.ity within a state legally empowered to establish and

maintAin public schools.

PUBLIC LAW 94-142 - The Education for All Handivapped Children

Act (ERA) enacted by Congress in 1975 mandating that all school-age

handicapped children in the United States be provided "a free

appropriate publl educatJon in the IPa:;t restrictive environment,"

(Federal Register, 1977).
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RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS FOR THE DEAF -,An organizational pattern

whereby a boarding facility is provided-for some or all ot the deaf

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

revive Some of their educational services through a cooperative

arrangement with the public or private'Schools of the community in

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

live at the school at least five days a week.and attend classes on

Campus. Some pupils may live in the community ana maY be enrolled as

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

mULTIpLY HANDICAPPED -.Concomitant impairments (such as Mentally

retarded-blind, mentally retarded-orthopedically impaired, etc.), the'

combination of which causes such severe educational problems that they

cannot be accommoilated,in secial education programs solely for one of

the impairments. The terd does not.include'deaf-blind:Childreno:,

(Federal Register, 1977).'



A Survey of Admission Policies and
Practices of State Operated Residential

Schools for the Deaf



Statement of Confidentiality

All informatiOn reported in this questionnaire will be treated as
confidential:The study 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 horn

your school.

Please Ouch a 'copy of the admissions policyfor your school to the
completed questionnaire and return in the stamped, self-addressed
envelope. Should you haue any questions or desire additional
information; please telephone or uode

Peyton Williams Jr.
. (404) 656-2591

Georgia Department of Education
Office of State Schools

231 State Office Building
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 4



pRVEY OF AOMISSION POLICIES AND PRACTICES
OF STATE OPERATED RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS

'TOR THE DEAF

(polan LABEL)

ESTI ONNAIRE

Name of Person Completing Questionnaire

(Area Code
Telephone Number

52

' I. Governance

1. PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOK INDICATING THE GOVERNING
AUTHORITY RESPONSIBLE FOR THIS RESIDENTIAL SCgOOL.

.z:7 STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (If C)ecked, Check also 'the
appropriate Division
Responsible for the-School)

L:7 DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

0 DIVISION OF STATE SCHOOLS

z:7 DIVISION OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

L7 DIVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

0 OTHER: (Please specify)'

a GOVERNING BOARD CF TRUSTEES (If Checked, Check-also how
the Members are Appointed)

L:7 BY THE GOVERNOR

£7 BY A STATE AGENCY

L7 BY:THE GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES

OTHER: (Please specify)

7 OTHER: (Please specify)
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2. RAS THERE BEEN A CHANGE-IN THE 'GOVERNING AUTHORITY OF THIS
RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL DURING THE PAST THREE YEARS?

=YES c:7 NO

IF ANSWER IS YES, BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE CHANGE:

3. THE SUPERINTENDENT OR HEAD OF THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL REPORTS
TO

(Please list title of state or board of trustee official)

4. .THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS OF THE STATE SERVED BY THIS SCHOOL
INCLUDES:

L:7 THE ENTIRE STATE

L=7 A SPECIFIED GEOGRAPHICAL AREA OF THE STATE
(If checked, please specify radius in miles or boundaries)

II. Admission'Policx

5. 'DOES THE SCHOOL HAVE. A FORMAL (WRITTEN) ADMISSIONS POLICY?

L::7 YES L:=7 NO

IF YES, PLEASE CHECK THE LEGAL BASIS FOR THE-ADMISSIONS POLICY

L=7 MANDATED. BY STATE LAW

L:7 LOCAI: POLICY OF THE REGIDENTIAL SCHOOL

PERMISSIVE iTATE LAW

L=7 REQUIRED BY STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

L:7 REQUIRED BY GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES

L=7 OTHER: (Please specify)

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

OU
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(Please use an additeal sheet for response ii necestary)

6. THE SCHOOL'S ADMISSIONS POLICY WAS DEVELOPED WITH INPUT FROM
THE FOLLOWING GROUPS: (Check all that apply)

L7 RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL PEPSONNEL

L=7 STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

L:7 PUBLIC scHooi PERSONNEL

Li OTHER (Please specify)

£7 PARENTS

L:7 BOARD OF TRUSTEES

L.:7 LEGISLATURE

7. THE ADMISSIONS POLICY WAS APPROVED BY: (Check all that apply)

Li GOVERNING BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Li STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

£7 STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

a RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL'S SUPERINTENDENT

,L7 OTHER: (Please specify)

8. THE CURRENT ADMISSIONS POLICY WAS FIRST IMPLEMENTED DURING THE
SCHOOL YEAR.

1. THE ADMISSIONS POLICY HAS BEEN DISSEMINATED TO:
(Check all that apply)

L:7 LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

a SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS IN THE STATt

a PARENTS OF HEARING IMPAIRED CHILDREN

a ALL WHO APPLY FOR ADMISSION TO THE SCHOOL

7 *ADVOCACY GROUPg FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

6
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10. CkN THIS SCHOOL ACCEPT STUbENTS FOR ADMISSION WITHOUT
TAE APPROVAL OF THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT IN WHICH THE
S'XDENT IS A LEGAL RESIDENT?

L:=7 YES L:7 NO
11. TIIS SCHOOL CAN ACCEPT STUDENTS FOR ADMISSION IF

R:FERRED BY: (Check all that apply)

Z7 LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

PARENTS

L:77 HUMAN SERVICES AGENCIES

L7 THE COURTS

(7 OTHERS: Please specify)

12. D'ItING THE PAST THREE (3) YEARS THE MAJORITY OF STUDENTS
/OMITTED TO THIS RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL WERE REFERRED BY:
(1.ease check ONLY one)

z27 LOCAL SCHOOL DISTPICTS

PARENTS

HUMAN SERVICES AGENCIES

THE COURTS

a OTHER: (Please specify)

III. Al)MISSION PROCEDURES

13. TdE SCHOOL ACCEPTS FOR ADMISSION STUDENTS FROA AGE
TNROUGH AGE

14. TNE LEGAL BASIS FOR THE AGE LEVELS SERVED ARE:

L:7 MANDATED BY STATE LAW

PERMISSIVE LEGISLATIVE STATUTES

a ESTABLISHED IN THE STATE'S PLAN FOR SPECIAL'EDUCATIONa ESTABLISHED IN POLICY BY THE GOVERNING AUTHORITY FOR
THE SCHOOL

ESTABLISHED BY THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE SCHOOL

(:"7 OTHERS: (Please specify)
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1

7 ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

a. ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR RATING SCALES
,

Ia AUDIOLOGICAL INFORMATION

a PAREN REPORTS ,

,

1
a TEACHER" REPORTS
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15. THE TYPES OF ASSESSMENT DATA USED FOR ASSESSING A
STUDENT'S ELIGIBILITY FOR ADMISSION TO THIS SCHOOL
INCLUDE: (Check all that apply) 1

'

L=7 PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS

, 56

CUMULATIVE RECORDS

MEDICAL RECORDS

L:7 OTHERS: (Please speCify)

16. THE THREE (3) MAJOR CRITERIA FOR ADMISSION TO THIg SCHOOL
ARE: (i.e., specified degree of hearing loss, etc.)

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

FOR REFERRAL

/-7 EVALUATION OF STUDENTS BY THE SCHOOL TO DETERMINE
ELIGIBILITY

17 PLACEMENT IN THE SCHOOL
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,119. AFTER'A STUDENT IS ADMITTED.TO vig RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL,
,HOW OFTEN IS THE SCHOOL DISTRICT IN WHICH THE STUDENT
IS:A LEGAL RES/DENT INVOLVEDtN-AND/OR NOTIFIED OF
CHANGES IN THE STUDENT1S PROGRAM? :

L=7 ALwAYs' a SELDOM

57

a USUALLY L=7 NEVER

IV., dENIED ADMISSION PROCEDURE

19. THE THREE (3) MAJOR CRITERIA FOR DEN'YING ADMISSION TO
A STUDENT ARE: (Please use an,additional sheet if necessary)

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

L=7 SUPERINTENDENT OF THE SCHOOL

L=7 AN ADMISSIONS REVIEW COMMITTEE

THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

Z=7 THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

L7 THIS SCHOOL CANNOT DENY ADMISSION TO A STUDENT

'L-7 OTHER: (Please specify)

21. THE AUTHORITY TO DENY ADMISSION TO A STUDENT IS:

L=7 ESTABLISHED IN POLICY

NOT ESTABLISHED IN POLICY

COMMENTS:

S.

22. IF A STUDENT IS DENIED ADMISSION TO THE RESIDENTIAL
SCHOOL, IS THERE AN APPEAL PROCESS? L:7 YES Z=7 NO

IF YES, PLEASE LIST THE STEPS IN THIS PROCESS.

(Please use an additional sheet for response if necessary)

6J
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.23. WHIT ACTIONS'ARE TAKEN BY THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL WHEN
A LTUDEN16IIS DENIED ADMISSION? iCheck all that apply)

z STUDENT IS REFERRED,BACK TO THE LOCAL SCHOOL
DISTRICT

STUDENT IS REFERRED BACK TO THE REFERRING AGENCY

/7 FAMILY IS REFERRED TO AN APPROPRIATE FACILITY FOR
THE STUDENT'S DISABILITY(IES)

L=7 THE PARENTS ARE NOTIFIED IN WRITING

L.:7 THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL TAKES NO ACTION
,

L-7 OTHER: (Please pecify)

V. INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLANS (IEP)

24. THE INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLAN (IEP) FOR STUDENTS
4 ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL IS DEVELOPED BY:

A

THE ulcAL SCHOoL DISTRICT

THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL

/-7 THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT AND THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL

COMMENTS:

25. THE RESPONSIBILITY OF DEVELOPING THE IER IS: (Chcck

ONLY one) ,

L:7

L=7

L=7

L=7

SPECIFIED IN THE STATE'S PLAN FOR-SPECIAL EDUCATION"

SPECIFIED IN AN INTER-AGENCY MEMORANDUM:OF AGREEMENT

SPECIFIED IN POLICY BY THE STATE BOARD OF0EDUCATTON.

SPECIFIED IN POLICi' BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF-TRU:TEES

NOT ESTABLISHED IN A POLICY OR REGULATORY STATEMENT

COMMENtS:
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26. ARE PARENTS INVOLVED IN THE DEVELOPMENT-OF THE IEPs FOR
STUDENTS ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL?

E:7 YES NO

27. THE IEP FOR A STUDENT ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL'

IS DEVELOPED:

L:7 PRIOR TO PLACEMENT

E.7 AFTER PLACEMENT

VI. PLACEMENT

28. DOES THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL UTILIZE A DIAGNOSTIC
CLASSROOM FOR STUDENTS ADMITTED FOR tHE FIRST TIME
TO THIS SCHOOL?

/--7 YES /77 NO

29: DOES' THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL UTILIZE A TRIAL PLACEMENT
PLAN FOR DETERMINING FINAL PLACEMENT?

/--7 YES L:=7 NO

IF YES, PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF MONTHS A STUDENT
IS USUALLY PLACED IN TRIAL PLACEMENT STATUS.

1 ,212 3 4 5 6. 7 8 more than 9

30. PLACEMENT FOR STUDENTS ADMITTED TO THIS SCHOOL IS

DETERMINED:

AT A SEPARATE PLACEMENT MEETING

a DURING THE/IEP DEVELOPMENT OR REVIEW MEETING

1=7 OTHER: (Please specify)

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

KNOWLEDGE OF THE CHILD

L=7 KNOWLEDGE OF PROGRAM OPT/ONS AVAILABLE

a KNOWLEDGE Of DEAFNESS

L=7 ABILITY TO UNDERSTAND EVALUATION RESULTS

a THERE IS NO ESTA4LISHED CRI ERIA FOR MEMBERSHIP
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32: PLEASE CHECK THE PLiCEMENT TEAM PARTICIPANTS WHEN

THE SCHOOL bETERMINES PLACEMENT: (CheCk all that apply),

L:7 SUPERINTENDENT

L:7 PRINCIPAL

Z:7 ACADEMIC SUPERVISOR

TEACHER OF THE DEAF ,

E.7 REGULAR CLASSROOMITACHER

L:7 1IAGNOSTICIANS/SCHO,OL PSYCHOLOGIST/AUDIOLOGIST

L:7 SOCIAL WORKER

PARENT

L:7 REPRESENTATIVE FROM LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

TEE STUDENT (IF DETERMINED APPROPRIATE)

C7 OTHER: (Please specify)

33. IN PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEETINGS: (Check all that apply)

L=7 THE RESIDENTIAL SCHOOL HAS VOTING PRIVILEGES

L7,7 THE PARENT(S) HAVE VOTING PRIVILEGE

THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT HAS VOTING PRIVILEGES

E7 A VOTE ON PLACEMENT IS NOT TAKEN: THE IEP DETERMINES,

PLACEMENT

34. IN PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEETINGS THE ATTENDANCE OF PARENTS

IS:

L7 REQUIRED L7 NOT REQUIRED £7 OPTIONAL.

Z:7 PARENT NOT'PERMITTED IN PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING

PLEASE ATTACH A COPY OF THE ADMISSIONS POLICY FOR YOUR SCHObL

TO THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE AND RETURN IN THE STAMPED,

SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE. SHOULb YOU HAVE QUESTIONS OR DESIRE

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, PLEASE TELEPHONE OR WRITE:

PEYTON WILLIAMS, JR.

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

.
OFFICE OF 'STATE SCHOOLS
,231 STATE OFFICE BOILDING.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30334

(404) 656-2591
t)


