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ABSTRACT 

Federal law ensures school students in special education programs a Free 

Appropriate Public Education (FARE). The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) Amendments of 1997 continues and refines the requirements which were first 

established in 1975 with the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 

94-142. Students' written Individualized Education Programs (lEP) are considered to be 

the heart of the law and the core entitlement of their FARE. 

The literature clearly reports the unique needs of students with deafblindness that 

should be reflected in their LEPs. When students' vision and heanng are both impaired, 

their educational programming needs to include such interventions as alternative access 

to information, communication skills that may differ from those of students with just 

vision impairments or auditory impairments, and incentives to explore and to be in\ olved 

in their environment. 

The purpose of this investigation was to analyze the lEPs for students with 

deafblindness to determine whether this link in students' FAPE is in place The IF'Ps for 

students with deafblindness were compared to those of students with no reported vision 

or hearing loss. Analyses were conducted using one-way Anova and Paired Samples t 

test calculations in the areas of compliance as well as substantive components such as the 

numbers of recommended goals and objectives in specific areas 

The results of this study indicated no significant differences between the two 

groups in areas of compliance Both groups of students had lEPs that had significant 

VI 



deficiencies in complying with the requirements of the IDEA 1997 Amendments. There 

were some differences, however, between groups in the numbers of a few types of goals 

and/or objectives recommended, and frequency counts revealed some trends in service 

delivery recommendations between groups. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Federal Law ensures public school students in special education programs a Free 

Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA), which was reauthorized in May 1997, continues and refines the requirements 

which were first established in 1975 with the Education for All Handicapped Children 

Act, Public Law 94-142. Barbara Bateman (1997) identifies students" wriuen 

Individualized Education Programs (lEPs) as the heart of the law and the core 

entitlement of their FAPE. 

lEPs are developed by a team of qualified individuals after an evaluation and 

before special education services are begun. They are reviewed and revised on at least an 

annual basis as long as the student receives special education services (34 C.F.R. § 

300.343). lEP teams consider students' unique and special needs as well as their present 

levels of educational performance when writing annual goals and objectives They also 

specify education and related services to meet students' identified needs (McLaughin & 

Others, 1995). 

One of the general pnnciples that has clearly emerged from rulings of agencies 

and courts is that all of the children's unique needs must be addressed in their 

educational program (Bateman, 1997), not just their academic needs (e.g., Russell v. 

Jefferson Sch. Dist., 609 Supp. 605 N.D. CA 1985; Abrahamson v. Hcrshmun. 701 F.2d 

223, r ' Cir. 1983) Though they realize the need for an individualized approach to each 



EEP, teachers and other lEP team members are often unsure about how to effectiv ely 

include the unique needs of students in their recommendations (Hart, 1995, Schenck, 

1980). 

There have been many research studies that have focused on the EEP process 

Some of these studies have shown that lEPs have a positive impact on education 

Niederer's (1988) study found that the lEP process was effective in the provision of 

appropriate services for students with disabilities. Another study (Shaffer, 1984) 

indicated that the lEP process (cooperative multidisciplinarv decision making) results in 

the "best way" to ensure an appropriate education for students with disabilities 

Analysis of lEPs was the focus of research studies by Dagen (1991), Smith 

(1990), Maher and lllback (1984), Downing (1988), Feinn (1982), and Schenck (1980) 

The specific emphasis of each study was dictated by the research question, but in each 

case the evaluation of this critical element in appropriate educational planning for 

students served by special education programs was determined to provide quality 

information to the education communit> 

A further scrutiny of lEP research indicates that procedural compliance has been 

the focus of some studies, and the results often reflect deficits (Jacaruso, 1994, Scelza, 

1985; Smith & Simpson, 1989). Additionally, some studies have attempted to determine 

whether lEPs contain disabilitv specific, or substantive, components (Feinn, 1982; Heluk, 

1983; Downing, 1988; Cobb & Phelps, 1983). The results of those studies reveal po<ir 

results in attempting to write appropnate v ocational goals, age-appropriate and functional 



objectives, p>ersonal-social goals for students with learning disabilities, and affectiv e 

goals and objectives reflecting personal development of the student. 

Students vsdth deafblindness have very sp>ecific unique needs that should be 

reflected in their EEPs (Blaha & Moss, 1996) to help guide instruction toward positive 

educational interventions. When students' vision and hearing are both impaired, their 

educational programming needs to include such interventions as alternative access to 

information, conmiunication skills that may differ from those of students with only vision 

impairments or auditory impairments, plus incentives to explore and be involved in their 

environment (McLetchie & Riggio, 1996; Michael & Paul, 1991, PrickeU & Welch, 

1995). 

Statement of the Problem 

An initial step in effective programming for students with deaft)lindness is the 

development of an appropriate EEP Special education teachers are usually given the 

responsibility of drafting the goals and objectives to be presented as a starting point for 

the development of the complete lEP at meetings which include parents and/or the adult 

student, teacher(s), and school administrators. Also, the meeting should include other 

persons such as counselors, assessment personnel, and related service personnel who 

have an interest in the student's education (Smith & Simpson, 1989; Jacaruso, 1994) 

The student participates in the meetings when transition issues will be discussed In 

Texas, these meetings are called Admission, Review and Dismissal (ARD) meetings (19 

TAC § 89.1050) ARD/IEP team members have received ver\ little training to prepare 



them to develop the lEP document (Whitworth, 1994: Smith, 1990; Alter & Goldstein. 

1986), especially in considering the unique needs of students with low incidence 

disabilities such as deafblindness (Texas Deaf-Blind Project, 1994; Blaha & Moss, 1996). 

Another area of concern for the development of the EEP at this time is the recent 

reauthorization of the IDEA. lEP team members have had verv' little guidance 

concerning the law because the Federal Regulations and Texas State Board Rules or 

Commissioner's Rules were not finalized in time for the EEP meetings that have been 

held during the 1997-98 and 1998-99 school years. Because of the recent 

reauthorization, it would be expected that there may be difficulties w ith compliance at 

this time. The difficulty with compliance is not a new issue, however. Sev eral studies of 

lEPs have shown poor compliance with federal and state regulations through the v ears 

(Smith & Simpson, 1989; Whitworth, 1994). Therefore, studying legal, or compliance, 

issues is significant for studies of lEPs in Texas at this time. 

Though there have been several research studies that have focused on an analysis 

of lEPs, a comprehensive literature review noted no published studies conducted in 

Texas, and none reflecting the analysis of lEPs for students with dual sensory 

impairments (deafblindness). Since students with deaftDlindness have very specific 

unique needs, it is important to take a critical look at their EEPs 

Significance of the Studv 

The intent of this study was to determine whether the lEPs of students with 

deafblindness in West Texas include mandated procedural components and appropnate 



substantive components as compared to students of similar age without deafblindness It 

also profiled recommended services for those students. The information from this studv-

adds to the body of knowledge about planning and programming for students with 

deafblindness in Texas. It also informs special educators about the needs of lEP team 

members in developing legal and appropriate lEPs for their students with deafblindness 

Research Question 

The research question that was investigated in this study is as follows: 

When analyzed with the Adapted PEPSE EEP Scoring Guide, do the lEPs of students with 

deafblindness have statistically significant differences from the lEPs of non-deafblind 

students in the areas of compliance and substantive components'̂  

Limitations of the Studv 

The population of students with deafblindness is very small; therefore, there are 

not many EEPs available for analysis. This study attempted to obtain and analyze all the 

EEPs for students reported on the Deafblind Census in three regions in West Texas This 

section of Texas covers 65 of Texas' 210 counties and 156 school districts, so it reflects 

an analysis of the EEPs from a large area of Texas, though the numbers of lEPs available 

was small. 

Another potential limitation of the study was the process for selecting the 

matched students in the sample. For everv student reported on the Deafblind Census, it 

was left to school personnel to choose another student of the same age and instructional 



arrangement to make a matched pair. The district then sent the two students' EEPs for 

analysis. There was no control placed on this process except that the matched student 

needed to have the necessary two matched criteria of age and instructional arrangement 

Definition of Terms 

A student wdth deafblindness is one who: 

1. meets the eligibility criteria for auditory impairment and visual impairment, 

2. meets the eligibility criteria for a student with a visual impairment and has a 

suspected hearing loss that cannot be demonstrated conclusivelv, and if a 

speech/language therapist, certified speech and language therapist, or licensed 

speech language pathologist indicates there is no speech at an age when 

speech would normally be expected; 

3. has documented hearing and visual losses that, if considered individually, may 

not meet the requirements for auditorv impairment or visual impaimient, but 

the combination of which adversely affects the student's educational 

performance; or 

4. has a documented medical diagnosis of a progressive medical condition that 

will result in concomitant hearing and visual loss that without special 

education intervention, will adversely affect the student's educational 

performance [19 TAC §89.1040 (c), 1998]. 



An Individualized Education Program (EEP) is a written statement for each child 

with a disability that is developed, reviewed, and revised at least annuall>'. The EEP 

includes: 

1. a statement of the child's present levels of educational performance; 

2. a statement of measurable annual goals, including benchmarks or short-term 

objectives; 

3. a statement of the special education and related services and supplementary 

aids and services to be provided to the child, or on behalf of the child, and a 

statement of the program modifications or supports for school personnel that 

will be provided for the child; 

4. an explanation of the extent, if any, to which the child will not participate 

with non-disabled children in the regular class; 

5. a statement of any individual modifications in the administration of State or 

district-wide assessments of student achievement that are needed in order for 

the child to participate in the assessment or why that assessment is not 

appropriate for the child and how the child will be assessed, 

6. the projected date for the beginning of the services and modifications, and the 

anticipated frequency, location, and duration of those services and 

modifications; and 

7. a statement of how the child's progress toward their annual goals will be 

measured and how the child's parents will be regularly informed of their 

child's progress toward the annual goals and the extent to which that progress 



is sufficient to enable the child to achieve the goals by the end of the year 

(CFR § 300.347, 1997). 

The Deafblind Census of Texas provides a means for determining the number of 

students with deafblindness in our state, and provides technical assistance to families, 

teachers, schools and agencies who care for, or serve students with deafblindness. 

Federal law mandates that each state identify and rep>ort children with deafblindness 

The Deafblind Census of Texas provides the report for Texas (Davidson, 1998). 



CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Individualized Education Programs 

Babara Bateman (1997) explains that, "The lEP process is the centerpiece, the 

heart and soul, of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) It is the 

procedure for devising the 'Free Appropriate Public Education' (FAPE) to which ev er> 

eligible child who has a disability and needs special education is entitled'" (p. 1). 

A student's EEP is developed from information such as formal assessment data 

and parents' and educators' (and the student's when appropriate) knowledge about that 

student's unique qualities, both strengths and weaknesses. Meetings are held on at least 

an annual basis to develop the lEP for each student who is served by special education. 

Legal Requirements 

EEP requirements are written into federal statute (IDEA 1997 Amendments) 

Legal issues regarding the specifics of lEP implementation have also been decided by the 

judicial system. Tliere is a twenty-five year history in the United States of federal and 

state laws and regulations, legal rulings based on litigation, and precedents that have 

been established as examples of appropriate educational planning Smith (1990) 

concluded from his study of lEPs that parents and educators have come to rely on the lEP 

as the "keystone of special education" The lEP has also come to be relied upon as proof 

of compliance with IDEA procedures Smith reports that the lEP "was intended to 



provide administrators with proof of compliance, teachers with formalized plans, parents 

with a voice, and students with an appropriate education" (p. 6). 

Section 614(d) of the IDEA Amendments of 1997 defines and delineates the 

requirements for lEP development. The current law emphasizes the need for the 

curriculum of students in special education programs to assist students in advancing 

toward their annual goals. It also requires assurances that the students are participating 

in and/or moving toward the general curriculum as much as possible. Parental 

involvement in the process is re-emphasized as well as "meeting each of the child's other 

educational needs that result from the child's disability" [34 C.F.R. § 300.347(2)(ii), 

1997]. Special factors that need to be considered in the EEP process (when needed) are 

utilizing positive behavioral interventions, considering language and communication 

needs, providing for instruction in Braille, and considering assistive technologv' 

To further define legal issues with EEP development, we note that in 1982, the 

Supreme Court defined an "appropriate program." It described an appropriate program 

as "An Individualized Education Program (lEP) which was developed in procedural 

compliance with the requirement of the law and is reasonably calculated to allow the 

child to receive educational benefit" {Hendnck Hudson Bd. Of Ed. w Rowley, 438 U.S. 

176). Additionally, The Answer Book on Special Education Law (Gom, 1996) answers 

the question, "What is an 'Individualized Education Program"̂ " with this answer. "An 

individualized education program (lEP), is both the written document memonalizmg the 

essential components of an IDEA-eligible student's appropnate educational program and 
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the collaborative process between the parents and the school by which the contours of the 

program are designed" (p. 4:1). 

Other Significant Issues 

Two of the guiding principles of lEP development (Bateman, 1997) are: (a) 

parents must have a genuine opportunity for full participation in the EEP process, and (b) 

the services offered (e.g., special education, related services, modifications, and 

accommodations) must be based on the child's needs, not on the availabilitv' of services 

A child's needs are sometimes nonacademic in nature. Howe (1995) expresses 

concerns about getting social comf)etencies included in her child's lEP She states that 

since her son reached the age of four, she has expressed her strong preference for social 

development as an integral part of his EEP. Her feelings are that social development 

means establishing on-going relationships with age-appropriate peers and others, 

developing communication skills, and learning appropriate behaviors to increase 

interaction and acceptance. 

Howe further states that she realizes social development often occurs incidentally 

for most students, so teachers may not be immediately inclined to include social skills in 

their students' lEPs. She expresses concern that there is often too great an emphasis on 

students with serious disabilities developing independence. Many students with senous 

disabilities will always require at least some assistance form others In light of the 

differences in each student, she encourages educators to carefullv consider students' 

unique needs when developing their lEPs. 
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Other concems about the EEP process and product have been expressed through 

the years. One of the concems is the cost of lEP development activities, including lost 

instruction time (McLaughlin et al, 1995). Other concems are the lack of preparation b> 

key individuals, including parents, and limited instructional usefulness of the EEP 

document. Research studies have reflected poorly written goals and objectives (Jacaruso, 

1994), and lEPs that do not reflect unique needs (Schenck, 1980). Whitworth (1994) also 

reports that there is "confusion, misunderstanding, lack of consistency, and inadequate 

skill training among those individuals involved in developing and implementing lEPs" 

(p. 12). 

Some suggested ways to add value to the lEP development process include the 

consideration of student's past achievement, student and parent preferences, and 

practicality and priority of needs (Jacaruso, 1994). The student's functioning in different 

environments should be considered as well (PACER Center, 1995). Parents can be made 

to feel more a part of the team if (1) they are contacted personally about the meeting, (2) 

a school staff member greets them when they come to the meeting, (3) an "interpreter" 

monitors to make sure that jargon is eliminated or cleariy explained to parents, and (4) 

educators videotape or audio-tap)e a few conferences for staff to review and determine 

needed changes (Goldstein, 1993). 

It is often difficult to define students' unique needs through traditional tests alone 

Some suggestions for quality lEP development come from a humorous article entitled 

The Lighter Side of lEPs (Shapiro-Bamard et al., 1993). It is suggested in this writing 

that the lEP team consider input from students' peers, and that they consider meaningful 
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goals that are not typically covered by the regular curriculum when appropriate. The 

authors also suggest that the lEP development be a coordinated effort among the team 

members for the process to be successfiil. 

Goals and Objectives 

Annual goals and short-term objectives or benchmarks are to be written for the 

special services that will be provided the student. They should be based on the present 

levels of performance (Bateman, 1997), and reflect the unique needs of the indiv idual. 

The annual goals must be measurable. One way to structure the lEP needs of students is 

with an action plan (Gee, 1995). An action plan plots pnority curricular content and 

basic skills as well as contexts and activities targeted for instruction. Specialized needs 

are included as well as technology or equipment needs. From this grid, a more complete 

set of goals and objectives can be developed than if the team comes to the lEP meeting 

without preparation. 

The present levels of performance that lead to writing goals and objectives can be 

developed by formal assessment as well as information from persons who know the 

student. Formal measures include information from the Comprehensive Individual 

Assessment and/or classroom assessments. However, Goodman and Bond (1993) express 

concern with the exclusive reliance on standardized tests and developmental scales for 

the development of goals and objectives. The authors state that items were placed in 

tests because they differentiate children by age, not because they have any educational 

significance. Therefore, developing goals and objectives from tests alone will often 
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result in "a nsurow curriculum focus and limited individualization of instruction—of the 

IEP"(p.421). 

Evaluating/Analvzing lEPs 

EEPs are evaluated differently in research studies, depending on the research 

question and the focus of the study. Some studies have evaluated the legal compliance of 

the document (Jacaruso, 1994; Scelza, 1985; Smith & Simpson, 1989). Others have 

analyzed such issues as the diagnostic/instructional link (Schenck, 1980), and teacher 

perceptions of the usefulness of the lEP (Dudley-Mariing, 1985). Smith (1990) had three 

criteria to determine the quality of EEPs in his study. The criteria were: (1) procedural 

findings, (2) substantive content (measured bv number of goals), and (3) congruence of 

assessed needs and annual goals for students with emotional and behav ioral disorders. 

Some studies have focused primarily on goals and objectives The cntena that 

was used by Downing (1988) was active versus passive objectives for students with 

significant disabilities, and Dagen (1991) evaluated whether there were goals and 

objectives for secondary students that reflected cntical job skills (Dagen, 1991) Feinn 

(1982) focused on substantive components in his study. The purpose of his study was to 

determine whether special education teachers included affective goals and objectives on 

their lEPs and whether the goals and objectives pnmanlv addressed classroom 

management or the personal development of the learner He also noted whether 

cognitive and affective goals and objectives could be reliably evaluated to determine 

presence/absence and clant>' He studied 192 lEPs from two schools 
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Another study that focused on goals and objectives (McCormick, 1983) was 

primarily interested in the types and frequencies of goals selected for elementar} learning 

disabled resource and self-contained students. The study also noted the t>pes of teacher 

assessment procedures of progress made on goals. One hundred ninety-six lEPs from 32 

elementary schools were evaluated in this study. 

Legal, or procedural compliance, and quality components appear to be notable 

areas of interest in evaluating or analyzing lEPs. The sampling technique, data analvsis 

method, and the focus of the discussion varied, but all of the studies accomplished the 

purpose of bringing attention to strengths and weaknesses of the EEP process and 

document. 

Future Directions for lEPs 

Reasons for considering issues related to EEPs in a different way than we did in 

years past include: (1) the re-authonzed federal law (IDEA 1997 Amendments) mandates 

some changes, (2) the reality that more students with disabilities are being educated in 

general education environments, and (3) the educators have had experience developing 

and utilizing lEPs as the basis for instruction for students with disabilities for over 20 

years. The IDEA 1997 Amendments emphasizes the need to coordinate with general 

education, and to move the student closer to general education cumculum. These 

changes mean that lEPs must be developed with more coordinated effort among general 

education staff, special education staff, related service personnel and parents; and the 
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amendments necessitate that the persons developing the EEP must really know the student 

(Shapiro-Bamard et al., 1993). 

Schrag (1996) reports the following as key research findings to improve the lEP 

process that are reflected in the IDEA 1997 Amendments. 

1. Include the general curriculum and challenging standards in lEP development 

2. Facilitate student participation in the regular education environment, with the 

provision of necessary aids and supports for successful inclusion. 

3. Report to parents on a regular basis about their child's progress toward 

meaningful measurable annual objectives. 

4. Special educators and regular education teachers plan and work together 

5. Include the language needs of students with limited English proficiency in the 

lEP. 

6. Provide a means of preventing and managing behavior problems. 

7. Consider early transition planning to prepare for options beyond high school. 

8. Conduct meaningful annual reviews of the child's progress. 

Goodman and Bond (1993) provide suggestions for reforming the lEP to honor its 

original intent, but also provide the greater flexibility that is needed to be meaningful for 

some students. They recommend "positing alternative objectives, using portfolios and 

videotajjes to document behavior, employing personal judgments to supplement or 

replace measured gain, and substituting methods of instruction for instructional 

objectives" (p. 419). 
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After a review of current issues with the EEP, McLaughlin and others (1995) 

report the following recommendations that were made by SF>ecial education 

administrators: 

1. linking lEPs to school wide improvement efforts and district and state goals 

and assessments; 

2. linking EEPs to the curriculum and instructional expectations of the general 

classroom; 

3. shifting state-level monitoring to student results of outcomes; 

4. streamlining the EEP document by removing the requirement for short-term 

objectives and focusing on more flexible goal statements; 

5. creating an EEP development process in which special educators become case 

managers and collaborate with general educators in defining long-range 

instructional goals and instructional strategies; 

6. enhancing meaningful parent participation through pre-IEP home contacts, 

creating more conversational documents, and permitting the lEP to be more 

evolutionary than an annual "event"; and 

7. creating options for pilot efforts to experiment with "schoolwide " lEPs for all 

students in a building, including those students receiving part-time or less 

complex special education or related services. 
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Deafblindness 

Incidence 

Deafblindness is the lowest incidence disability category of school students. 

There is a national effort, however, to determine whether students with deafblindness are 

under-reported. The Deafblind Census of Texas reported 775 school aged students with 

deafblindness during the 1997-98 school year (Davidson, 1998). Nationally, it has been 

determined that about .02 % of identified special education students are probablv 

deafblind (Baldwin, 1991). In 1994, 9,783 students were reported as deafblind in the 

United States (Baldwin, 1994). The importance of correctly reporting students with 

deafblindness rests with the premise that if their sensory impairments are not identified, 

and teachers and parents are not aware of specific needs of this population of students, 

the students' educational programming will probabl} not include those techniques that 

have shown to be effective with dual sensory impaired (deafblind) students (Texas Deaf-

Blind Project, 1994). 

Characteristics 

Persons with deafblindness have difficulty accessing information from their 

environment. This results in sensory deprivation as well as lack of organized learning, 

and poor skills in relating to themselves and to objects (Ayers, 1983). 

The deafblind child develops within a worid that lacks the quality, vanetv, and 

quantity of information and interactions that most people take for granted (Murdoch, 

1994). Sensory impairments reduce the information available to the child from the 



environment, and all aspects of development are affected. Deafblindness also creates 

children's dependency on others (Sauerburger, 1993), and individuals with a lack of 

interest in their environment. 

The development of cognitive skills such as comprehending cause and effect 

(Moss & Hagood, 1997) and language skills (Downing & Eichinger, 1990) are affected 

by sensory impairments. Enriched tactile experiences impact the development of 

cognitive and language skills. 

Language is the source for deafblind students to get out of the sensori-motor level 

of development (van Dijk, 1966). Persons with deafblindness have problems moving 

from direct manipulation of objects and people to symbols for representation. Thev must 

rely on concrete objects and direct contact is necessary. Symbols as representations must 

be stored, retrieved and communicated. When objects can be tracked, the beginning 

stage of object permanence and person permanence can begin. This tracking can be done 

with residual vision, hearing, or tactile experiences. 

Vision and hearing delays often affect social-emotional development resulting in 

incomplete bonding with parents and others, such as teachers. When children cannot see 

facial expressions and, therefore, do not respond to the adults who are trying to interact 

with them, parents are inclined to not continue interacting. Heanng delays also affect 

bonding with adults because there is confusion for children about what is occurring in 

their environment. An example of this is when parents are interacting with a child, and 

then suddenly leave to answer the door. The child does not hear the doorbell or other 

stimuli in their environment, so he does not know why the parent left Since the child 
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does not hear parents comforting words, he may not respond, so parents mav' fail to 

continue trying other ways to provide comfort. When children have deficits in both 

vision and hearing, lack of emotional bonding is a concern (McGinnes & Treffry, 1982) 

Children with deafblindness often have medical/health related problems that can 

interfere with the progress they would otherwise make in their development and bonding 

with parents (Alsop, 1993; Eldar, 1995). They are often ill and in the hospital, or not 

feeling well enough to continue learning at home or in school. 

The age of onset of hearing and vision loss influences a child's development 

(Moss, 1997). Most people identified as deafblind have some residual hearing and'or 

vision. If children are able to learn effectively with their vision and heanng before the 

significant loss occurs, they will be more likely to develop skills they can build on later 

They possess a repertoire of concepts that include visual and auditory memories of 

people, objects and events in their lives. Those children who are bom with no usable 

vision or hearing have the most difficulty establishing the basis for later learning 

Educational Interventions 

School students with deafblindness are educated in a variety of settings Bullis 

and Otis (1988) found in their study that the most common educational settings were m 

self-contained classrooms and residential facilities. Teachers who work with this 

population of students were asked about unmet educational needs and they reported that 

for preschool children: (1) family support, (2) early identification and diagnosis. 
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(3) communication development and training, and (4) coordination with other agencies 

were the most pertinent unmet needs. They reported that for elementarv smdents: (1) the 

availability of educational curricula, (2) communication development and training, (3) 

family support, and (4) leisure/social skills training were the unmet needs. The> further 

stated that for secondary students: (1) transition services, (2) vocational training, (3) 

independent living skills training, and (4) community-based training placements were the 

unmet needs. 

Recently, there has been an emphasis on educating students with deafblindness in 

an integrated setting, both in school, and as they transition into the adult world 

(Cloninger & Giangreco, 1995; Everson, 1995) Regardless of the instructional 

arrangement, there are unique educational needs of this px)pulation of students. The 

Perkins National Deafblind Project's Competencies for Teachers of Learners Who Are 

Deafblind (McLetchie & Riggio, 1996) lists and describes knowledge and skills that 

teachers need. The information in this document reflects the educational needs for 

students with deafblindness. Topics covered include: (I) personal identity, relationships 

and self-esteem, (2) concept development, (3) communication, (4) heanng-vision, 

(5) onentation and mobilitv, (6) environment and materials, and (7) professional issues. 

Teachers of students with both vision and hearing losses must realize the 

students' special needs for an integrated sensory approach, alternative access to 

information, the development of residual senses (Downing & Eichinger, 1990) and an 

emphasis on motor skills and its relationship to functional communication ( Michael & 

Paul, 1991). The development of good tactile discrimination and learning in alternative 
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ways takes more time than leaming through effectiv e vision and hearing Students must 

have concrete objects and situations to compare It takes extra time for students to learn 

a sense of control so they can initiate their own leaming. To be effective, instruction for 

students with deafblindness must be tied to real exp)eriences ( Moss & Hagood, 1997) in 

natural environments. 

Jan van Dijk has been recognized as an influential person in the field of 

deafblindness by promoting a unique approach to the education of students with both 

vision and hearing losses. Van Dijk (1966) methodology incorporates the use of objects 

as symbolic representations for communication. He explains that the pre-linguistic 

deafblind child is unaware of the symbolic values of language and he promotes a senes 

of experiences to assist the child in developing the concepts needed to understand 

symbols. 

Van Dijk explains certain levels of development for the child with deafblindness 

"Resonance" (van Dijk, 1966) is a pre-conscious level of development in which the child 

does not relate to people or objects. The objective of intervention is to shift self-

stimulating behaviors to building relationships with other p)eople. The adult joins the 

child's behaviors and lays a foundation for tum-takmg. Rapport and trust must be 

developed at this stage. The next step of development and interaction is "coactive". At 

this stage, there is more turn-taking as the child learns to follow the adult's interactions 

Movements expand to a chaining of activities. "Imitation" is the intended goal of the 

series of interactions with van Dijk methodology. After imitation skills have been 
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established, the child can move into higher levels of cognitive development which 

includes building a basis of usable concepts. 

MacFarland (1989) explains that the van Dijk curriculum model results in turn-

taking which will evoke signals which is the beginning of reciprocal communication. It 

is important to have structure in the child's world and this can be established by going 

through the levels of "resonance," "coactive," and "imitation," and offer activ ities that 

will develop the concepts of sorting, grouping, and characterizing. Sequential memory 

and anticipation can be developed by using calendar systems and a meaningful diarv 

Early intervention is one of the key issues in the education of students with 

deafblindness. The longer the lack of sensory stimulation and passivity that is tvpical of 

students with deafblindness is allowed to occur, the less likely the child will develop 

concepts and skills necessary to form a basis for further leaming. Infant and early 

development is positively impacted by auditory and visual stimulation to use, develop 

and interpret information from residual vision and heanng (Van Hedel-Van Gnnsven, 

1989). Services to infants and toddlers are often delivered in natural settings such as the 

home. The Perkins School for the Blind has developed a model project to provide v ision 

evaluations and follow-up services to infants and toddlers with deafblindness throughout 

New England (Brennan, Miller, Ryu & Lolli, 1992). They deliver these services in the 

children's homes and have determined that this method of delivery is more effective than 

a center based method for young children. 

The home environment and actions of the family members are important in the 

child's development. The family needs to recognize and respond to the child's signals to 
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facilitate communication. There needs to be a routine to the daily activities and 

consistency in the use of cues (Chen, 1995) when interacting with the child. Parents need 

to understand that there is a slower response time for sensory impaired children because 

of the need to evaluate and make comparisons tactually and, sometimes, with partial 

vision and/or hearing. 

When children wdth disabilities turn three years of age in Texas, they are 

considered for school placement. Sometimes the child has already been in a preschool 

setting, but often this is the first experience the child has had outside of the home for any 

significant amount of time. At this point, the emphasis needs to continue with a 

readiness to learn either through van Dijk methodology or other techniques that will help 

the child establish cognitive skills such as cause and effect, object p̂ ermanence, and 

symbolism. Children with deafblindness need lots of motion eariy in their development 

along with activities such as finger plays to start them using their hands for leaming 

(Chen, 1995). 

It is important that children with sensory impairments be actively involved in 

their environment (Schwartz & McBride, 1995) because young children leam primarily 

through play, exploration and participation in naturally occurring events. For children 

with deafblindness, leaming to become actively engaged in the environment can improve 

skills in mobility, communication, social interactions and indep)endence Active 

engagement in early childhood environments provides children with many opportunities 

to experience and practice skills. 



Trust will need to be established with the adults(s) in children's school 

environment before sensory stimulation (Greeley & Anthony, 1995). sensory exploration, 

and leaming can occur. At this age, students may be able to transfer some of their 

concepts such as body awareness, use of objects, etc. from home to school, but the 

transition may take time. It is necessary for young children with sensory impairments to 

continue to develop an appropriate sense of self and body image, continue to have 

motivation to leam, and continue to have a sense of safety in their school environment 

(Prickett & Welch, 1995). The environment needs to foster movement, and full 

participation in the planned activities. 

As previously discussed, communication is the basis for further leaming for 

students with deafblindness. When planning the communication leaming, there are 

several considerations. The student's skill level, preferences, motor abilities, and amount 

of vision and hearing must be considered. One of the major decisions about 

communication involves which form(s) of communication will be employed Some 

forms of communication are: body language, touch cues, object cues, gestures, tangible 

symbols, sign language, spoken language, tactile signing, print on palm, and raised 

alphabet. Communication needs to be taught in a variety of natural environments (Chen, 

1995). 

Elementary-aged students with deafblindness generally (1) require training in 

orientation and mobility, (2) must have alternative access to information (Pnckett & 

Welch, 1995) as well as alternative access to feedback, (3) should leam efficient use of 

residual vision and hearing, (4) must develop their motor and cognitive skills (Brown, 
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1990), (5) need to have the use of adaptive materials, equipment and technology (Hatlen. 

1996), (6) should have guidance and feedback during acquisition of functional academics 

and/or living skills, recreation and leisure skills, and social skills, and (7) must leam 

communication skills in a way that is efficient and effective for them. This qualitv and 

individualized level of instruction often means one-to-one interaction for at least part of 

the student's school day (Alsop, 1993). There is sometimes a need to provide interpreters 

and/or tutors for a very individualized leaming environment (Ford & Fredericks, 1989). 

A part of the instructional program for many students with deafblindness is a 

concrete calendar system (Blaha & Moss, 1997). Concrete calendar systems are 

individualized tools to assist students by giving them the security of knowing what is 

going to happen next. Because of sensory loss, students may miss natural cues related to 

future events. Concrete calendars give the child things to anticipate and enable them to 

stay connected to the world outside themselves, and they help alert the child to an 

unexpected change in routine that is expjected to occur. Calendars also allow the child to 

participate in decisions about the day's events, and give them a sense of control over 

their life. Communication and time concepts are facilitated with the use of concrete 

calendars. 

Other educational considerations for students with deafblindness include: (1) an 

emphasis on functional communication skills development (Michael & Paul, 1991), 

(2) creating "humanizing ties" through a process called "gentle teaching" (McGee, 

Menolascino, Hobbs, & Menousek, 1990), and (3) considenng children's medical or 

physical needs. Some typical physical considerations are posture and alignment, 
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movement patterns of body parts or whole body in space, and/or secondary physical 

disabilities (e.g., endurance, range of motion, etc.) (Campbell, 1995). 

One way to structure the educational planning for students with deafblindness is 

through an ecological approach to curriculum. Goetz, Guess, Stremel-Campbell (1987) 

explain this approach. When planning with these issues in mind, spjecific environments 

and sub-environments are identified in which the student participates (or wants to 

participate), then educational goals and curriculum ideas are established to correlate with 

skills needed in those environments. Student preferences are valued in this typ)e of 

educational plaiming. 

The focus of students with deafblindness in the secondary school is readiness for 

life in the adult community. The major curriculum areas of communication, life skills, 

and orientation to, and mobility in, the environment (Brown, 1990) continue to be a 

focus. At this point, many students may be becoming efficient with communication 

devices such as the Telebraille II (Ingraham, Carey, Vernon & Berry, 1994). 

Personal futures planning is often an effective way to proceed with transition 

planning of students with sensory impairments (Mount & Zwemik, 1989). This process 

of life style planning is sometimes called circle of friendships, or p)ersonal mapping. The 

planning process is typically done outside the school setting and the p)eople involved may 

or may not be school porsonnel. People who know and care about the p)erson with 

disabilities get together with the individual and help plan for their future with a positive 

outlook. School transition plans and lEPs should reflect the outcomes of the life stvle 

planning process (Wiley, 1997). 
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It is recommended that age appropriate and functional materials be used with 

students to help build self-esteem and confidence. Another recommendation for 

secondary aged students is structured work expjerience in compatible environments. The 

goals for older students should also include peer involvement and other skills that will 

assist them in fitting into their community (Gothelf, Crimmins, Woolf, & Prickett, 1995). 

Covert and Fredericks (1980) stress the importance of preparing students for the 

least restrictive placement when they leave school. They state that assuming a student 

will need vocational training is not always appropriate. They ask whether employ ment is 

the real issue of if there is some other typje of day activity that is more feasible. If that is 

true, then an emphasis on leisure and social skills will be needed. Transition efforts 

should focus on appropriate domains, including how those services are going to be 

provided after the student is past school age. Keeping in mind these issues, it is 

recommended that there be an effort to expand the typjes of communication for students 

to promote effective interactions with various p)eople in different settings (Heller, Alberto 

&Bowden, 1995). 

Sp)ecial lEP Considerations 

Blaha and Moss (1996) report that students with deafblindness need to have 

access to a variety of adaptive/assistive devices. Some of these are porsonal hearing aids 

and glasses, low vision devices such as CCTV or monoculars; assistive listening devices 

such as FM systems, vibrotactile aids, or auditory loops; alerting devices such as 
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vibrating alarms; and calendar systems for sp êcific communication needs and structuring 

of the weekly or monthly activities. 

Students with deafblindness may be unable to access information from the 

instructional environment without modifications to address their unique needs (Blaha & 

Moss, 1996). Some of the modifications that are unique to the needs of students with 

deafblindness include: (1) providing a high degree of consistency in presenting new 

information, (2) providing exp>erience-based instruction to supplement or introduce group 

instruction, (3) providing additional time to locate and attend to referent, (4) providing an 

interpreter and/or modifying interpreting services (e.g., individual, small group platform, 

visual description, and/or oral interpretation), (5) adapting materials, (6) preparing the 

child prior to transition to new activity by giving a clear ending to the current activ ity, 

giving a symbol representing the upcoming event, and or discussing the upooming event, 

(7) reducing the effects of anxiety related to deafblindness by limiting the number of 

people involved with them, (8) providing a predictable environment, (9) reducing 

F>erformance demands, (10) developing instruction around preferred activities, and/or 

(11) providing choices in activities. 

Summary 

Students with deafblindness have unique needs that must be considered m the 

educational planning process. The literature review presents a clear picture of the 

spjecific needs of this low incidence population of students One way to determine 

whether these needs are being considered is to evaluate their lEPs. There are sev eral 
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sttidies that have evaluated EEPs for a specific purpose. None has been located that have 

evaluated lEPs in Texas or for students with deafblindness. Therefore, the purpose of 

this study was to determine whether the EEPs for students with deafblindness in West 

Texas are legally correct and contained the substantive elements necessary to establish a 

framework for a FAPE. 
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CHAPTER m 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to analyze the lEPs of students reported on the 

Deafblind Census of Texas as compared to students of similar ages and instructional 

arrangements who are not deafblind. The analysis was conducted with the Adapted 

PEPSE EEP Scoring Guide. The guide was designed to assess lEP procedural 

components as well as EEP substantive content such as numbers of goals and objectives 

in specific areas. 

Sample 

Students in three education service center (ESC) regions of West Texas were 

selected for the lEP analysis in this study. Since deafblindness is a verv low incidence 

population of students, it was recognized from the planning stages that there would be a 

small number of EEPs available in the sample; therefore, instead of random sampling, all 

students in the three regions who were reported on the Deafblind Census, and a matching 

student without vision or hearing impairments were selected as subjects for the study. To 

meet the criteria for matched pairs, the students needed to be of similar ages and 

instructional arrangements. 

The quality of this investigation was not necessanly impacted by small sample 

sizes. Because of the in-depth nature of this study, it can provide valuable information 

with a limited number of subjects. Borg and Gall (1989) explain that "a studv that probes 
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deeply into the characteristics of a small sample often provides more know ledge than a 

study that attacks the same problem by collecting only shallow information on a large 

sample" (pp. 236-237). Table 3.1 reflects the number of students reported on the 

Deafblind Census of Texas by ESC region, and demonstrates the low numbers of 

potential EEPs for this study. Data in Texas is consistently gathered and reported by these 

ESC regions for the Texas Education Agency and other agencies. 

Table 3.1: Number of Students Reported on the Deafblind Census of Texas by Region 

Region No. of Students Reported Region No. of Students Reported 
on Deafblind Census on Deafblind Census 

1 48 11 74 

2 31 12 38 

3 12 13 64 

4 112 14 16 

5 5 15 69 

6 18 16 14 

7 56 17 33 

8 18 18 21 

9 9 19 33 

10 48 20 55 

As noted in Table 3.1, the number of students reported by region is varied The 

vanability in the reported numbers of students with deafblindness suggests that the 

population is not distributed evenly across the state or that districts report students 
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differently in different regions. Regions 14 through 19 are considered to be in West 

Texas. West Texas is significantly removed from the areas of Texas where major 

statewide plarming occurs and the school districts in these regions are primarily mral It 

is portinent to study special education issues in these regions so the educational leaders in 

this part of the state can increase their knowledge about sp̂ ecial education ser̂  ices as 

they relate to their sp)ecific students. 

Description of the EEP Scoring Guide 

Stephen Smith (Smith, 1989) developed and used an lEP sconng guide called the 

Program Evaluation for Procedural and Substantive Efficacv (PEPSE). The PEPSE was 

used with Smith's pjermission as the basis for the Adapted PEPSE lEP Sconng Guide 

used in this study (see Appendix C). 

The Adapted PEPSE has two components. Part 1 contains information necessary 

for federal procedural compliance. The specific items for the guide were taken from the 

EDEA proposed Federal Regulations found in the Codified Federal Register, Sections 

300.346 (development of the lEP), 300.347 (content of the lEP) and 300.344 (lEP team) 

Part 2 contains elements of a "substantive" nature such as the number of goals and 

objectives in sp)ecific areas (e.g., academics, behavior, communication) To give some 

guidance to the scorer, examples of typical items in specified areas were taken from 

Smith's PEPSE and from Comp>etencies for Teachers of Learners Who Are Deafblind 

(McLetchie & Riggio, 1996). The McLetchie and Riggio document has been validated 
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by professionals in the field of deafblindness, and is being used as a framework for other 

projects related to the education of students with sensory impairments around the nation 

The items in the ADAPTED PEPSE that were provided with examples include: 

1. social/emotional (e.g., self-concept, personal identity, self-esteem), 

2. pre-vocational/vocational (e.g., on-task behavior, vocational skills), 

3. life skills (e.g., domains such as domestic, recreation/leisure, etc.; self-help 

skills; safety), 

4. motor skills (e.g., gross motor, fine motor, tactile discrimination, body 

awareness, use of mobility device), 

5. communication (e.g., non-linguistic skills such as turn-taking, alternative 

communication modes, vocabulary and concept development, accessing 

information), 

6. using residual vision/hearing (e.g., using assistive devices), and 

7. cognition (e.g., cause and effect, object pjermanence). 

Smith had a third part to his scoring guide. It provided an analysis between 

documented present levels of educational p)erformance and written goals and objectives 

However, the pilot study for this project revealed that the information that was viable for 

the research question could be answered using Part I and Part 2; therefore. Part 3 was not 

utilized in this study. 

Besides omitting Part 3, some other changes were made to Smith's PEPSE to 

reflect the new requirements in the IDEA 1997 Amendments as spx̂ cified in the proposed 

Federal Regulations Other changes were made to parts of the guide that reflected 
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disability spjecific needs. A comparison of the original PEPSE and the adapted version 

used in this study reveals that all except one of the procedural items were changed. 

"Present levels of performance" remained the same, but the other items were either 

combined or new items replaced the original ones to reflect the wording and intent of the 

IDEA 1997 Amendments. The procedural items that were combined and'or changed are 

explained in the following paragraphs. 

Items 1.1 (initiation date and duration of service) and 1.10 (cntena, evaluation 

procedures, and projected completion dates of short term objectives) were combined and 

changed to Items 1.6 (date for the beginning of services and modifications, and the 

frequency, location, and duration of those services and modifications) and 17 (how the 

child's progress toward annual goals will be measured). Items 1.8 (annual goals) and 1 9 

(short term objectives) were combined in Item 1.2 (measurable annual goals with 

benchmarks or short term objectives). Items 1.2 ( related services), 1.4 (regular 

academic placement), 1.5 (physical education), and 1.6 (pre-vocational/vocational) 

became Items 1.3 (the spocial education and related services and supplemental aids and 

services to be provided to the child, or on behalf of the child) and 1.4 (the extent to 

which, if any, the child will not participate with nondisabled children in the regular 

classroom). 

EEP team members also changed in the ADAPTED PEPSE. The onginal PEPSE 

listed team members as: 

I. representative of the public agency/district, other than the child's teacher, who 

is qualified to provide, or sup)erMse the provision of, spxicial education, 
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2. spocial education teacher(s) responsible for implementing EEP. 

3. parent(s)/educational advocate(s), 

4. student (if appropriate), 

additionally, 

1. social worker, 

2. school psychologist, 

3. regular education teacher responsible for implementation of lEP goals, 

4. other(s). 

The ADAPTED PEPSE lists lEP team members as: 

1. spjecial education teacher, 

2. parent(s) - or documentation that the school attempted to gain parent 

participation, 

3. representative of the LEA (Local Education Agency), 

4. individual who can interpret test results, 

5. regular education teacher, 

6. at the discretion of the parent or agency, other individuals, 

7. Al teacher if student is auditorially impaired, VI teacher if student is visually 

impaired, both Al and VI teachers if student is deafblind, 

8. if appropriate, the child (required when transition issues are to be discussed). 

The original PEPSE included some procedural items that were not considered 

significant for this study, and the ADAPTED PEPSE included items that were not on the 

onginal Original items excluded from the adapted version were Items 111 (evidence of 
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annual review), 1.14 (evidence of lEP development prior to placement), and 1.7 (list of 

individuals responsible for implementation). New items include Items 1.5 

(documentation of TAAS test participation with/without modifications or alternative 

assessment), 1.8 (how the child's parents will be informed of the child's progress toward 

annual goals and the extent to which that progress is sufficient to enable the child to 

achieve the goals by the end of the year), 1.9 (an Individual Transition Plan by age 16), 

and 1.11 (spocial factors identified). 

Part 2 of the Adapted PEPSE lEP Sconng Guide was kept very similar to the 

original document. The numbers of goals and objectives were reported in areas of 

academics, behavior, and other areas (pre-vocational/vocational, life skills, motor skills, 

communication, using residual sensory information, cognition, and other). The adapted 

version added using residual sensory information and cognition because of the needs of 

students with deafblindness. The additional information gathered in Part 2 were 

primarily added in the adapted version. 

The intent in the revision of the PEPSE was to document compliance m Part 1 

and substantive content in Part 2. General content that is necessary for all sp)ecial 

education students was the primary basis for the scoring guide, but it was necessary to 

add elements that documented the specific needs of students with deafblindness. This 

was done in the examples for Part 2 and in additional information gathered in Part 2. 
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Content Validity 

Since changes were made to Smith's PEPSE. content validity needed to be 

established for the adapted version to be used in this study. This was accomplished by 

having professionals who are spDecialists in deafblindness to review and give their 

opinions about the content of the guide (Parts 1 and 2). Deafblind specialists from the 

Texas School for the Blind and Visually Impaired were asked to review the document 

item by item to determine its appropriateness for the scoring guide. They recommended 

that documentation of a 'VI teacher (teacher of the visually impaired) be separated from 

other participants of the ARD/IEP team in Part 1. The original item stated, "at the 

discretion of the parent or agency, other spjecialists (VI and/or Al teachers required if 

disability conditions include VI, Al or deafblindness)." This item was separated into two 

subparts of Item 1.10. They are (f) at the discretion of the parent agency, other 

individuals, and (g) Al teacher if student is auditorially impaired, VI teacher if student is 

visually impaired, both Al and VI teacher if student is deafblind. They also 

recommended some examples of goals/objectives in Part 2. These changes were made 

prior to the pilot study. A sp)ecialist from the Texas Education Agency was asked to 

review the procedural part of the guide to determine the content validity. She also 

suggested that documentation of VI teacher participation be separated from other lEP 

team members. The input from these two groups determined the appropnateness of the 

disability specific content and the procedural content of the scoring guide This 

information confirmed the validity of the Adapted PEPSE. 
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Pilot Study 

Borg and Gall (1989) explain that a pilot study should involve the entire research 

procedure, but with fewer data samples. Therefore, an analysis of the EEPs from nine 

matched pairs of students from one West Texas region was conducted for the pilot study 

of this investigation. The pairs were matched by age and instructional arrangement. One 

special education shared service arrangement that serves several small school distncts 

and the largest school district in the region agreed to provide 5 pairs of lEPs each. The 

special education clerks selected five students from the Deafblind Census and matched 

them with a student of the same age and instructional arrangement. They photocopied 

the lEPs and marked out any personally identifying information such as name, date of 

birth, or social security number. The search for lEPs was not completely random because 

the clerks had to choose from folders that were curtently in the office and had the 1998 

ARD/EEP report available. One set was used for training, and the other 9 sets were 

analyzed for reporting. 

The purpose of the pilot study was to validate the lEP scoring guide, establish 

intertater reliability, conduct a preliminary testing of the hypotheses, and check the 

planned statistical measures (Borg & Gall, 1989). The researcher and another rater who 

was trained with the Adapted PEPSE lEP Sconng Guide rated the 18 lEPs. The 

researcher who adapted the PEPSE conducted the training of the other rater in three 

steps. An initial meeting was held to acquaint the other rater with the sconng guide and 

she was given an example of an lEP that had been analyzed She took the information 

home and reviewed the documents again The last meeting was to practice with 2 lEPs 
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It was noted in the practice that most of the indicators on the scoring guide were very 

straightforward. The indicators that were more difficult to analyze were those that the 

ARD/EEP form did not have a specific section to address (e.g., strengths of the student; 

communication skills; dates, locations and frequency of services; how progress toward 

goals will be measured; how parents will be informed of progress; and special factors) 

Analysis was done by a point by point comparison of the two raters' scores A 

total agreement of .93 was found on Part 1 and .90 on Part 2 Dunng the practice stages 

of the pilot study, the raters worked until a .90 agreement rate was established. In Part 1, 

the issues under the category of Special Factors were most often in disagreement between 

raters, with an agreement rate of only .72. The indicators most often not m agreement in 

Part 2 were determining the number of goals and objectives in specific areas (agreement 

of .87) and noting the presence or absence of assistive devices, specialized materials or 

environmental adaptations (.89 agreement). 

Descriptive statistics for the lEPs in the pilot study revealed a mean score of .61 

compliance (Part 1) for students with deafblindness and .58 for students without 

deafblindness. Areas most often out of compliance were (1) measurable 

goals/objectives, (2) dates, locations and frequency of services, (3) how progress toward 

goals will be measured, (4) how parents will be informed of progress, and (5) special 

factors. As Table 3.2 reflects, there was no statistical difference between the total scores 

on Part 1 of the pilot study at the .05 level of significance 
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Table 3.2: Summary of/ Test Pilot Study Results - Total Scores, Part 1 (Compliance) 

Student type Mean t Sig. (2-tailed) 

deafblind .61 
.473 .646 

non-deafblind .58 

Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 reflect the analysis of scores from Part 2 of the pilot 

study. Table 3.3 shows no statistically significant findings between groups at the .05 

level of significance. The mean scores for the groups were similar, but some trends were 

noted in the individual item mean scores and frequency counts. 

Table 3.3: Summary of One-way ANOVA Pilot Study Results- Part 2 (Substantive 
Content) 

Total Goals 

Total Objectives 

Student type 

deafblind 

nondeafblind 

deafblind 

nondeafblind 

Mean 

6.0 

5.3 

31.8 

29.7 

F 

145 

.030 

Sig. 

.708 

.864 

The mean scores in Table 3.4 show trends that are also depicted in the frequency 

counts in Table 3.5. The lEPs for students with deaft̂ lindness had more 

recommendations for assistive devices or specialized matenals, more env ironmental 

adaptations, and more related services. They also had more recommendations for 

behavior goals and objectives. 
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Table 3.4: Pilot Study Results - Mean Scores, Part 2 (Substantive Content) 

Item Student Group Mean 

2.1 academic goals 
deafblind 4.33 
nondeafblind 2.83 

2.2 academic objectives 
deaft)lind 28.57 
nondeafblind 16.17 

2.3 behavior goals 

2.4 behavior objectives 

2.5 other goals 

2.6 other objectives 

deaft)lind 1.50 
nondeafblind 0 

deafblind 6.33 
nondeafblind 6.0 

deaftDlind 3.14 
nondeafblind 44 

deaft)lind 9.57 
nondeafblind 23.42 

The trends noted in Tables 3.4 and 3.5 are interesting, but it should be 

acknowledged that these results were obtained from a small sample of lEPs The raters 

noted that in at least one instance, one lEP skewed the results. One student with 

deafblindness had a large number of goals and objectives in academics, however, most of 

the other lEPs had few or no academic goals and objectives 
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Table 3.5: Frequency Counts - Total Number of Items Found on Part 2 (Pilot Study) 

Item Student type: 

Academic goals 

Academic objectives 

Behavior goals 

Behavior objectives 

Other goals 

Other objectives 

Related services 

Time with non-disabled Peers 
none 
less than Vz time 
more than Vi time 

Assistive devices/specialized materials 

Environmental adaptations 

Teacher of the visually impaired 

Teacher of the auditorially impaired 

Deafblind specialist 

deafblind 

26 

180 

6 

19 

22 

67 

19 

2 
2 
5 

7 

5 

5 

I 

0 

nondeafblind 

16 

95 

0 

6 

31 

165 

12 

0 
5 
4 

I 

2 

0 

1 

0 

One of the reasons for the pilot study was to check the planned statistical 

measures. It was determined during the pilot study that the one way ANOVA and / tests 

produced similar results (see Table D. I). Frequency counts were determined to be 

appropnate to document information from parts of the lEP that could not be analvzed 

through inferential statistics. Those items include the last sections of Part 2 that gather 
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information such as whether specialists' services were recommended, how much time 

would be spent with nondisabled peers, and whether specialized materials or 

environmental adaptations were recommended. 

The pilot sttidy also proved the ADAPTED PEPSE lEP Sconng Guide to be an 

appropriate means of gathering information, and interrater reliability was established in a 

way that could be used in the final study. The hypotheses were tested and it was 

determined that neither could be rejected for the pilot study. 

Procedure 

Of the 19 special education directors from districts or special education 

cooperatives in the three regions who reported students on the Deafblind Census, five 

reported that they no longer had students to report. The other 14 participated m the 

research study, though some of them had only one pair of students to add to the data 

sample. The process of obtaining cooperation was initiated by faxing the directors a 

letter explaining the study (see Appendix A). A day or two after sending the faxed letter, 

a phone call was made to the directors to answer questions, and to ask if they were 

willing to participate in the study. After the pilot study, the directors were sent a packet 

of information requesting copies of the 1998 ARD/IEP form, including the Individual 

Transition Plan (ITP) when appropriate. This letter explained the need for matched pairs 

of lEPs. The lEPs were copied in their districts, personally identifying information was 

deleted, and they were mailed to the researcher for analysis. 
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Variables 

The independent variable in this study was the designation of deafblindness for a 

student. The dependent variables were the data gathered from the EEPs of students 

reported on the Deafblind Census and those of non-deafblind students in the areas of 

procedural content and substantive content. 

Hypotheses 

Null hypotheses were utilized in this investigation. Though they do not 

necessarily reflect the researcher's expectations, they are better suited to recommended 

statistical techniques, many of which measure the likelihood that a difference found is 

tmly greater than zero (Borg & Gall, 1989). The null hypotheses of this study were as 

follows: 

1. There are no statistically significant mean differences m the number of 

procedural components, as measured by the Adapted PEPSE. between the 

lEPs for students with deafblindness and those without deafblindness 

2. There are no statistically significant mean differences in substantive 

components, as measured by the Adapted PEPSE, between the EEPs for 

students with deafblindness and those without deafblindness 
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Data Analysis 

Data from Part 1 of the guide, which addresses procedural compliance, was 

analyzed with a one-way ANOVA, t test for correlated or dependent means, and 

frequency counts. A t test is one of the most commonly used statistical tools in causal-

comparative studies, especially if large sample sizes are not available (Borg & Gall, 

1989). The t test determines whether there are significant differences between the mean 

scores of two groups. The t test for this study was conducted with the SPSS for 

Windows statistical program (Green, Salkind, & Akey, 1997). The SPSS program uses 

the term "Paired Samples Tesf for their / test for cortelated means. 

The ANOVA is an analysis of variance which allows researchers to make one 

overall comparison that tells whether there is a significant difference between the mean 

scores of groups (Pagano, 1990). A one-way ANOVA was utilized in the present study 

because the subgroups differ on one factor (the designation of deafblindness) (Borg & 

Gall, 1989). Frequency counts were also utilized for some parts of the analysis to 

document information not available through inferential statistics. 

Data from Part 2 (numbers of goals and objectives) was analyzed by a one-way 

ANOVA and Paired Samples Mest, also. Other information obtained from Part 2 was: 

(1) a comparison of recommended number and types of related services, (2) 

documentation of time per day spent with nondisabled peers, (3) recommendations for 

assistive devices or specialized materials, (4) environmental adaptations that were 

recommended, and (5) services to be provided from teachers of the visually impaired. 
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teachers of the auditorially impaired or deafblind specialists. This additional information 

was analyzed with descriptive statistics (frequency counts). 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This study compared EEPs of students with deafblindness to those of students with 

no reported sensory impairments. The sample of students with deafblindness were 

matched with other special education students by age and instructional arrangements A 

total of 38 matched sets of EEPs were available to be analyzed. The study attempted to 

analyze the lEPs for all students reported on the Deafblind Census of Texas in three West 

Texas regions and all special education directors agreed to provide the needed data 

When the data were being collected, however, it was determined that some students no 

longer lived in the district or for some other reason their lEPs were not available. The 

data that were provided, however, was determined to be representative of typical 

information found in students' eligibility folders. 

The lEP reports that were made available were analyzed using the Adapted 

PEPSE lEP Scoring Guide that was validated in the pilot study. Intertater reliability was 

conducted with 20 lEPs that were selected using random numbers from Pagano (1990, p 

535). 

Intertater Reliability 

The same person who served as the additional rater with the pilot study rated 25% 

of the lEPs in this study. An item by item analysis was conducted companng the scores 

of the raters and a .97 agreement rate was found for Part 1 A .90 agreement rate was 
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found for Part 2. The agreement rate was determined by dividing the number of rater 

agreements by the number of agreements and disagreements (Smith, 1989). The areas 

most often not in agreement in Part 1 were the items under Special Factors. In Part 2, it 

was often difficult to categorize certain goals and objectives under the categones of the 

scoring guide, so the raters occasionally categorized them differently. The area most 

often not in agreement, however, was in determining whether or not there were assistiv e 

devices or specialized materials recommended. There was not a specific place on the 

form for this information, so the raters read through the minutes, within the wording of 

the goals and objectives, and other parts of the forms to try to find references to 

recommendations in this area. Occasionally, they interpreted the information differently 

however, the agreement rate of .90 or higher on both parts venfied that different raters 

can score lEPs using the ADAPTED lEP Scoring Guide with similar results. 

Findings 

Part 1 - Mandated Procedural Components (Compliance) 

The null hypothesis for Part 1 of the investigation stated that there would be no 

statistically significant mean differences in the number of procedural components 

between the lEPs for students with deafblindness and those without deafblindness as 

measured by the Adapted PEPSE. Each lEP was scored for compliance on 11 indicators, 

and Paired Samples / test (Green, Salkind, & Akey, 1997) scores shown in Table 4.1 

indicated no significant differences between groups Since there was not a significant 
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difference, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. A one-way ANOVA was also 

computed for Part 1, and the findings were similar to the Paired Samples / test (see 

Appendix E). 

Table 4.1: Summary of Paired Samples / Test for Part 1 (Compliance) 

Item t Sig. (2-tailed) 

1.1 present levels of performance 

1.2 measurable annual goals/ objectives 

1.3 special education, related services, 
supplemental aids and services 

1.4 participation with nondisabled children 

1.5 documentation of TAAS test participation/ 1.79 .08 
alternative assessment 

1.6 date for the beginning of services and 1.64 11 
modifications, and the frequency, location 
and duration of those services and 
modifications 

1.7 measurement of progress toward -.63 .53 
annual goals 

1.8 how the child's parents will be informed .33 74 
of progress toward annual goals 

1.00 

-.90 

-1.43 

1.00 

.32 

.37 

16 

.32 

1.9 an Individualized Transition Plan by 
age 16 

1.10 appropriate personnel at ARD/IEP meeting 

1.11 special factors identified 

TOTALS 

1.50 

-1.53 

-.24 

.00 

17 

13 

.82 

1.00 
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As with most of the studies reported in the literature review (Smith, 1990; 

Jacaruso, 1994; Scelza, 1995), many of the lEPs in this study had procedural deficits. To 

be in compliance with federal requirements, appropriate information must be available 

for all items. This analysis reflected a mean compliance score of .68 for both populations 

of students. As seen in Table 4.2, the items most often found out of compliance were: 

a. date for the beginning of services and modifications, and the frequency, 

location, and duration of those servdces and modifications; 

b. methods for informing the child's parents of the child's progress toward 

armual goals, and the extent to which that progress is sufficient to enable the 

child to achieve the goals by the end of the year; 

c. appropriate personnel at the EEP meeting; and 

d. special factors identified. 

Items 1.10 (appropriate personnel at lEP meeting) and l.l 1 (special factors 

identified) have several subparts. The EEP was considered to be in compliance only if all 

the subparts were appropriately addressed. Table 4.3 lists frequency counts for the 

subparts. Not every EEP requires the participation of all lEP participants, and all special 

factors are not required for every student. Therefore, Table 4.3 reports missing data only. 
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Table 4.2: Summary of Mean Scores for Part 1 (Compliance) 

Item Mean Score Mean Score 
Deafblind Nondeafblind 

.95 

.61 

.95 

1.0 

.97 

.89 

.68 

1.00 

.97 

.89 

1.1 present levels of performance 

1.2 measurable annual goals/objectives 

1.3 special education, related services, 
supplemental aids and services 

1.4 participation with non-disabled peers 

1.5 documentation of TAAS test participation/ 
alternative assessment 

1.6 date for the beginning of services and 45 .29 
modifications, and the frequency, location 
and duration of those services and modifications 

1.7 measurement ofprogress toward annual goals .53 .58 

1.8 how the child's parents will be informed of .32 .29 
progress toward annual goals 

1.9 an Individualized Transition Plan by age 16 .92 .83 

1.10 appropriate personnel at lEP meeting .34 47 

1.11 special factors identified .47 .50 

TOTALS 6.8 6.8 
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0 

0 

13 

0 

4 

0 

0 

12 

0 

NA 

Table 4.3: Frequency Counts for Items 1.10 (Appropriate Personnel at lEP 
Meeting) and 1.11 (Special Factors Identified) 

Item Missing Data for Student Population: deafblind nondeafblind 

1.10 a. special education teacher 0 0 

b. parent(s) - or documentation that the school 1 3 
attempted to gain parent participation 

c. representative ofthe LEA (Local Education Agency) 0 

d. individual who can interpret test results 

e. regular education teacher 

f others, at the discretion ofthe parent or agency 

g. Al teacher if student is auditorially impaired, 
VI teacher if student is visually impaired, both 
VI and Al teachers if student is deafblind 

h. if appropriate, the child (required when transition 14 11 

issues are to be discussed) 

1.11 a. positive behavior interventions, strategies 0 1 

b. language needs if LEP (Limited English Proficient) I 0 

c. Braille instruction if severely visually impaired 8 NA 

d. communication needs 14 12 

e. assistive technology needs 10 9 

As was noted in the pilot study, schools appear to have difficulty documenting the 

new requirements from the IDEA 1997 Amendments, particularly if they have not 

designated a specific place on their form for that issue The subparts of Item 1 10 

document appropriate personnel at lEP meetings The persons most often not 



represented at the lEP meetings documented in this study were the regular education 

teacher and the student. Often, students with significant disabilities do not have much 

involvement with regular classes, but the requirement for Least Restrictiv e Env ironment 

(LRE) placement mandates that some regular education involvement be considered for 

all students. When LRE is discussed, a regular education teacher must be in attendance. 

When no regular education teacher is present, it is assumed that there will be no 

consideration of regular education placement for that student. 

The other person that was often missing from the EEP meeting documentation 

analyzed for this study was the student. Even students with significant disabilities are 

supposed to be invited to the lEP meeting when transition is to be discussed. Transition 

issues now are discussed by the time the student turns age 14. If the student is unable to 

attend, the other members must get their input in some other manner. There was no 

documentation in the EEP report that students' input was being considered for most ofthe 

students ages 14 and older in both groups. 

Item 1.11 documents the consideration of some specific special factors that are 

required by the IDEA 1997 Amendments. Eight ofthe students with deafblindness in 

this study had no documentation that the EEP team considered Braille instmction Many 

students with deafblindness are unable to become fluent in reading and/or writing with 

Braille, but that literacy medium must be considered if the student is blind or severelv 

visually impaired. Other weaknesses in documentation of special factors for both groups 

of students was communication needs and assistive technology needs 
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Analysis ofthe EEPs in this study, using the Adapted PEPSE EEP Scoring Guide 

resulted in no statistically significant differences between the matched samples of 

students in the study. There were some functional differences that warranted discussion, 

however. These differences suggest a need for further exploration (see Appendix E for 

additional results). 

Part 2 - Substantive Components 

The Part 2 null hypothesis stated that there would be no statistically significant 

mean differences in the number of substantive components, as measured by the Adapted 

PEPSE, between the lEPs for students with deafblindness and those without 

deafblindness. Descriptive statistics were computed for Part 2 and then a Paired Samples 

/ test was calculated for the mean scores. The null hypothesis could not be rejected 

because there was not a statistically significant difference between the total number of 

goals and the total number of objectives at the .05 level of significance. However, a 

Paired Samples t test was computed for each indicator on Part 2 and it was determined 

that there was a statistically significant difference between groups on the indicator that 

reflected the number of behavior objectives. Students without deafblindness had more 

behavior objectives. Table 4.4 documents the / test results 
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.76 

-2.54 

-.439 

-2.47 

.39 

.60 

-.614 

.53 

.085 

.68 

.03 

.70 

.56 

.54 

Table 4.4: Summary of Paired Samples t Test for Part 2 (Substantive Content) 

Item / Sig. (2-tailed) 

2.1 academic goals 

2.2 academic objectives 

2.3 behavior goals 

2.4 behavior objectives 

2.5 other goals 

2.6 other objectives 

Total Goals 

Total Objectives -1.60 .12 

A one-way ANOVA was computed for Part 2 and the results were similar to the 

Paired Samples t test (see Appendix E). Though there was not a statistical significance 

between groups, it was noted in the descriptive statistics that students with deafblindness 

tended to have fewer academic goals and objectives than the other group, but they had 

more goals and objectives in the "Other" category. This category included (1) pre-

vocational/vocational, (2) life skills, (3) motor skills, (4) communication, (5) using 

residual sensory information, (6) cognition, and (7) other. Table 4 5 reports the mean 

scores for both groups of students on Part 2 information (see Appendix E for additional 

data) 

56 



Table 4.5: Mean Scores, Part 2 (Substantive Content) 

Item Student Group Mean 

2.1 academic goals 

2.2 academic objectives 

2.3 behavior goals 

2.4 behavior objectives 

2.5 other goals 

2.6 other objectives 

TOTAL GOALS 

TOTAL OBJECTIVES 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

2.50 
3.93 

8.63 
17.87 

1.41 
1.33 

3.00 
505 

5 49 
5.17 

22.13 
23.57 

6.45 
6.95 

26.13 
31.55 

Frequency counts for the types and numbers of related services recommended and 

other information are reflected in Table 4.6. There were 37 related services 

recommended for the group of students with deafblindness and 36 for the non-deafblind 

students. As the table reports, occupational therapy and physical therapy were 

recommended more often for students with deafblindness. Onentation and Mobility was 

not recommended for students without deafblindness because that ser\ ice is provided for 

students with visual impairments 
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Table 4.6: Frequency Counts - Related Services and Other Recommendations 

Recommendation 

Speech therapy 

Occupational therapy 

Physical therapy 

Music therapy 

Counseling 

Transportation 

Orientation & Mobility 

Other (Health Services) 

Related services total 

Time with non-disabled peers 
none 
less than Yz time 
more than V2 time 

Assistive devices/specialized materials 

Environmental adaptations 

Teacher ofthe visually impaired 

Teacher ofthe auditorially impaired 

Deafblind specialist 

Deafblind 
Students 

17 

21 

25 

9 

0 

28 

11 

6 

37 

26 
12 
0 

31 

9 

31 

7 

2 

Nondeafblind 
Students 

19 

12 

10 

5 

3 

24 

0 

1 

36 

13 
24 
2 

16 

12 

0 

0 

0 
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Part 2 information also reflected that more students with deafblindness had no 

contact with non-disabled peers and that they had assistive devices or specialized 

materials recommended more often. Non-deafblind students had a few more 

environmental adaptations recommended. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Federal law requires school districts to consider the unique needs of students with 

disabilities and to provide them an appropriate education. A key component to quality 

educational planning is the development ofthe lEP. The IDEA 1997 Amendments lists 

specific requirements for schools to follow for the process and the product ofthe lEP 

Recognizing the specific, unique needs of students with deafblindness that are 

reflected in the literature, the primary purpose of this study was to determine if the lEPs 

for students with deafblindness had significant differences from those of students without 

sensory impairments. Some ofthe specific needs of students with deafblindness include 

(1) an integrated sensory approach, alternative access to information and the 

development of residual senses (Downing & Eichinger, 1990), (2) an emphasis on motor 

skills and its relationship to functional communication (Michael & Paul, 1991), (3) 

development of good tactile discrimination and leaming in alternative ways, (4) extra 

time to leam (Moss & Hagood, 1997), and (5) active involvement in the environment 

which may require environmental adaptations, specialized materials, and/or specific 

types of activities (Schwartz & McBride, 1995). 

The data for this investigation were gathered from the 1998 lEPs of matched pairs 

of students. One student was reported on the Deafblind Census of Texas, and the other 

was a special education student (without vision or hearing impairments) ofthe same age 

who are served through a similar instructional artangement. The analysis ofthe lEPs was 
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accomplished using the Adapted PEPSE EEP Scoring Guide that was validated through a 

pilot study. The Adapted PEPSE is composed of two parts. Part 1 had 11 compliance 

indicators, and Part 2 documented the number of goals and objectives in specific areas 

such as academics, communication, and behavior. Part 2 also collected data such as how 

much time students spend with non-disabled peers, whether specialized matenals or 

environmental adaptations were recommended, and whether specialists were 

recommended to provide services. 

Results and Conclusions 

The null hypotheses for this study stated that there would be no statistically 

significant mean differences between the EEPs for students with deafblindness and those 

without deafblindness in the areas of compliance and substantive components. The 

hypotheses could not be rejected for Part 1 or Part 2 because one-way ANOVA and 

Paired Samples t tests did not show a significance at the .05 level when companng total 

mean scores. Another way to explain the lack of significance is that the dependent 

variables (data gathered from the EEPs of two groups of students) was not significant! v 

influenced by the independent variable (the designation of deafblindness). 

There were, however, several interesting findings that should be reported. Part 1 

included specific items required for procedural compliance and a 68 mean score is 

revealed for both groups of students. This indicates that lEP teams are not consistently 

following procedural guidelines. Some items (Items 1 through 9 of Part 1) do not reflect 

disability specific content, but they do require the lEP team to consider students' unique 
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needs. Others (Items 10 and 11) require schools to have specialists at the meetings if the 

student has reported sensory impairments, and to consider special factors such as Braille 

instruction if the student is blind or severely visually impaired. The data rev iew revealed 

that some ofthe items that were added to the IDEA with the 1997 Amendments, and 

items 10 and 11 were the most consistently out of compliance. 

Part 2 also revealed some interesting results. The only indicator that reflected 

statistically significant differences between groups was the number of behavior 

objectives. Students with deafblindness had fewer behavior objectiv es Though other 

results were not statistically significant, data indicates that the total number of objectives 

written for students with deafblindness were less than the other group of students. As the 

literature suggests, students with deafblindness require more time to leam a skill (Moss 

& Hagood, 1997) because ofthe limited use of their distant senses, so lEP teams need to 

be careful and prioritize their recommendations for goals and objectives. It is possible 

that fewer recommended objectives means that the lEP teams were doing just that. Some 

ofthe other interesting findings from Part 2 were that students with deafblindness had 

fewer behavior goals and less counseling recommended, but they had more physical 

therapy, occupational therapy, and specialized materials recommended 

Since all the available lEPs for students with deafblindness in three regions of 

West Texas were included in this study, it can be assumed that the data reflected trends 

in service delivery for students with deafblindness in this area ofthe state at the time of 

the study This is a time of change, however, and it would be expected that as Federal 

Regulations and State Board Rules and/or Commissioner's Rules become finali/ed, 
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special education personnel will refine their paperwork to comply with those mles and 

regulations. During this study, special education directors stated that, since the 

reauthorization of IDEA, they have changed their forms and the way they addressed 

certain issues fairly often. They did this in order to capture state and federal intent and 

requirements. They are anxious to get the delayed federal and state regulations as well as 

sample forms to assist them in this endeavor. 

Discussion 

Implications ofthe Study 

There were some interesting trends and some differences in the lEP 

recommendations for the groups of students in this study A review ofthe data revealed 

that much work needs to be done to assist EEP teams with developing legally cortect 

documents. Besides compliance, however, it was the intent of this study to determine 

whether the unique needs of students with deafblindness were reflected through the lEP 

process. Statistical analysis ofthe difference between the EEPs of students with 

deafblindness and those without deafblindness reflected no differences between 

compliance items and a difference in only one indicator in the area of numbers of goals 

and objectives (substantive issues). 

The EEPs were also studied in a more thorough way to determine whether the 

cntical needs of students with deafblindness that are reflected in the literature review 

were included in any part ofthe lEP document. Table 5.1 reports the numbers of lEPs 

that include a reference to something in the areas of leaming environment, specific skills 
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that need to be taught, and special considerations. These are the major areas that the 

literature reflects needs for students with deafblindness. 

Table 5.1: References Noted in the lEPs of Students with Deafblindness 

Specific Areas 

Leaming environment 
variety of natural environments 
guidance and feedback during 

Number of lEPs Reflecting the Issue 

acquisition of functional academics 
stmcture/consistency 
specific types of activities 
specific types of materials 
other issues 
Total EEPs reflecting environmental needs 

Skills 
academic 
cognition 
language/communication 
life skills 
social/emotional 
behavior 
using residual senses 
movement 

Special considerations 
health/physical needs 
dependency/motivation to leam 
safety 
transition 
slower response time 
other 

2 
10 

5 
7 
34 
12 
36 

9 
25 
33 
30 
30 
3 
32 
33 

22 
I 
8 
14 
6 
2 

The lEPs in the study often reflected the substantive content reported in Table 5 1 

in the EEP team minutes, in reports from specialists (e.g.. Orientation & Mobility 

specialist. Occupational Therapist, Physical Therapist, etc ), or in ARD supplements .Xs 
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the data suggest, there was often a reference to specific needs of students with 

deafblindness within the EEP document. However, these needs were not alway s reflected 

in specific goals and objectives or on the page that makes specific recommendations for 

the coming year. When the needs of a student are just mentioned in an attached report or 

in the minutes pages, a school is not obligated to provide the services. This indicates that 

EEP teams need to be more specific with their recommendations if they intend to include 

goals, objectives and services to meet the specific needs of students with deafblindness. 

The population of students included in this study were those reported on the 

Deafblind Census of Texas. The students were not always listed as deafblind by the lEP 

team, but their special education director (or their representative) determined that they 

met the functional criteria to be included on the Census. One ofthe compliance 

indicators documented the participation at the lEP meeting ofthe appropriate specialist if 

the student was determined to be Visually Impaired (VI), Auditonally Impaired (Al) or 

Deafblind. If a student is specified as Deafblind, then both a VI and Al teacher must be 

present. Ofthe 38 students reported on the Deafblind Census, four did not have the 

appropriate VI and/or Al teacher(s) present. 

Limitations of the Study 

As was mentioned previously, the number of lEPs available for analvsis in this 

study was small due to the low incidence nature ofthe disability. However, because of 

the quality and quantity of information that was gathered, much as been learned about the 

state of educational planning for students with deafblindness in West Texas 
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The other possible limitation ofthe study related to the selection process for 

matched pairs. Selecting the matched student who was not deafblind was left up to the 

district with the only criteria being to match the students by age and instructional 

artangement. It was not possible to determine whether or not the selection process was 

random. A scmtiny ofthe data; however, determined that for the purposes of this study, 

the selection process was adequate. Most ofthe districts reported that they had verv few 

student lEPs available that met the two required criteria, and they simply selected one 

student. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

This study lays a foundation for further research dealing with the educational 

planning process and documentation of program recommendations for students with 

deafblindness. This model can be used on a broader scale to determine whether the 

results found in this part ofthe state are consistent in other areas. This investigation also 

suggests a need to study the educational process from assessment, to lEP development, 

and then to classroom practice. This recommendation is made because it cannot be 

determined from the current study whether the lEP recommendations clearly reflect 

instructional practices and/or assessment recommendations. The Adapted PEPSE lEP 

Scoring Guide can be used as one part of a more thorough research project Other data 

can be added through folder reviews (assessment reports, lEP documentation, etc ), 

lesson plans, and classroom observations. With this type of in-depth study, students' 
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individual characteristics can be traced from assessment, through the EEP process, and 

into educational practice. 

Other researchers may need to develop their own lEP scoring guide to more 

clearly study issues related to other populations of students or to focus on Texas' 

requirements. The scoring guide used in this study was intended to reflect whether 

districts were incorporating the newly revised federal regulations. 

Recommendations 

The ARD/EEP process is very intensive in compliance and procedural 

requirements. This study used 11 compliance indicators that were taken directly from 

proposed federal regulations, but when the Texas Education Agency monitors students' 

eligibility folders for compliance, they use 63 different indicators for each folder. When 

that many compliance issues must be discussed, there is not generally enough time to 

develop quality educational programs with clearly defined goals and objectives Perhaps 

Texas could consider changing the requirements so that only when new assessment is 

being discussed must a school address all the compliance issues. lEP reviews could just 

concentrate on developing quality prioritized goals, objectives and other 

recommendations to guide instmction. 

It is apparent when comparing the research in effective educational practices for 

students with deafblindness to the results of this study that there are gaps between 

research and practice. EEP team members need training on compliance issues as well as 

the types of educational services students with deafblindness require in order to leam 
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effectively and efficiently. Some ofthe training should involve merging the incidental 

information found in the EEP documents into appropriate goals and objectives. 

It appeared in this study that when the ARD/EEP form did not have a specific 

space for an issue to be addressed, the documentation was missing. This was true of 

some ofthe new items required by the IDEA 1997 Amendments such as considering 

communication needs, writing measurable annual goals, informing the child's parents of 

progress, and documenting the location of services to be provided. There w ere a few 

incidences when the issue was addressed in the minutes or was combined within another 

section ofthe form, but that was very inconsistent. The new sample forms that will be 

developed after Texas has published their Commissioner's Rules and Regulations will be 

very important. Specific sections need to be developed in which to address required 

elements, and the individual sections need to be sequenced appropriately 
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Information for Special Education Directors 

SUMMARY OF DISSERTATON RESEARCH PROJECT 

Mary Dell Donelson 
Texas Tech University 

June 12, 1998 

The 1997 IDEA Reauthorization places an increased emphasis and scmtiny on the lEPs 
for students in special education programs. Parents and general educators will have more 
input into the process and parents will be given more specific information about progress 
toward the completion ofthe students' goals. 

My dissertation project will provide an analysis ofthe lEPs for students in West Texas 
who are reported on the Deafblind Census of Texas and compare their EEPs to students 
without sensory impairments who are about the same age and are served in similar 
instmctional artangements. 

Deafblindness is a low-incidence population of students, but when a student with the 
severe leaming needs that result from deafblindness is in a school, it is important for the 
educators to provide appropriate educational interventions. This study will raise the 
awareness ofthe specific instmctional needs of students with sensory impairments and 
assist educators with determining the quality of their students' lEPs. 

This study proposes to analyze the EEPs for students in three regions of West Texas The 
information needed to complete the project does not require access to any personally 
identifying information. The items needed for analysis are: 

a copy ofthe 1998 ARD/IEP report, including student's age 
the ITP for students ages 16 and over 

The lEPs for analysis will be sent with personally identifying information and school 
district information deleted. 

I will provide a report ofthe results ofthe study for participating districts during the 
spring of 1999. 

I will be collecting this information in August. At this time 1 just need to know if schools 
will be willing to participate. If you have questions, please call me at home (915-944-
8902) or at work (915-658-6571). 
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DATA REQUEST FROM SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS 

Mary Dell Donelson 
Texas Tech University 

December 1, 1999 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my research project. I am now ready to gather 
data from lEPs. Since our first cortespondence, we have decided to analyze the lEPs for 
students with deafblindness as compared to other students without deafblindness. 

At this time I need you to send the 1998 ARD/IEP form for all students reported on the 
Deafblind Census (including the ITP, if appropriate) and the same information for 
matching students. Matching students should be of about the same age and instmctional 
artangement as the student with deafblindness, but should have no reported sensory 
impairment. Please mark out any personally identifying information (name of student, 
name of parent, date of birth, social security number, etc.) before mailing the 
information. 

My address is: 
P. O. Box 2771 
San Angelo, Texas 76902 

I will call you in a few days to see if there are questions or concems 

I appreciate your interest in issues related to this low incidence population of students 
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June 20, 1998 

Marty Murrill 
Texas Education Agency 
Austin, Texas 

Dear Ms. Murrill, 

My doctoral dissertation at Texas Tech University involves an analysis ofthe lEPs for 
students who are reported on the Deafblind Census of Texas in three ofthe education 
service center regions of Texas. 

I am using an EEP scoring guide that was developed and validated for dissertation in 
Kansas a few years ago. I have adapted this guide (with the author's permission) to 
reflect the changes in federal law. I have also made some changes to better reflect issues 
for students with sensory impairments. The other guide was used with students with 
leaming disabilities and emotional disturbance. 

To establish content validity, I need input from professionals who are specialists in 
compliance regarding Part 1 of this guide, and I would appreciate it if you would send me 
comments about this part ofthe enclosed guide. Since you are also a specialist in v isual 
impairments, it would be helpful to have your in[put on the other parts as well 

Please make comments on the form as you review the document item by item I took the 
disability specific information in Part 3 from the publication Competencies for Teachers 
of Learners Wlw Are Deafblind that was published by the Perkins National Deafblind 
Training Project. 

I am gathering EEPs for my pilot study now, and plan to defend my proposal in a month 
or so. 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Dell Donelson 
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June 20, 1998 

Cyril Miller 
Texas School for the Blind and Visually Impaired 
1100 West 45^ St. 
Austin, Texas 78756-3494 

Dear Ms. Miller, 

My doctoral dissertation at Texas Tech University involves an analysis ofthe lEPs for 
students who are reported on the Deafblind Census of Texas in three ofthe education 
service center regions of Texas. 

I am using an lEP scoring guide that was developed and validated for a dissertation in 
Kansas a few years ago. I have adapted this guide (with the author's permission) to 
reflect the changes in federal law. I have also made some changes to better reflect issues 
for students with sensory impairments. The other guide was used with students with 
leaming disabilities and emotional disturbance. 

To establish content validity, I need input from professionals who are specialists in 
deafblindness regarding Parts 2 and 3 of this guide, and I would appreciate it if you 
and/or some of your staff would send me comments about these parts ofthe enclosed 
guide. 

Please make comments on the form as you review the document item by item. 1 took the 
disability specific information in Part 3 from the publication Competencies Jor Teachers 
of Learners Who Are Deafblind that was published by the Perkins National Deafblind 
Training Project. 

I am gathering lEPs for my pilot study now, and plan to defend my proposal in a month 
or so. 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Dell Donelson 
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ADAPTED PEPSE 
(Program Evaluation for Procedural and Substantive Efficacy) 

DEP SCORING GUIDE 

The basic components of this guide were taken with permission from a similar guide that 
was developed and validated by Stephen Smith. The purpose of this guide is to evaluate 
the lEPs of students with deafblindness in a doctoral dissertation project. 

General Instmctions 

Much of this scoring guide is an item found/not found checklist. If a checklist 
item contains numerous components, all components must be present to fulfill the item 
found criteria. Information found in the EEP should be clear, focused, and precise: thus, 
the examiner need not interpret items. Generally, if information is unclear or confusing 
it should be regarded as an item deficit 

PART 1 (Compliance) 

This section contains those checklist items necessary for compliance with Sections 
300.346 (development ofthe lEP), 300.347 (content ofthe lEP), and 300.344 (lEP team) 
ofthe 1997 Reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The 
required components can be found in different parts ofthe ARDAEP form such as the 
goals and objectives pages, areas noting competencies, the ARD minutes page, the 
schedule page, the Individual Transition Plan and/or the modifications page(s). 

PART 2 (Substantive) 

This section requires the examiner to gather information from the EEP, including the 
number of annual goals and short term objectives or benchmarks in specific areas 
Information about student programming will also be collected in this part 

83 



EEP SCORING GUIDE 
Student's Code 
Student' s Age 
lEP Rater 

PARTI 

MANDATED PROCEDURAL COMPONENTS (COMPLIANCE) 

ITEM FOUND (+) 
ITEM DEFICIT (-) 

THE lEP INCLUDES A STATEMENT OF: 

1.1 present levels of performance, including student's strengths 

1.2 measurable annual goals with benchmarks or short-term objectives 

1.3 the special education and related services and supplemental aids and 
services to be provided to the child, or on behalf of the child 

1.4 the extent to which, if any, the child will not participate with nondisabled 
children in the regular classroom 

1.5 documentation of TAAS test participation with without modifications or 
altemative assessment 

1.6 date for the beginning of services and modifications, and the frequency, 
location, and duration of those services and modifications 

1.7 how the child's progress toward annual goals will be measured 

1.8 how the child's parents will be informed ofthe child's progress toward 
annual goals and the extent to which that progress is sufficient to enable 
the child to achieve the goals by the end ofthe year 

1.9 an Individualized Transition Plan by age 16 

1.10 appropriate personnel at ARD/IEP meeting 
a. special education teacher 
b. parent(s) - or documentation that the school attempted to gain 

parent participation 
c representative of the LEA 
d. individual who can interpret test results 
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e. regular education teacher 
f at the discretion ofthe parent or agency, other individuals 
g. Al teacher if student is auditorially impaired, VI teacher if student 

is visually impaired, both Al and VI teachers if student is deaf
blind 

h. if appropriate, the child (required when transition issues are to be 
discussed) 

1.11 special factors identified 
a. positive behavior interventions, strategies (if needed) 
b. language needs if LEP 
c. Braille instmction if blind or severely visually impaired 
d. communication needs, and if Al, opportunities for direct 

communications with peers and professional personnel in the 
child's language and communication mode, academic level and 
full range of needs, including opportunities for direct instmction in 
the child's language and communication mode 

e. assistive technology needs 
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PART 2 

SUBSTANTFVE COMPONENTS 
Examples in parentheses were taken from Smith's PEPSE lEP Scoring Guide and 

Competencies for Teachers of Learners Who Are Deafblind 

ANNUAL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES (NUMBER): 

2.1 Academic Goals 

2.3 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Reading 
Arithmetic/math 
Spelling 
Written language/English 
Science 
Social studies 
Other 

2 1 Total 

2.2 Academic Objectives or Benchmarks 

I. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Reading 
Arithmetic/math 
Spelling 
Written language/English 
Science 
Social studies 
Other 

Behavior Goals 

2 2 Total 

1. Behavior 
2. Social/emotional (e.g., self-concept, personal identity, self-esteem) 
3. Other 

2.3 Total 

2.4 Behavior Objectives 

1. Behavior 
2. Social/emotional 
3. Other 

2 4 Total 
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2.5 Other Goals 

1. Pre-vocational/vocational (e.g., on-task behavior, vocational skills) 
2. Life skills (e.g., domains such as domestic, recreationleisure, etc.; 

self-help skills; safety) 
3. Motor skills (e.g., gross motor, fine motor, tactile discrimination, 

body awareness, use of mobility device) 
4. Communication (e.g., non-linguistic skills such as tum-taking. 

altemative communication modes, vocabulary and concept 
development, accessing information) 

5. Using residual sensory information (e.g., visual, auditory, tactile 
techniques, assistive devices) 

6. Cognition (e.g., cause and effect; object permanence) 
7. Other 

2.5 Total 

2.6 Other Objectives or Benchmarks 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Pre-vocational/vocational 
Life skills 
Motor skills 
Communication 
Using residual vision/hearing 
Cognition 
Other 

2 6 Total 

Additional Information 

V if item is noted 

2.7 Related services recommended 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Speech therapy 
Occupational therapy 
Physical therapy 
Music therapy 
Counseling 
Transportation 
Orientation & Mobility 
Other 
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2.8 Time per day with nondisabled peers 

1. None 
2. Less than V2 day 
3. More than V2 day 
4. Other 

2.9 Assistive devices or specialized materials recommended 

1. Yes 
Examples: 

No 

2.10 Environmental adaptations recommended 

1. Yes 
Examples: 

No 

2.11 Services from a teacher ofthe visually impaired recommended 

1. Yes 
a. Time for direct services 
b. Time for consultation 

No 

2.12 Services from a teacher ofthe auditorially impaired recommended 

1. Yes 
a. Time for direct services 
b. Time for consultation 

No 

2.13 Services from a deafblind specialist indicated 

1. Yes 
In what capacity? 

No 
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Table D. 1: Summary oft Test and ANOVA Pilot Smdy 
Item Scores, Part 1 (Compliance) 

Item 
t test ANOVA 
t Sig. F Sig 

(2-tailed) (2-tailed) 

1.1 present levels of performance 

1.2 measurable annual goals/objectives 

1.3 special education, related 
services, supplemental aids and 
services 

1.4 participation with nondisabled children 

1.5 .17 

1.5 .17 

2.29 .15 

2.29 15 

1.5 documentation of TAAS test/ 
altemative assessment 

1.6 date for the beginning of services and 
modifications, and the frequency, 
location, and duration of those services 
and modifications 

.50 .62 25 .62 

1.7 measurement of progress toward 
annual goals 

1.8 how the child's parents will be 
informed ofthe child's progress 
toward annual goals 

1.9 an Individualized Transition Plan 
by age 16 

1.10 appropriate personnel at ARD/EEP 
meeting 

1.11 special factors identified 

1.11 .29 1.23 .28 

.00 1.00 .00 1.00 

1.00 .42 1.43 .29 

.00 1.00 .00 1.00 

.00 1.00 .00 100 
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Table D.2: Pilot Study Results - Mean Scores, Part 1 (Compliance) 

Item 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

1.10 

1.11 

present levels of performance 

measurable annual goals/objectives 

special education, related services, 
supplemental aids and services 

participation with nondisabled children 

documentation of TAAS test participation/ 
altemative assessment 

date for the beginning of services and 

Student Group 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

modifications, and the frequency, location, and 
duration of those services and modifications 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

measurement of progress toward annual goals 

how the child's parents will be informed of 
progress toward annual goals 

an Individualized Transition Plan by age 16 

appropriate persormel at ARD/IEP meeting 

special factors identified 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

deafblind 
nondeafblind 

Mean 

.78 
1.0 

22 
.00 

1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 

.22 

.33 

.11 

.44 
44 

1.0 
.67 

.56 
56 

.44 
44 
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Table E.l: Summary of One-way ANOVA - Item Scores, Part 1 (Compliance) 

Item F Sig. 

.71 

.51 

2.06 

1.00 

1.76 

402 

48 

.156 

.32 

.19 

1.1 present levels of performance 

1.2 measurable annual goals/objectives 

1.3 special education, related services, 
supplemental aids and services 

1.4 participation with nondisabled children 

1.5 documentation of TAAS test participation/ 
altemative assessment 

1.6 date for the beginning of services and 2 04 16 
modifications, and the frequency, location, and 
duration of those services and modifications 

1.7 measurement of progress toward annual goals .21 .65 

1.8 how the child's parents will be informed of .06 .806 
progress toward annual goals 

1.9 an Individualized Transition Plan by age 16 45 .51 

1.10 appropriate personnel at ARD/EEP meeting 1.35 .25 

1.11 special factors identified .05 .82 

TOTALS .00 100 
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Table E.2: Sunmiary of Paired Samples t Test for Part 1 (Compliance): 
Number of Students and Standard Deviation 

item N Std 
Deviation 

1.1 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
1.3 
1.3 
1.4 
1.4 
1.5 
1.5 
1.6 
1.6 
1.7 
1.7 
1.8 
1.8 
1.9 
1.9 
1.10 Total 
1.10 Total 
1.10(a) 
1.10(a) 
1.10(b) 
1.10(b) 
1.10(c) 
1.10(c) 
1.10(d) 
1.10(d) 
1.10(e) 
1.10(e) 
1.10(f) 
1.10(0 
1.10(g) 
1.10(g) 
1.10(h) 
1.10(h) 

38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
35 
35 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
11 
11 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
38 
28 
28 

11 
11 

.23 

.31 

.50 

.47 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.16 

.32 

.32 
46 
46 
.51 
.50 
47 
.46 
.00 
.41 
.48 
.51 
.00 
.00 
.16 
.27 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.00 
.48 
47 
.00 
.00 

.00 

.40 
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Table E.2 Continued 

Item N Std. 
Deviation 

1.11 Total 
1.11 Total 
1.11(a) 
1.11(a) 
1.11(b) 
1.11(b) 
1.11(c) 
1.11(c) 
1.11(d) 
1.11(d) 
1.11(e) 
1.11(e) 

38 
38 

38 
38 
38 
38 

.51 

.51 

49 
.47 
.45 
.43 

Table E.3: Summary of One-way ANOVA Results- Part 2 (Substantive Content) 

Student type Mean F Sig. 

Goals 

Objectives 

deafblind 

non-deafblind 

deafblind 

non-deafblind 

6.4 

6.9 

26.1 

31.6 

. J J .57 

2 10 15 
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Table E.4: Summary of Paired Samples / Test for Part 2 (Substantive Content): 
Number of Students and Standard Deviation 

Item 

2.1 
2.1 
2.2 
2.2 
2.3 
2.3 
2.4 
2.4 
2.5 
2.5 
2.6 
2.6 
Goal Total 
Goal Total 
Objective Total 
Objective Total 

N 

3 
3 
4 
4 
6 
6 
12 
12 
34 
34 
35 
35 
38 
38 
38 
38 

Std. 
Deviation 

2.08 
2.00 
20.17 
23.16 
.52 
1.63 
1.60 
3.78 
3.00 
3.00 
10.43 
16.48 
3.66 
4.00 
12.05 
19.75 
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