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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Oral and Total Communication programs for hearing 

impaired students in America emphasize the teaching of 

language. The objectives in these programs are designed to 

facilitate the deaf child's ability to develop language for 

(a) internal thought, (b) expression of thought, and (c)

comprehension of the written message. In Oral programs, 

speech serves as the linguistic model for the student 

whereas in Total Communication programs a combination of 

speech and signs serves as the stimulus. Both of these 

models--Oral and Total Communication, however, provide a 

less-than-optimal model for representing spoken English to 

the hearing impaired child. As a result of this, students 

tend to internalize and generalize an incomplete and inac

curate set of rules regarding the English language. 

Statement of the Problem 

The majority of profoundly deaf students who have 

graduated from high school level deaf education programs in 

America have not acquired language skills beyond a fourth

grade reading comprehension level (Trybus & Karchmer, 1979). 
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In addition they have not acquired speech skills such that a 

listener unfamiliar with the deaf could understand more than 

one word in five (Markides, 1970; Smith, 1975). Such poor 

performance in speech and reading appears to be expected by 

professionals and is explained as the unfortunate and 

unavoidable consequence of the handicap. 

Since current models of representing spoken English to 

hearing impaired students do not generally appear to enable 

these students to master the language well enough to read 

beyond a fourth-grade level or speak intelligibly, some 

parents of deaf children are requesting that an alternative 

model, Cued Speech, be used with their children. These 

parents bel·ieve that speech, language, and academic skills 

will more closely approximate that of the hearing population 

if spoken language is represented via Cued Speech. These 

parents and their deaf children often encounter problems 

with their school districts. Cued Speech services have not 

generally been available or offered. 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this case study was (a) to present the 

methodology of Cued Speech as an alternative to Oral and 

Signing models of visually representing spoken English and 

(b) to reveal one family 1 s attempts to secure a free and



appropriate education utilizing Cued Speech for their 

profoundly deaf daughter. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were addressed: 

3 

1. Is Cued Speech a significant factor in the academic

progress of the child presented in the case study? 

2. Is the family of the child given the opportunity to

secure a free and appropriate education using Cued Speech 

for their daughter? 

Definition of Terms 

The following are terms that are used throughout the 

study and are thus defined: 

Hearing impaired: a generic term indicating disability 

that may range in severity from mild to profound; it 

includes the subsets of deaf and hard of hearing (Bess & 

Freeman, 1981). 

Deaf person: . one whose hearing disability precludes 

successful processing of linguistic information through 

audition with or without a hearing aid (Bess & Freeman, 

1981). 

Hard of hearing person: generally with the use of a 

hearing aid this person has residual hearing sufficient to 



enable successful processing of linguistic information 

through audition (Bass & Freeman, 1981). 

Profound impairment: (96+ decibel loss) people who 

are deaf in the truest sense of the word. They are 

dependent on vision for their reception of language-symbols 

(Bess & Freeman, 1981). 

American Sign Language (ASL): considered the native 

language of the deaf although not all deaf people learn it. 

Also known as Ameslan, it has its own vocabulary, its own 

grammar, its own word order, and its own history. ASL is 

not similar to English in any of the above mentioned ele

ments (Ogden & Liipsett, 1982). 

Total Communication: covers a wide range of educa

tional methods. The term means communication through oral 

skills, sign language, auditory training, visual aids, 

gestures, mime, note writing, etc. It is the use of any 

combination of tools that succeed to get messages from 

hearing to deaf people and from deaf people to hearing 

people (Ogden & Lipsett, 1981). 

Signed English: (manually coded English) a system of 

signs that serves as a code for English and thus as a means 

of communicating orally in English, as opposed to ASL 

(Ogden & Lipsett, 1981). 
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Cued Speech�_ oralism combined with a limited number of 

handshapes representing phonetic units. The Cues inform the 

receiver-as to which sounds are actually being made as the 

speaker speaks (Ogden & Lipsett, 1981). 

Public Law 94-142: the-Equal Rights to Education for 

Handicapped Children Act of 1975. For the purpose of this 

research, Policy and Procedure refers to state guidelines 

for implementation of PL 94-142. 

Admission, Review, and Dismisal (ARD) Committee: the 

convening of a group mandated by PL 94-142 to review eligi

bility criteria and make recommendations pertaining to 

Special Education services. 

Individual Education Program (IEP): the designing of 

an individualized program to implement the recommendations 

of the ARD committee. 

Limitations 

Because this research is a single case study, it is 

limited in its representativeness and will not allow 

generalizations to the deaf population at large until the 

appropriate follow-up research is accomplished by focusing 

on specific hypotheses and using proper sampling techniques. 

In addition, single case studies are particularly vulner

able to researcher biases. All efforts on the part of this 

researcher were made to present the data in full. 



Significance of the Study 

This study documents one profoundly deaf child's 

ability to perceive spoken English through the medium of 

Cued Speech. Because of the extensive nature of this case 

study, it might serve as useful background information for 

planning future investigations. In addition, important 

variables, processes, and interactions that deserve more 

extensive attention may have been highlighted. 

Summary 

Deaf students nationwide at 18 years of age generally 

read at a fourth-grade comprehension level. Profoundly deaf 

students generally have uninteliigible speech. The majority 

of programs for deaf students use a form of Manually Coded 

English such as Signed English to represent spoken English. 

Cued Speech may be an alternative to Signed English for deaf 

students and for their hearing parents and siblings. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The following literature review briefly discusses the 

efficacy of accepted models of representing spoken language 

to hearing impaired children. Included are (a) Sign systems, 

(b) bimodal representations, and (c) Fingerspelling. Cued 

Speech is presented as an alternative model. The emphasis 

of this review is placed on defining Cued Speech in two 

ways: (a) with reference to the mechanics of the system and 

(b) with reference to a theoretical explanation of the

system. For the latter, speech perception in hearing 

infants is outlined and the �otor theory of speech percep

tion is defined. Cued Speech seemingly attempts to dupli

cate the normal process of speech perception and seemingly 

attempts to duplicate the m�tor t heory of speech perception 

by substituting a visual signal for the a coustic signal. 

Sign Systems as a Model for Representing 
Spoken English 

Research suggests that using sign systems to facilitate 

the acquisition of spoken language is questionable. Born

stein (1979) noted that under normal conditions spoken 

language can be produced at a rate much faster than a manual 
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encoding system can represent it. The manual systems cannot 

be 100% efficient in matching one code to another; hence 

some kinds of reductions must take place (Kluwin, 1981). 

Research has indicated that a wide range of-deletions takes 

place (Marmor & Petitto, 1979; Reich & Brick, 1977). These 

include deletions of determiners, prepositions, adverbs, 

copula verbs, and English words for which there are no sign 

equivalents. There are also many variations in signs being 

used and varying degrees of expertise among signers. The 

child is exposed to as many variations and varieties as he 

or she has teachers (Bornstein, 1979; Bornstein et al., 

1980). The logic of such systems and quantitative research 

has supported the position that the systems (sign) are 

inefficient forms of classroom communication (Kluwin, 1981). 

If manually signed English systems do not represent spoken 

English in its entirety, deaf children are not being pre

sented with a complete and accurate model of the spoken 

language they are being asked to duplicate. If in addition 

to serving as a speech model, the purpose of the manual 

communication systems in use with deaf children is to pro

vide a model for reading and writing English, then clearly 

the consistency of the behavioral model is in serious ques

tion (Kluwin, 1981). 
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Signs do not seem to represent the phonemic conceptual 

component helpful in the acquisition of articulatory skills. 

This conceptual component (Winitz, 1969) includes (a) an 

awareness that there are a finite set of features in the 

language and that they are distinctive, (b) an awareness 

that there are a finite set of rules that control the inter

action and combination of features in forming phonemes, 

(c) an awareness that violation of the rules results in not

being understood by those in the environment, and (d) an 

awareness that c�rtain phoneme combinations such as /bl/ 

are permissible whereas others such as /cb/ are not. 

The complex motor coordinations involved in speech 

involve the storage in memory of an extremely large number 

of articulatory targets for sounds and involve the ability 

to make corrections (Johnson, 1980). Signs to not appear 

to be representative of the oro-motor articulatory gestures 

that accompany them when a signer is simultaneously speaking. 

Sign systems do not seem to represent spoken English in 

its entirety and do not appear to facilitate intelligible 

motor speech acts. However, a deaf person with a profound 

impairment generally is dependent on vision for his or her 

reception of language symbols (Bess & Freeman, 1981). 



Bimodal Systems as a Model for Representing 
Spoken English 

10 

Research relating to the effectiveness of unimodal 

versus bimodal presentation of material to hearing impaired 

students has focused on determining whether auditory, 

visual, or combined auditory-visual presentations are 

superior learning strategies for deaf children (Hutton, 

1959; Moores et al., 1971; Sanders, 1971). Brooks, Hudson, 

and Reisher (1981) compared seven modes of presentation: 

Auditory, Lipreading, Fingerspelling, Auditory-Lipreading, 

Auditory-Fingerspelling, Lipreading-Fingerspelling, and 

Auditory-Lipreading-Fingerspelling. Forty two severe to 

profound congenitally deaf students aged 12 to 14 were 

included. The purpose of the study was to investigate the 

differential effectiveness of different combinations of 

modality input on the acquisition of Spanish number con

cepts. Results indicated that bisensory combinations, 

particularly Auditory-Lipreading-Fingerspelling,were super

ior to unimodal methods in regard to rate of learning. The 

authors concluded that Fingerspelling can be an important 

aid to learning for the subjects used in this study. They 

postulated that this may be due to the sound similarities 

associated with Fingerspelling and the spoken word. 



Fingerspelling as a Model for Representing 
Spoken English 
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Caution concerning Fingerspelling should be exercised, 

however, because of the differing nature of letters of the 

alphabet as compared to phonemes. Phonemes are not produced 

or perceived as discreet units (Liberman et al., 1967). 

Phonemes are produced faster than they can be processed, 

and it is not possible to perceive a phoneme without refer

ence to the effects of neighboring sounds. 

Research concerning Fingerspelling has suggested 

additional limitations. At normal conversational speed the 

exact configuration is not reached before movement toward 

the next letter begins. This undershooting condition con

tributes to the variance in intelligibility of the symbols 

(Fisher & Husa, 1973). Fisher and Husa (1973).also sug

gested potential difficulties resulting from extraneous 

activity between symbols and decreased intelligibility of 

the vowels when compared to their oral counterparts. 

Cued Speech as an Alternative Model for 
Representing Spoken English 

MacDougall (1979) explored the role visual coding plays 

in short term memory for deaf and hearing children while 

also·noting the developmental components present for visual 

and auditory processing within these two groups. His find

ings supported Conrad's (1964) earlier work that suggests 
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that hearing subjects rely on auditory perception of visual 

stimuli. Conversely, young deaf students rely heavily on 

visual coding without any apparent phonemic transfer. This 

condition may account for the underdeveloped reading and 

writing scores among deaf children (MacDougall & Rabinovitch, 

1971). Older deaf subjects use auditory memory to a 

greater extent than do younger deaf subjects. They 

reported that this is the reverse of the memory situation of 

hearing subjects. Hearing subjects develop from auditory to 

auditory--visual coding. Deaf subjects develop from a 

visual code to an (impaired) auditory code. 

Research has suggested that deaf subjects make more 

errors than do hearing subjects even when visual stimuli can 

have no possible reference to phonology (Conrad, 1970; 

Wallace & Corballis, 1973). Older hearing subjects seem to 

use visual coding in a more efficient manner than do deaf 

students. 

Young deaf children seem to rely on visual coding. 

Their coding systems do not appear to be as efficient as 

either the auditory or visual processing systems of hearing 

children. For this reason MacDougall (1979) suggested that 

an alternative memory system should be explored. 

Cued Speech is an alternative strategy. It differs 

from the Oral mode in that Cued Speech manually supplements 



13 

lip movements. It differs from Manually Coded English mod

els in that Cued Speech uses no signs. It differs from 

Fingerspelling in that Cued Speech does not represent let

ters in words. By contrast, Cued Speech attempts to 

represent the ongoing phonemic patterns associated with 

spoken language. It may more closely approximate in 

hearing impaired children the normal process of speech per

ception and Liberman's (19�7) motor theory of speech per

ception. 

Speech Perception· 

Researchers have suggested that speech perception for 

the developing infant is both an active and a passive pro

cess. They theorize that a 1 to 3 month old infant posses

ses an innate, species-specific trait that includes 

neurophysiological linguistic feature detectors such as 

voicing and place of articulation (Eimas, 1975; Morse, 1974; 

Abbs & Sussman, 1971; Eimas, 1973). These feature detectors 

allow an infant to recognize the salient characteristics of 

the acoustic wave form without reference to recoding or 

linguistic relevance. 

As the child develops he/she takes a more active role 

in speech perception. His/her perception of speech develops 

over time and is related to language experiences (Eimas, 

1971). Infants use suprasegmental information to 
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discriminate two and three syllable sequences that differ by 

only one sound (Karzon, 1982). By 8 months of age babies 

show discriminations and make preferences for vocal factors 

of familiarity, intonation, rhythms, loudness and for mes

sage factors of length, redundancy, and amount of informa

tion (Chang & Trehub, 1977; Friedlander, 1979) . 

. Johnson (1980) stated that by listening, a child learns 

to code the speech signal into larger units of linguistic 

reference. This process is characterized by segmenting the 

ongoing acoustic signal, identifying the segmented units, 

storing them in short term memory, and blending them into 

larger meaningful units. Cued speech attempts to duplicate 

this by substituting a visual signal for the speech signal. 

The Motor Theory of Speech Perception 

Liberman's (1967) motor theory of speech perception 

suggests that the perception of speech follows the same 

process of speech production, only in reverse. Hence speech 

perception is intimately related to speech production. The 

theory contends that the acoustic signal undergoes an audi

tory to phonetic transduction before recognition is possible. 

The listener must possess knowledge of his vocal tract, 

phonologic rules of production, and an auditory image of his 

own speech. There exists a repeated matching of incoming 



signals with an internally generated set of articulatory 

gestures. 
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The process in the developing infant is characterized 

by both perception and production. The child first dis

criminates recurring patterns of phonetic events via innate 

feature detectors. The child stores these patterns and 

gains sensitivity to their occurrence. Later the child 

extracts the rules governing their occurrence. The child 

continues to develop a phonologic store of the salient 

features and the rules governing their occurrence and com

bination possibilities. Vocal play is used to form a motor 

memory of neuromotor commands necessary for the production 

of features. The child monitors his auditory patterns and 

monitors the tactile/kinesthetic proprioceptive feedback 

information associated with selected neuromotor commands. 

As the child's production capabilities increase and 

his/her phonological rule development becomes more complex, 

the child shifts his/her perception of speech from primarily 

an auditory process to a self monitoring process that relies 

on tactile/kinesthetic proprioceptive feedback information. 

He/she begins to mediate the linguistic feature information 

via his motor production rules. Perceptual sophistication 

increases as he/she is able to make more subtle kinesthetic 
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discriminations than would be possible with a predominantly 

auditory analysis alone. 

Defining Cued Speech 

Cued Speech is based upon a simple hypothesis (Cornett, 

1970): when the visible manifestations of all sounds spoken 

in a language are clearly different from each other on the 

lips, the prelingually deaf child should acquire language in 

much the same way as does a hearing child, but through 

vision rather than audition. This hypothesis implies some 

assumptions about the ability of the brain to decode 

serially-presented visual stimuli. 

Dr. Cornett (1970) wrote: 

If all the sounds of our spoken language looked differ
ent on the lips, the deaf child would theoretically 
receive (through vision) countless repetitions of 
exposure to the pronunciations of words and rhythms of 
phrases, so that the spoken language--or his/her 
visible analog of it--would become for him/her a vehi
cle for thought as well as a mode of communication. 
Obviously the child would not have as much feedback on 
his/her own "speech" as does the normal child so he/she 
would have to be taught to make specific speech sounds. 

Cued Speech manually represents phonetic units. Dr. 

Cornett explained (Cued Speech News, May 1984): 

By conceiving of the representation as a double two
dimensional matrix, I could get a periodicity equal to 
that of the speech syllable, represented by the combin
ation of lips and hand. Simply stated, the idea of 
using handshapes to group consonants and hand posi
tions to group vowels (thus two dimensions for the 
hand) enaqled me to account for them simultaneously and 



achieve the CV syllable rate. It was really very 
simple once the idea struck me, but I had to get the 
idea through mathematical reasoning. 
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For English, Cued Speech uses eight hand configurations 

placed in four positions around the mouth that, when done in 

synchronization with speech, produce visually different 

patterns for each syllable of the spoken language. Sylla

bles that look alike on the lips look different on the 

hand. Syllables that look alike on the hand look different 

on the lips. 

The deaf child must read every sound from the lips. 

The hand positions in Cued Speech serve only to identify a 

group of three or four sounds that are clearly different 

from each other on the lips. No sound can be read from the 

hand alone. 

Four positions of the hand are used to group the vowel 

sounds. The hand may be placed at the side of the face, the 

throat, the chin, or the corner of the mouth. Vowel sounds 

that look similar on the lips are cued by different hand 

positions. For each position of the hand there are three 

vowel sounds. For example, at the chin are oo as in food, e 

as in bed, and aw as in jaw. These are different from each 

other on the lips. Cueing is done entirely according to 

pronunciation, not to spelling. 
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In much the same manner as the position of the hand in 

combination with lip movements allows the deaf child to dis

tinguish vowel sounds, the shape of the hand in combination 

with lip movements allows the deaf child to recognize con

sonants . .  For example, the full hand (all four fingers and 

the thumb naturally extended) is used to represent the 

sounds of /m/f/t/ and vowels without a consonant. Thus, 

with the full hand at the chin, the following syllables are 

possible: aw, maw, faw, taw, e (as in bed), me (as in met), 

fe (as in fellow), te (as in test), oo (as in food), moo, 

foo, and too. Each of these 12 syllables is different from 

all the others on the lips so each of them can be read from 

the lips without guessing. The handshapes and the positions 

on the Cued Speech chart following represent the Cued Speech 

Model. 

Cued Speech and Speech Perception 

Nicholls and Ling (1982) investigated Cued Speech and 

the reception of spoken language. Subjects were 18 children 

from the senior class at St. Gabriel's School for the Deaf 

in Sidney, Australia. With the exception of 2 children who 

had only recently joined the program, all pupils in the 

senior classes were included in the study. Pure tone aver

ages in the better ear ranged from 97 to 122 dB (ISO). All 

but 1 subject were judged to have average to above average 
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intelligence, and 5 were judged to have specific learning 

disorders. All but 3 students had entered the program 

because they had not made satisfactory progress in tradi

tonal Total Communication and Oral programs. 
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Speech reception was tested through syllables in pairs 

and key words in sentences. Seven conditions were 

presented: auditory, Lipreading, auditory and Lipreading, 

Cued Speech, auditory and Cued Speech, Lipreading and Cued 

Speech, and auditory, Lipreading and Cued Speech. Findings 

showed the following results: (a) audition alone produced 

poor scores for both syllables and key words in sentences, 

(b) key words were perceived more accurately when Audition

was added to Lipreading and when Audition was added to 

Cues (This negated Clarke and Ling's [1975] earlier 

concern that Cued Speech inhibits the use of residual audi

tion.), (c) Cued Speech tends neither to enhance nor to 

detract from Lipreading skills, (d) response under the 

Lipreading/Cued Speech condition was outstandingly and 

uniformly good, and (e) scores obtained under the auditory/ 

Lipreading/Cues condition were approaching the possible 

maximum. Several children obtained 100% for these materials 

with the lowest score being 89%. 

Nicholls and Ling (1982) also noted that the system 

enabled "all of the subjects to receive precise phonemic and 
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linguistic information both at a syllable level and in 

running speech" (p. 268). They stated that "such reception at 

an equally high level of accuracy by profoundly and totally 

deaf children had not previously been reported" (p. 269). 

The children's average scores were within the range of 

normal hearing listeners' reception of similar materials 

through audition. 

The study further emphasized that all subjects 

exhibited high levels of linguistic skill both receptively 

and expressively. Expressive language was characterized 

as "pragmatically appropriate, seman.tically acceptable, and 

syntactically correct" (Nichols & Ling, 1981, p. 265). The 

researchers concluded that these findings merit attention 

and suggested the need for further research. 

The subject's abilities to perceive and process the 

visual input conveyed by Lipreading and Cues supports the 

notion that speech decoding mechanisms may be reached by 

something other than an auditory signal. The subjects 

demonstrated the ability to receive highly accurate informa

ton about the speech signal entirely through vision. 

Nichols and Ling (1982) formed two major conclusions 

from their study. The first is that "the visual code pro

vided by Cued Speech is compatible with simultaneous 

auditory processing, probably because it has a phonologic 
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base'' (p. 263). The second one suggests that more wide

spread use of Cued Speech is merited in particular programs. 

Cued Speech may be an alternative to Sign systems 

worthy of consideration by parents of deaf children and 

professionals who work with deaf children. Although defini

tive experimental research is still limited, it appears 

that deaf students receiving Cued Speech are able to decode 

the speech signal by means of a visual representation. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This research was in the form of a single case study. 

It involved a congenitally deaf girl with a profound 

sensori-neural loss bilaterally. For the purpose of this 

study she was called Anne. The collection of data began 

when the child was age 4 years and 11 months and concluded 

when she was age 7 years and 7 months. The research design 

explored (a) Anne's ability to perceive and produce spoken 

English when visually represented by Cued Speech, (b) Anne's 

educational placement and yearly academic progress, and 

(c) the Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARD) Committee

deliberations and recommendations over a three-year period. 

Setting 

Data were collected while Anne was in an educational 

setting: specifically hearing classrooms in a public ele

mentary school, private speech/language delayed classrooms 

at a university, and private individual speech/language 

therapy sessions. Data were also compiled by the 

researcher and the parents while Anne was at home. 

23 
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Academic achievement testing was conducted in Anne's 

classrooms in a public elementary school with her hearing 

peers. She received the same instructions and was a"ilotted 

the same time to complete the test as were her classmates. 

All verbal. instructions were Cued to her by an interpreter. 

Language and articulation tests were administered by a 

Speech/Language Pathologist (SLP), diagnosticians, and 

educators of the deaf. These were administered either in 

the public elementary school or at a university. For each 

testing situation, a Cued Speech interpreter was available. 

Spontaneous language samples were recorded by the 

researcher during school hours and by the parents at home. 

Videotaping was conducted (a) in her public elementary 

school, (b) during private individual speech language 

therapy at a university, and (c) in her home.· Audiotaping 

of the ARD Committee meetings by the parents was conducted 

at the location of the meeting: specifically the neighbor

hood public elementary school Anne attended or an adminis

tration building of the Independent School District (ISD). 

Protection of Human Subjects 

Permission was granted by the parents to use their 

child as the subject of this case study. All data reported 

on and included in the Appendix are the property of the 

parents and were released to the researcher for inclusion in 
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this study. Permission was granted by the family to use 

information from any videotapes that had been made. The 

parents released to the researcher their audiotapes of the 

Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARD) Committee ·meeting 

deliberations. By law, these ARD Committee meetings are 

open to the public; no release forms were, therefore, 

requested from the ISD. Confidentiality was maintained, 

however, by omitting the City and State in question, as well 

as any names of people in attendance at these meetings. 

Further, the family was not identified, nor were the profes

sionals who worked with Anne. 

Instruments 

Several tests were administered to Anne during the 3 

years that the data were being collected. The language 

assessment tools used were (a) Assessment of Children's 

Language Comprehension, (b) Carrow Elicited Language Inven

tory, (c) Carrow Test of Auditory Comprehension, (d) Del 

Rio Language Screening Test, (e) Peabody Picture Vocabulary 

Tests, (f) Test of Language Development, and (g) Zimmerman 

Preschool Language Scale. The speech assessment tool 

administered was the Arizona Articulation Proficiency Scale. 

The achievement tests used were (a) Detroit Tests of Learn

ing Aptitudes and (b) the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. 
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Data Collection 

Over a 3-year period data were collected in the areas 

of (a) Anne's ability to perceive and produce spoken English 

when visually represented by Cued Speech, (b) Anne's educa

tional placement arid yearly academic growth, and (c) the 

Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARD) Committee's delibera

tions and recommendations. In the area of Anne's ability to 

perceive and produce spoken English when visually repre

sented by Cued Speech the following information was 

gathered: (a) a case history describing treatment prior to 

the initiation of this research, (b) written samples of 

spontaneous language generated by Anne after 8 months of 

consistent use of Cued Speech in the home and at school, 

(c) 8 hours of videotapes, and (d) yearly pre- and post-test

scores on Formal Language and Articulation tests. Concern

ing Anne's educational placement and yearly academic growth 

the following data were gathered: (a) written minutes of 

the ARD Committee's deliberations and recommendations, 

(b) written reports of Anne's actual placement, (c) standard

ized achievement test scores, (d) report cards from her 

teachers, and (e) progress reports from her SLP and her 

private resource. teacher/interpreter. The data gathered 

concerning the ARD Committee's deliberations and recommenda

tions included (a) 14 hours of audiotapes, (b) the written 
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Minutes of the ARD Committee's deliberations and placement, 

and (e) follow-up correspondence between the parents and the 

administration. 

Data Treatment 

Because of the nature of this study there was no 

statistical treatment of the above-mentioned data. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

Included in this chapter are the following data: 

(a) a chronologic history from birth to 5 years 6 months;

(b) the proceedings, deliberations, and recommendations

· of the Admission, Review, and Dismis_sa.l (ARD) Committee

meetings held June 18, 1981, August 19, 1982, May 25, 1983,

June 23, 198�, and April 11, 1984; (c) yearly reports of

academic and speech/language progress; (d) yearly reports

of educational placement, and (e) a condensed review of all

findings of the study.

Chronologic History 

Date Age 

Analysis of Data 

11/1/76 Date of Birth 

8/77 

1/78 

9 months 

14 months 

Family suspected Anne's hearing loss. 

A speech/language pathologist (SLP) 

at the city's University Speech and 

Hearing Clinic recommended that the 

family investigate Cued Speech and/ 

or an aural approach for educating 
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3/78 16 months 

7/78 20 months 

8/78 21 months 

8/78 21 months 

9/79 34 months 
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deaf children. 

Family sought services from the 

city's Parent-Infant Program for 

families of deaf infants. 

Family attended a Cued Speech work

shop in Kansas City, Kansas. 

Family attended an acoupedics work

shop in Denver, Colorado. 

Anne was ARDed despite opposition 

from the Committee to a neighboring 

Independent School District (ISD) 

where she could receive instruction 

using an Aural approach. This was 

the wish of the parents. 

Anne had not made sufficient pro

gress using an Aural approach. An 

ARD Committee recommended that Signs 

be used. The family requested Cued 

Speech. This was denied so they 

placed Anne in the Total Communica

tion (TC) program. Anne received 

Signs at school and Cues and Signs 

at home. The family and the teachers 

clashed on philosophical issues 



11/79 36 months 

2/80 3 yrs 3 mos 

4/80 3 yrs 5 mos 
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relating to deafness and the educa

tion of the deaf. The teacher 

reported that Anne was "non

participatory and manipulative" and 

that she could not work with her. 

The family was advised to seek 

counseling so that they could better 

accept Anne's deafness and discuss 

future management. 

Family met with a therapist weekly 

for 7 weeks. Services for Anne dis

continued while family was being 

counseled·. 

Family enrolled Anne for private 

speech therapy with a certified 

SLP who knew Cued Speech and who had 

had prior experience with deaf pre

schoolers. 

Upon completion of the counseling 

sessions, an ARD Committee convened 

with the counselor acting as media

tor. The family waited outside the 

meeting room for 2 hours. The Com

mittee recommended placement in the 



6/80 3 yrs 7 mos 

9/80 3 yrs 10 mos 
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city TC program. They recommended 

that Cued Speech be included in this 

TC program for speech purposes. 

They recommended that Anne spend 

part of her time with hearing chil

dren. 

Anne's mother, older brother, older 

sister, 2 cousins and 2 aunts took 

a Sign I class at a local ju�ior 

college. 

Anne attended the School for the 

Deaf (SD) on Monday, Wednesday, and 

Friday. These deaf children were 

housed in a building for deaf stud

ents only. The family enrolled Anne 

in a private hearing pre-school so 

that she would have the opportunity 

to be with hearing children. She 

attended this school on Tuesdays and 

Thursdays. The teacher and the 

principal at the SD did not approve 

of this arrangement. By November 

Anne attended the SD full time. She 

wa9 released early 1 hour each week 



3/81 4 yrs 5 mos 

5/81 4 yrs 7 mos 
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so that she could receive private 

speech therapy by the therapist who 

knew Cued Speech. A letter was sent 

to the principal (Appendix A) from 

the mother requesting that Anne 

receive speech training in school. 

A response from the principal 

(Appendix B) assured the family that 

all efforts would be made to comply 

with the family's request. 

The family received a phone call 

from a teacher of the deaf who was 

thinking about moving to their 

state. The family, aware that there 

was an established Cued Speech pro

gram in this teacher's home state, 

asked this teacher if she knew how 

to Cue. She said that she had had 

experience with Cued Speech and that 

she was willing to meet with the 

family. 

The family received the year-end 

report of Anne's progress from the 

SD (Appendix C). The parents were 
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concerned and disappointed in Anne's 

language acquisition. The family 

could not understand her Signs. 

They felt her language was mixed up. 

Although she was 4 years 7 months 

old, with a high average intelli

gence (Appendix D), she could not 

express herself with more than 

single signs, mime, or gesture. She 

was unable to answer a simple ques

tion even when the answer was known. 

The year-end report recommended that 

Anne be placed in a 4-year-old pre

school at the SD using TC for the 

1981-82 school year. The family 

found this unacceptable because they 

wanted Anne to receive spoken Eng

lish through Cued Speech. 

Anne did not attend the SD because 

the program did not offer a Cued 

Speech.track. The family believed 

they and those they hired to work 

with Anne could carefully monitor 

her speech and language progress for 
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the 1981/82 school year. The 

teacher of the deaf had moved to the 

family's state and was teaching 

courses in deaf education at a 

university. She was hired to work 

with Anne 5 days per week in the 

afternoon for a total of 10 hours 

weekly. The mode of communication 

was spoken English with Cued Speech. 

Anne's mornings were spent in a pri

vate preschool for hearing children. 

Her mother served as her interpreter 

using Cued Speech. 

The family requested an ARD Commit

tee meeting with the city ISD to 

review the progress Anne had made 

during the 1981-82 school year and 

to establish an appropriate place

ment with related services to meet 

her needs for the 1982-83 school 

year. 



The Admissions, Review, and Dismissal 
(ARD) Committee of June 18, 1982 
(Appendix J) 
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Location People in Attendance/Capacity Vote Power 

An dministration Mother and Father 
building of the 
Independent Anne's Deaf Ed. Teacher 
School District 
(ISD) Chairperson/SD 

Diagnostician/SD 

Educational Liaison/ISD 

Special Teacher/SD 

Supervisor/SD 

Principal/SD 

Principal/HS 

Administration-Spec. Ed./ISD 

One vote 

No vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

No vote 

No vote 

· No vote

Assessments and documents submitted by the family. 

Date 

1981-82 
School 
Year 

Mode of 
Communication 

Spoken English 
with Cued 
Speech 

Documents and 
Assessments 

1/2-hour videotape 

Written report of 
linguistic competency 

Speech Targets 

Expressive language 
sample 

Audiological 
Assessment 

Prepared by 

Anne and Deaf 
Education 
Teacher (T) 

T (Appendix E) 

SLP 
(Appendix E) 

T (Appendix E) 

Audiologist 
(Appendix F) 



Report Card 

Position paper on 
Cued Speech 

IEP Proposal 
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Preschool T 
(Appendix G) 

Parents of 
deaf children 
(Appendix_H)

Anne's 
parents 
(Appendix I) 

Linguistic progress was documented covering an 8-month 

time period. Spontaneous utterances were analyzed syntacti

cally. Grammar I.outlined in Syntax, Speech, and Hearing, 

by Alice Streng (1974), provided the syntactical model. 

Baseline data (Appendix C and D) reported Anne functioning 

at the single-word stage. At the conclusion of 8 months 

using Cued Speech, Anne was spontaneously producing three-

to four-word sentences. She was asking simple questions in 

the form of "Who?" "What?" "Where?" "Which one?" "Do you?" 

"Are you?" and "Can you?" She was using all five kernel 

sentence patterns. She was using transformations of "yes/ 

no,". negative, contraction, /wh/, coordinating conjunction, 

"for," infinitive, comparison, and adverbial phrases. Her 

noun phrases included a variety of determiners plus a noun. 

Examples of determiners present at this time included "a," 

"the," "this," "that," "some," "my," "your," "a piece of," 

"all of," "a glass of," "a cup of." Her verb phrases 

included simple present, past, future aspect, and present 

progressive aspects of the verb. She was using adjectives 
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of size, color, and quality plus a noun. She was using 

adverbs of time, place, and manner. Her noun usage included 

common versus proper nouns, mass versus unit nouns, singular 

versus plural nouns, abstract versus concrete nouns, animate 

versus inanimate no�ns, and human versus non-human nouns. 

She also used possessives, pronouns, inflectional suffixes 

on verbs, and prepositional phrases. 

Ling's (1976) developmental speech acquisition model 

provided the framework for establishing speech targets both 

at the phonetic and phonologic level .. Phonetic targets 

were from consonant Steps 1, 2, and 3. These targets 

indicated that Anne had passed Ling's (1976) supersegmental 

and vowel stages. 

On videotape, Anne exhibited early strategies for per

ceiving Cues as a gestalt, as well as her ability to attach 

meaning to the patterns she saw and her ability to compre

hend the spoken language. Her strategy at this time was to 

repeat what had been said, think about it, and answer the 

question correctly. 

Stated in the Individual Education Program (IEP) pro

posal written by the parents was their belief that the SD 

was not an appropriate placement for Anne because it did not 

use or support Anne's dominant language mode. They 

restated their commitment to Cued Speech, which they had 
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made known in September of 1979. They stated their 

knowledge of the advantages and disidvantages of Cued 

Speech and of Total Communication. They referred to the 

Position Paper they had submitted, which was written by par

ents in another part of the state. They addressed their 

short term and long range educational goals for Anne. They 

noted her strengths and her specific needs. They outlined 

how they felt these needs could best be met. The par�nts, 

acting in what they believed to be within their rights under 

the provisions of Public Law 94.142 and Policy and Proce

dures, were asking the ISD to furnish the following services 

for their handicapped daughter for the 1981-82 school year: 

(a) a full-time Cued Speech interpreter, (b) a half-day

placement in the Montessori Kindergarten in their neighbor

hood school, (c) placement in a speech and language delayed 

class for kindergarteners at a university three mornings 

per seek, and (d) resource help in language and speech 

by a teacher of the deaf fluent in the use of Cues. It was 

known by the ARD Committee members that a qualified teacher 

of the deaf who was fluent in Cued Speech was available to 

act as both the interpreter and the resource teacher. 

Assessments and documents submitted by the ISD and/or 

the SD. None were submitted. 
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Procedure of the ARD committee. The parents furnished 

an updated account of Anne's dominant mode of communica

tion and current linguistic skills by presenting (a) a 

detailed language and speech report, (b) an audiological 

evaluation, (c) a written report from her preschool 

teacher, (c) a videotape of Anne and her teacher, and (e) an 

IEP proposal they had written. A complete transcription of 

the tapes of this ARD Committee meeting is included in 

Appendix EE. 

Summary of deliberations, findings, and recommendations 

for IEP. The records of this ARD Committee (Appendix J) 

indicated that Anne met the specific eligibility criteria 

for the hearing impaired and that she needed special educa

tion services. The records listed the parents' requests. 

The report indicated Anne's level of linguistic functioning 

as presented by her teacher. The report also stated that 

additional assessments to determine speech reception 

thresholds, a language score, and psychological well-being 

needed to be performed. 

The administration from the ISD stated two alternatives 

to the parents' requests: · (a) The ISD could train a teacher 

and aide in Cued Speech for a special class or (b) The ISD 

could train a teacher and aide for the regular class. This 

special aide could serve as an aide for the regular 
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class. This special aide could serve as an aide for the 

regular classroom teacher as well as Cue her instructions to 

Anne. Concluding remarks of the Committee were the follow

ing: 

A decision cannot be made at this time due to the 
requests of the family and the lack of clarification as 
to district and/or state policy in regard.to what 
special education can provide. All requests appear to 
be for related services only, and this may present 
another problem. After information is secured, the 
Committee will reconvene. 

No vote was called for. The Committee reconvened on August 

19, 1982. 

The Admissions, Review, and Dismissal 
(ARD) Committee of August 19, 1982 
(Appendix L) 

Location People in Attendance/Capacity 

An administration Mother and Father 
building of the 
ISD Chairperson/SD 

Diagnostician/SD 

Educational Liaison/ISD 

Ass't. Dir. Spec. Ed./ISD 

Supervisor/SD 

Teacher/SD 

Vote Power 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

No vote 

No vote 

No vote 

Assessments and documents submitted by the family. 

None were submitted. 
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Assessments and documents submitted by the ISD and/or 

the SD. 

Date 

8-19-82

Mode of 
Com.mtin'Ication 

Documents and 
Assessments 

Total A written IEP 
Communication (Appendix K) 

Prepared by 

Diagnostician/ 
SD and the 
Educational 
Liaison/ISD 

Annual program goals on the IEP were listed in the 

following content areas as. provided for on the form: math, 

language, reading, social studies, science, P.E./health, 

speech and speechreading, auditory training, and other. A 

variety of instructional materials was listed including ISD 

adopted materials, Montessori materials, commercial and 

teacher-made books, filmstrips, toys, puzzles, flannel 

board, ropes, balls, instruments, and a newsbook. There 

were no dated short-term instructional objectives listed. 

People listed as responsible for the annual program goals 

were (a) the teacher with support from the physical educa

tion teacher, (b) the speech therapist, (c) the parents, 

and (d) Anne. The supervisor was also held responsible. 

Evaluation criteria were stated as 80% or 90% accuracy in 

annual program goals written for math, language, reading, 

science and physical education, Annual goals in social 

studies, speech/speechreading, and auditory training were to 

be evaluated by observation of her responses. Goals listed 
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under other, such as parents' responding in a newsbook and 

parents' reinforcing vocabulary from a list sent home by the 

teacher were to be evaluated by responses daily in the book 

and by teacher conferences, respectively. There were no 

initial and review dates listed under that heading on the 

form. 

Procedure of the ARD committee. The meeting proceeded 

as follows: (a) The ARD began with the chairperson's open

ing statements; (b) The diagnostician read the goals they 

had written and felt to be most appropriate; (c) The parents 

were told of their rights to suggest changes; (d) Placement 

to meet the goals was addressed; (e) Speech therapy was 

addressed; (f) Mainstreaming was addressed; (g) Cued Speech 

was addressed; (h) The private speech and language class 

requested by the parents was addressed; and (i) The similar 

commitment and philosophy of the members of the Committee, 

other than the parents, was addressed. A complete trans

cription of the tapes of this ARD Committee meeting is 

included in Appendix FF. 

Summary of deliberations, findings, and recommendations 

for IEP. The records of this ARD Committee stated that the 

Committee members, other than the parents, believed that the 

School for the Deaf was the most appropriate placement for 
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Anne. They stated that they, as a group, believed in Total 

Communication and agreed with the philosophy of the School 

for the Deaf. They based this on their many years of exper

ience with·Total Communication and the School for the Deaf. 

The chairperson stated that this was the program offered for 

the deaf in the city. 

Mainstreaming could be offered to Anne during lunch and 

at outside free-play with students from a neighboring school 

but not for any academic areas. Cued speech would be 

offered to Anne during a transition period of no more than 

1 year while she learned to sign so that she could gradually 

do away with Cues. The private speech and language class 

could not be provided because it was not an approved non

public schopl with which the city could contract. 

There was no clarification as to district and/or state 

policy regarding what services special education could pro

vide. The family believed the stated goals could be better 

met in another placement using Cued Speech. They did not 

dissent at this time but requested time to discuss this 

between themselves before reaching a final decision. 

No Special Education Department Admission, Review, and 

Dismissal Committee Report form was prepared. No vote was 

asked for. 
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The family via a telephone conversation asked permis

sion from the Director of Special Education and the Principal 

of the home school to implement the program they had out

lined for a trial period. It was the parents' understanding 

that the ISD would re-evaluate Anne's progress on a speci

fied review date within the first trimester. At this time, 

dependent upon Anne's growth, adjustments·could be made in 

the IEP and placement could be granted at the home school. 

Anne's placement for the 1982-83 school year. Anne was 

enrolled in a four-part program to meet her needs 

(Appendix M). (a) she attended a hearing Montessori kinder

garten in her home school where she engaged in all areas of 

cognitive and social skills appropriate for kindergarten and 

followin& the Montessori philosophy; (b) she received 6 to 

7 hours per week of individual resource help in language and 

speech from her interpreter who was also trained in deaf 

education; (c) she attended a university class 3 hours per 

week for children who were language and speech delayed; and 

(d) she had a full-time Cued Speech interpreter. Of Anne's

30-hour school week, approximately 20 hours were spent with

normal hearing children her age who served as speech, lan

guage, and behavior models. Cognitively she displayed 

skills on or above the norm in her class (Appendix N). She 

showed no reluctance to communicate with her classmates and 



teacher either verbally or non-verbally. Likewise her 

classmates used both verbal and non-verbal strategies to 

communicate with her, as well as utilizing the interpreter 

for reverse interpreting. Approximately 20-30 minutes per 

week, in accordance with the phonic presentation used in 

Montessori, was allotted to the acquisition of Cued Speech 

by her classmates and teacher. 
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Her adjustment to mainstreaming with the use of a Cued 

Speech interpreter was commendable. Her language growth 

continued to be pragmatically appropriate as well as syntac

tically correct. She (a) used appropriate language for 

greeting peers and adults, (b) used appropriate language for 

classroom situations, (c) used questions for socializing 

with her �eers, and (d) partook in conversations (Appendix 

M). Neither Special Education nor the family initiated a 

review meeting; hence Anne remained in this placement for 

the entire school year. 

Request for ARD committee. In early May of 1983 the 

family requested from the home school that an ARD Committee 

convene to discuss educational alternatives for the 1982-83 

school year. The referral form completed by the parents 

asked the following questions (Appendix 0): 

Question l: Describe academic and/or behavioral 

problems evidenced by the pupil. Response: Deafness 



resulting in language delay; speech requiring careful 

listening. 

Question 2: Under what condit�ons ·do the problems 

exist? Response: Classroom discussion using complex lan

guage. 
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Question 3: What methods have been tried to solve the 

problems and what were the results of the alternatives 

tried? Response: Aural training/hearing aids: unsuccess

ful because of the child's insufficient residual hearing; 

Total Communication at the School for the Deaf: unaccept

able because the family cannot support this philosophy since 

all family members Cue English and Sign Language is not used 

in the home; Cued Speech/Montessori classroom with an 

interpreter/small class of speech and language delayed 

children receiving regular individual therapy/inservicing 

of teaching staff and students at the home school: testing 

revealed an 18-month gain in overall language age in 8 

months, 60% improvement in speech intelligibility, positive 

self image, and growth in academics. 

Question 4: What do you see as this pupil's strengths? 

Response: The ability to understand spoken English through 

Cued Speech, reading, outstanding progress in language, and 

increasing verbal ability. 
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Question 5: Additional information from school records 

and/or comments. Response: We, her parents, will assume 

the responsibility for her socialization with other deaf 

children after school hours and on weekends. 

An ARD Committee meeting was scheduled for May 25, 

1983. 

The Admissions, Review, and Dismissal 
(ARD) Committee of May 14, 1983 

Location People in Attendance/Capacity 

Home School Mother and Father 

Chairperson/HS PR 

Diagnostician/ISD 

Supervisor-Diagnostician/SD 

Classroom teacher/HS 

Speech/Language Pathologist/SD 

Speech/Language Pathologist 
(SLP)/Home School (HS) 

Interpreter 

Neighbor 

Spec. Ed. HS Coordinator 

Vote Power 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

No vote 

No vote 

No vote 

No vote 

No vote 

Assessments and documents submitted by the family. 

Date 

9-11-82

Mode of 
Communication 

English with 
Cued Speech 

Documents and 
Assessments 

Arizona Articulation 
Proficiency Scale: 
Pre-test 

Prepared by 

Anne's SLP 
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4-5-83 English with Arizona Articulation Anne's SLP 
Cued Speech Proficiency Scale: 

Post-test 

9-11-82 English with Elizabeth Carrows Test Anne's SLP 
Cued Speech for Auditory 

Comprehension: 
Pre-test 

4-12-83 English with Elizabeth Carrows Test Anne's SLP 
Cued Speech for Auditory 

Comprehension: 
Post-test 

8-12-82 English with Zimmerman Pre-School Anne's SLP 
Cued Speech Language Scale: 

Pre-test 

4-15-83 English with Zimmerman Pre-School Anne's SLP 
Cued Speech Language Scale: 

Post-test 

Results of the above assessments may be found in Appendix P. 

In a 7-month time period, Anne's articulation scores 

showed a 60% improvement. Her score improved from 53.5, 

which was a severe disorder, to 85.5, which was at the 

lowest point of the moderate range for her age. Her speech 

at this time was described as "intelligible with careful 

listening." 

Eight months had elapsed since the first administration 

of Elizabeth Carrow's Test for Auditory Comprehension of 

Language (April, 1983). Anne's age equivalency score at the 

first testing had been between 3 years 3 months and 3 years 

4 months. At this final testing Anne's age equivalency 

testing score was between 6 years 2 months and 6 years 



4 months. Her percentile ranking improved from below the 

4th percentile to between the 43rd and 46th percentile. 
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Again 8 months had elapsed since the first administra

tion of the Zimmerman Preschool Language Scale (April, 1983). 

At the first testing Anne's ceiling for both the Auditory 

Comprehension and the Verbal Ability subtests were at the 

4 1/2 year level. As of April Anne did not reach her ceil

ing on either subtest which stopped at the 7-year level. 

Anne's overall language age had increased from 3 years, 

9 months to 5 years, 2 1/2 months--a 17 1/2-month gain in 8 

months. She had gained 16 1/2 months in auditory compreh�n

sion and 18 months in verbal ability in the 8-month span. 

Assessments and documents submitted by the ISD or the 

SD. 

Date Mode of Documents and PreEared by 
Communication Assessments 

5-83 English with Iowa Test of Basic ISD 
Cued Speech Skills (Appendix P) 

5-24-83 English with Del Rio Language SLP/SD 
Cued Speech Screening Test 

5-24-83 English with Peabody Picture SLP/SD 
Cued Speech Vocabulary Test 

5-24-83 English with Assessment of Children's SLP/SD 
Cued Speech Lang. Comprehension 

5-24-83 English with Arizona Articulation SLP/SD 
Cued Speech Proficiency Scale 

(Appendix Q) 
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5-24-83 Audiological ISO Speech/ 
Language and 
Hearing Services 

A breakdown of scores on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills 

(Appendix S, corrected on Appendix DD) are as follows: 

Math: 1st grade, 2nd month 

Vocabulary: Preschool, 9th month 

Listening Skills: Kindergarten, 0 month 

Language Skills: Kindergarten, 3rd month 

Reading Comprehension: 2nd grade, 3rd month 

Scores on the language tests presented indicated Anne's 

receptive language to be within normal limits. Her 

expressive language skills were approximately 3 years 

delayed. Her articulation was in the severe range for sen

tences and was intelligible with careful listening. The 

severity of Anne's hearing loss prevents meaningful use of 

auditory information even with amplification (Appendix Q). 

Audiological tests (Appendix R) revealed that Anne's unaided 

pure tone air conduction thresholds were not measureable 

bilaterally at the limits of the audiometer (120 dB). This 

indicates a profound sensori-neural hearing loss with no 

residual hearing. Aided pure tone thresholds showed frag

mentary hearing only at 250 and 500 Hz, in the severe to 

profound range. Educational implications stated that Anne 

would require speech therapy and a structured academic 



program emphasizing language arts, vocabulary development, 

spelling, and math. 

Procedure of the ARD committee. The procedure of the 

ARD Committee was as follows (Appendix S): (a) the chair

person opened the meeting, (b) the Diagnostician/ISD 

reviewed the history of assessments prior to this year, 
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(c) the audiological, speech, and language assessments were

reviewed, and (d) the pre- and post-test language and speech_ 

scores obtained.from Anne's Speech/Language Pathologist were 

reviewed. A 3rd year, 9th month to 5th year, 2 1/2 month 

overall language growth score for the 8-month period between 

tests was noted, (e) the Diagnostician/ISD reported that the 

Iowa Test scores were very good, (f) Anne's neighbor 

reported that Anne plays well with the other children in the 

neighborhood. She had noticed a marked improvement in 

Anne's communication skills, (g) the Diagnostician/ISD 

reported on a classroom observation of Anne, noting a tug of 

war fight between her and another student over a pencil. 

She also observed a reading group. Anne raised her hand, 

volunteered for questions, and responded intelligibly and 

correctly (Appendix S), (h) the interpreter remarked on 

how quickly and easily Anne adjusted to an interpreter, 

(i) the school principal made the following comments

(Appendix S): "It is a beautiful situation for the child." 
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"Anne has made remarkable progress." "Anne's parents are 

very supportive." "It has been pleasureable to have Anne in 

the school." "Anne needs to continue to have a Cued Speech 

interpreter for her program." "Cued Speech has helped other 

students learn phonics."; (j) the principal praised Anne, 

her parents, her interpreter, and her classroom teacher; 

(k) her classroom teacher reported that Anne had done better

than expected in her Montessori class and that a Montessori 

first grade would be available in her home school the fol

lowing year; (1) the Committee found no educational deficits 

present at this time in Anne's academics (given the use of a 

Cued Speech interpreter); (m) the Committee agreed that 

speech and language are Anne's deficit areas; (n) the Com

mittee agreed that Anne is eligible for and needs speech 

therapy; (o) the Speech/Language Pathologist/SD stated that 

Anne would need a Cued Speech interpreter to benefit from 

speech therapy or a therapist who Cued; (p) the family 

wanted it stated that Anne's dominant language was English 

with Cued Speech; (q) the records stated that Anne was 

assessed with Cued Speech so the dominant language was met; 

(r) the Diagnostician/SD began to explain the difference

between policy and qualification; (s) the record indicated 

that much discussion followed on whether Anne needed an 

interpreter for regular classroom work. The minutes 



suggest listening to the tapes for the details of this 

discussion. 

A complete transcription of the tapes of this ARD 

Committee meeting is included in Appendix GG. 
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Summary of deliberations, findings, and recommendations 

for IEP. The minutes of this ARD Committee meeting (Appen

dix S) stated that the Committee decided_ that the student 

met the specific eligibility criteria for Hearing Impaired 

and Speech Handicapped and that she needed special education 

services. The Committee determined that Anne needed speech 

therapy for articulation and expressive language development 

skills. Because she was doing so well in academics with 

Cued Speech, she did not have an academic deficit at this 

time and did not need resource room help in those areas. 

The Committee disagreed on who would pay for the ser

vices of an interpreter if one was provided because they 

disagreed on interpretation of policy. The father wanted it 

stated that there was much discussion about policy and 

procedure related to an individual education program (IEP). 

The parents' interpretation was that it was possible for 

a Cued Speech interpreter to be provided in regular education 

and they wanted to know where they were wrong in this inter

pretation. 
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The principal requested that he be invited to a Central 

ARD Committee meeting if one was convened, and the teacher 

requested this also. The Committee agreed that Anne did 

need some sort of visual support system in her educational 

setting. 

The Committee recommended regular education for all 

areas other than speech therapy which was to be provided 

through special education. Four votes were asked for in 

regard to evaluation, program, placement, and need for a 

Cued Speech interpreter. The results of the voting were 

as follows: 

Cued S:eeech Evaluation Program Placement Signature 
Inter:ereter 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Parents 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Principal 

(not present) Yes Yes Yes D/ISD 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Classroom 
Teacher 

No Yes Yes Yes D/SD 

An ARD Committee meeting was reconvened on June 23,

1983. 



The Admissions, Review, and Dismissal 
(ARD) Committee of June 23, 1983 
(Appendix T) 
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Location 

Home School 

People in Attendance/Capacity Vote Power 

None 

None 

ARD 

Mother and Father One vote 

Assessments 

Brother 

Chairperson--D/ISD 

Supervisor--D/SD 

Ass't Dir. Spec. Ed./ISD 

Classroom Teacher 

Anne's SLP 

Interpreter 

Parent of two deaf children 
who attended the SD 

and documents submitted by the 

were submitted. 

Assessments and documents submitted by ISD 

were submitted. 

No vote 

One vote 

One vote 

No vote 

One vote 

No vote 

No vote 

No vote 

family. 

or SD. 

Procedure of the ARD committee. The procedure of the 

Committee meeting was as follows: (a) the chairperson 

opened the meeting; (b) the speech therapy goals were 

reviewed; (c) the Iowa Basic Skills test scores were 

reviewed; (d) the classroom teacher reported that Anne had 

successfully completed the Montessori kindergarten; (e) the 
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parents stated that they wanted Anne to continue to have 

Montessori in the first grade; (f) the principal stated that 

if the city was going to provide a Cued Speech interpreter, 

he would be in favor of having this service provided for the 

child in his school (the home school). 

A complete transcription of this ARD Committee meeting 

is included in Appendix HH. 

Summary of deliberation, findings, and rcommendations 

for IEP (Appendix T). The records of this ARD Committee 

meeting stated that the Principal and the Assistant Director 

of Special Education had consulted with the Director of 

Special Education about the Cued Speech interpreter. Her 

advice was that if an interpreter were to be provided, it 

would be at the School for the Deaf. It was recommended 

that Anne receive a Cued Speech interpreter for half a day 

at the School for the Deaf. If the family wanted a Cued 

Speech interpreter at the Home School, they would have to 

pay for it. It was recommended that Anne receive speech 

therapy and that her classroom teacher be a certified 

teacher of the deaf who knew how a hearing impaired student 

learns and gains language. It was recommended that Anne be 

mainstreamed for non-academics with the Cued Speech inter

preter. It was stated that she would have a Cued Speech 

interpreter for 3 hours daily. It was recommended that the 
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speech therapist reinforce the reading and language arts 

concepts, should they be a problem for her. It was recom

mended that Anne be in a self-contained class for Hearing 

Impaired children for the areas of language arts and reading 

for one half of each day. She would receive regular educa

tion for non-academic instructional areas and math for the 

other one half of each day. Speech therapy would be pro

vided two to four times weekly. 

The Supervisor/Diagnostician from the School for the 

Dear, the Chairperson from the ISD, and the Principal voted 

in favor of these recommendations. The parents did not 

sign the IEP since they felt the vote concerning placement 

had been taken on May 25, 1983. The classroom teacher 

did not sign the IEP and wrote that she disagreed with the 

recommendation of the ARD Committee. The Principal wrote an 

individual recommendation that stated if a Cued Speech inter

preter would be furnished at the city's expense, he would 

have signed and been in favor of this being furnished at 

the Home School. The results of the voting were as follows: 

Evaluation Program Placement Signature 

Yes Yes Yes D/SD 

Yes Yes Yes D/ISD 

Yes Yes Yes PR/HS 
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Correspondence following the May, 1983 and June, 1983 

ARD committee deliberations. At the parents' request, 

letters were written by Anne's interpreter/resource teacher 

on July 10, 1983, and by her Speech/Language Pathologist 

on July 18, 1983 (Appendix U & V). Both letters restated 

Anne's progress as documented by observation and standard

ized tests. Both letters stated a commitment to continuing 

her educational programming and placement at her Home School 

with the aid of a Cued Speech interpreter. The parents also 

wrote a letter on July 18, 1983 (Appendix W) stating their 

reasons for not accepting -the program offered at the School 

for the Deaf and their reasons for wanting Anne to attend 

her Home School. All three letters were sent to the Direc

tor of Special Education in the city. A letter from the 

Director was written in response on August 23, 1983 

(Appendix X). It supported the recommendations of the 

June 23, 1983 ARD Committee deliberations. 

The parents met with the Assistant Superintendent of 

Elementary Education on August 31, 1983. In a written 

response dated September 6, 1983 (Appendix Y), he supported 

the recommendations of the June 23, 1983 deliberations. He 

stated that the parents could request a hearing from the 

State Education Agency if they so chose. A letter written 

by the mother on September 19, 1983 (Appendix Z) to the 
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State Director of the Division for Monitering and Mediation 

was prepared. It highlighted the family history and their 

three children's academic successes in the city public 

school system. It mentioned the ARD Committee meetings of 

May and June and what the family considered to be a "turn

around" decision with the Principal voting both yes and no. 

It succinctly outlined Anne's educational progress and the 

family's commitment to continuing academics and language 

through regular education with the assistance of a Cued 

Speech interpreter. It stated the family's desire that 

Anne acquire American Sign Language through association with 

the Deaf community as a second language. It stated the 

parents' belief that a fair ARD Committee was not possible 

given the same people in attendance. 

On September 29, 1983, a letter in response was written 

by the Superintendent of Schools in the city (Appendix AA). 

It confirmed the decision of the June ARD Committee. It 

stated that this ARD Committee was necessary because the 

first one did not specify the subject for which Cued Speech 

was to be provided or for how long during the day. It 

stated that a Cued Speech interpreter would be hired to 

implement the IEP at the School for the Deaf. It suggested 

that the parents reconsider this alternative and relieve the 

heavy financial burden they were incurring by keeping her at· 
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the Home School. It was said that another ARD Committee 

could be reconvened to discuss the parents' wishes to enroll 

Anne in the university speech/language class. 

Placement for the 1983-84 school year. The child 

remained at her Home School for the 1983-84 school year. 

She was enrolled in a hearing, bilingual Montessori first 

grade class. The parents incurred all the costs of a full

time Cued Speech interpreter� �he was also enrolled in the 

speech/language class at the university under the direction 

of her Speech/Language Pathologist for three mornings per 

week. The family incurred these costs as well. Anne 

received no services or funding from special education. The 

parents began to seek legal advice in preparation for the 

1984 ARD Committee meeting. A letter from an individual at 

the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 

February 18, 1984 (Appendix BB), was written to Anne's 

Speech/Language Pathologist in response to a discussion 

these two professionals had had. It was recommended that 

the family contact the National Center for Law and the Deaf 

at Gallaudet College in Washington, DC. Two attorneys were 

recommended. When one was contacted, he stated that the 

family did have the right to request that their child be 

mainstreamed with the school providing the appropriate means 

for facilitating this. He also suggested that the family 
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hire an attorney to attend the next ARD Committee delibera

tion. An ARD Committee meeting was scheduled for April 11, 

1984. 

The Admissions, Review, and Dismissal 
(ARD)· Committee of April 11, 1984 
(Appendix DD) 

Location 

Home School 

People in Attendance/Capacity 

Mother and Father 

Principal/Home School (HS) 

Diagnostician/SD 

Teacher 

Speech/Language Pathologist/HS 

Home School Coordinator 

Diagnostician/ISD 

Interpreter 

Resource Teacher/HS 

Ass't. Dir. Sp. Ed. 

Attorney for parents 

Vote Power 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

One vote 

No vote 

One vote 

No vote 

No vote 

Assessments and documents submitted by the family. 

Date 

8-22-83

4-6-84

Mode of 
Communication 

Spoken English 
with Cued Speech 

Spoken English 
with Cued Speech 

Documents and 
Assessments 

Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test: 
Pre-test 

Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test: 
Post-test 

Prepared by 

Anne's SLP 

Anne's SLP 
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8-22-83 Spoken English Arizona Articulation Anne's SLP 
with Cued Speech Proficiency Scale: 

Pre-test 

4-6-84 Spoken English Arizona Articulation Anne's SLP 
with Cued Speech Proficiency Scale: 

Post-test 

8-27-83 Spoken English Carrow Elicited Anne's SLP 
with Cued Speech Language Inventory: 

Pre-test 

4-6-84 Spoken English Carrow Elicited Anne's SLP 
with Cued Speech Language Inventory: 

Post-test 

A summary of the assessments and documents can be found 

in Appendix CC. In the 7 1/2 monts between testing periods, 

Anne showed a 19-month gain in Vocabulary Recognition as 

measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. She 

improved from 4 years, 1 month, which was 2 years, 9 months 

below her chronologic age, to 5 years, 8 months, which was 

1 year, 9 months below her chronologic age. In the 7 1/2 

months between testing dates, Anne showed a 33% improvement 

in Articulation Proficiency of pictured words as measured by 

the Arizona Articulation Profiency Scale. She gained 23 

points and moved from exhibiting a severe articulatory 

deficiency to falling within the range of a moderate articu

latory deficiency. In this 7 1/2 months Anne gained 40 

points on the Carrow Elicited Language Inventory (Sentence 

Imitation Test). She improved from 54 errors to 14 errors. 
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Assessments and documents submitted by the ISD and the 

SD. None were submitted. 

Procedure of the ARD Committee (Appendix DD). The pro

cedure of the ARD Committee meeting was as follows: (a) the 

chairperson opened the meeting; (b) the father requested 

that Anne receive an interpreter who used spoken English 

with Cued Speech; (c) t9e.speech and language assessments 

administered by_ Anne's Speech/Language Pathologist were 

.read; (d) the Iowa Test of Basic Skills scores from 8-83

were recorded. Corrections were made; (e) the parents 

agreed with the above statement; (g) the classroom teacher 

reported that the child is a straight A student and is read

ing above grade level; (h) the Supervisor/Diagnostician from 

the School for the Deaf described the Total Communication 

program; (i) the Assistant Director of Special Education 

explained the city's interpretation of Least Restrictive 

Environment; (j) the Principal made a recommendation that 

Anne be provided with a Cued Speech interpreter at the 

School for the Deaf for transitional purposes into the Total 

Communication program; (k) the Supervisor/Diagnostician of 

the School for the Deaf reminded the Committee that the 

building housing the School for the Deaf did not have a 

second grade. This would mean Anne could not be main

streamed tor non-academics or have a Cued Speech 
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interpreter; (1) the Principal changed his recommendation to 

"providing Anne with a Cued Speech interpreter half a day at 

the home school" This would place Anne in a regular educa

tion program coded auditorially handicapped, thus enabling 

her to receive funds for the interpreter; (m) it was stated 

that this recommendation was for one year only, and only 

because there was no second grade at the elementary school 

building housing the School for the Deaf; (n) it was stated 

that placement would need to be reviewed in the spring of 

1985. 

A complete transcription of this ARD Committee meeting 

is included in Appendix II. 

Summary of deliberations, findings, .and recommendations 

for IEP, April 11, 1984 (Appendix DD). It was written that 

the child's eligibility for Special Education was estab

lished on September 2, 1980. She has a profound bilateral 

sensori-neural hearing loss. Intellectually she functions 

in the average to above-average range. The Committee 

recommended no special education. She would receive regular 

education all day in second grade from September, 1984 to 

May, 1985, and she would receive no related services. Under 

the category of "individual recommendations," it was agreed 

that a Cued Speech interpreter would be provided for 1/2 



day in order to help Anne with her academic progress. The 

parents were informed that this program was at no cost to 

them. The voting was as follows: 

Evaluation Program Placement Signatures 

Yes Yes Yes Parents 

Yes Yes Yes Principal/Chairperson 

Yes Yes Yes Diagnostician/SD 

Yes Yes Yes Classroom Teacher 

Yes Yes Yes SLP/Home School 
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Yes Yes Yes Home School Coordinator 

Yes Yes Yes Resource Teacher/HS 

Yes Yes Yes Diagnostician/ISD 

Summary 

The information in this section includes (a) a summary 

of Anne's progress represented in tabular form, (b) a sum

mary of Anne's history and the ARD Committee recommenda-

. tions, and (c) a summary of the transcriptions of the tapes 

of the ARD Committee meetings. These transcriptions are 

arranged with reference made to the philosophical differ

ences between the parents and professionals working with 

Anne as compared to School District administrators and other 

educators of the deaf. 
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Summary of Anne's Progress 

Five tables have been prepared to show Anne's progress 

quite clearly. · Tables 1 and 2 reveal her scores on the 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills in April of 1983 and April oI 

1984, respectively. Table 3 sets forth the scores on tests 

administered in May of 1983 by the School for the Deaf. 

Tables 4 and 5 reveal the scores achieved on the Arizona 

Articulation Proficiency Scale, the Carrow Test for Auditory 

Comprehension of Language, and the Zimmerman Preschool 

Language Scale, administered in the school years of 1982-83 

and 1983-84, respectively. 

Table 1 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills (April, 1983) 

Area 

Vocabulary 

Listening 

Language 

Math 

Reading Comprehension 

Word Analysis 

Total Composite Score 

Scores in Grade Equivalents 

Pre-Kindergarten; 9th month 

Kindergarten, 0 month 

Kindergarten, 3rd month 

First Grade, 2nd month 

Second Grade, 3rd month 

Third Grade, 6th month 

76th Percentile 



Table 2 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills (April, 1984) 

Area 

Listening 

Vocabulary 

Word Analysis 

Reading 

Spelling 

Capitalization 

Punctuation 

Language Usage 

Math Concepts 

Math Problems 

Math Computation 

Visual Materials 

Reference Materials 

Total Language 

Total Math 

Total Materials 

Total Composite Score 

Score in Percentile Rank 

93 

91 

98 

74 

99 

87 

97 

55 

51 

65 

81 

82 

83 

94 

66 

83 

93 

67 



Table 3 

Assessments Administered in May of 1983 by the School for the Deaf 

Evaluation Instrument 

Del Rio Language 
Screening Test 

Test of Language 
Development 

Detroit Test of 
Learning Aptitudes 

Assessment of 
Children's Language 
Comprehension 

Arizona Articulation 
Proficiency Scale 
(Sentences) 

Date 

5-24-83

5-24-83

5-24-83

8-24-83

5-24-83

Task 

Sentence Repetion 
Length 
Complexity 

Oral Commands 

Oral Vocabulary 

Verbal Opposites 
Social Adjustment 

Vocabulary 
3 Grit. Elements 
4 Grit. Elements 

Repetition of 
Sentences 

Score 

Below the 2nd Standard 
Deviation below Norm 

Below 4 yrs, 4 mos 

MA 7-0 
MA 3-9 

50% 
90% 
90% 

76% 

Mean for age: 48% 
Mean for age: 92% 
Mean for age: 70% 

Severe Range 
Speech is 
intelligible with 
careful listening 

°' 

(X) 



Table 4 

Speech and Language Assessments, 1982-1983 

Evaluation Inst. Date of 
Pre-test 

Arizona Articula- 9-11-82 
tion Proficiency 
Scale 
(Spontaneous 
articulation of 
pictured words) 

Carrow Test for 8-11-82
Auditory 
Comprehension 
of Language 

Zimmerman 
Preschool 
Language Scale 

8-12-82

Pre-test 
Score or 
Age 
Equivalent 

Date of 
Post-test 

Post-test 
Score or 
Age 
Equivalent 

Months 
Between 
Testing 

53 Correct 4-5-83
Responses out 

of 100 

Between 4-12-83
3 yrs, 3 mos 
and 
3 yrs, 4 mos 

Ceiling at 4-12-83
4 1/2 yrs for 
both Verbal 
Ability & 
Auditory 
Comprehension; 
3 yrs, 9 mos 
for Overall 

85 Correct 7 
Responses out 

of 100 

Between 8 
6 yrs, 2 mos 
and 
6 yrs, 4 mos 

Did not reach 8 
ceiling on 
Verbal Ability 
or Auditory 
Comprehension; 

_ 5 yrs, 2 1/ 2 
mos for Over
all Language 

Gain 

60% 

From the 
4th %-ile 
to 
between 
43rd %-ile 
and 
46th %-ile 

16 1/2 mos 
in Aud. 
Comp.; 
18 mos in 
Verbal; 
17 1/2 mos 
Overall 

0\ 

"° 



Table 5 

Speech and Language Assessments, 1983-1984 

Evaluation Inst. Date of 
Pre-test 

Peabody Picture 8-22-83
Vocabulary Test 
Revised 
(Vocab. Recog.) 

Arizona Articu- 8-22-83
lation Proficiency 
Scale 
(Spontaneous 
articulation of 
pictured words) 

Pre-test 
Score or 
Age 
Equivalent 

Date of 
Post-test 

4 yrs, 1 mo 4-6-84
(2 yrs, 9 mos 
below chron. 
age) 

68 Correct 4-6-84
Responses of 
pos. 100 
(within range 
of severe 
art. dev.) 

Carrow Elicited 
Language 
Inventory 
(Sentence 
imitation test) 

8-27-83 54 errors 4-6-84
(21 pts below 
1st %-ile) 
(Below 2nd neg. 
S.D. below
Norm)

Post-test 
Score or 
Age 
Equivalent 

Months 
Between 
Testing 

5 yrs, 8 mos 7� 
(1 yrs, 9 mos 
below chron. 
age) 

91 Correct 7� 
Responses of 
pos. 100 
(within range 
of mod. art. 
dev.) 

14 errors 
13.8 %-ile 
ranking 

7 1� 
. .....2 

Gain 

19 mos 

23 pts 
or 

33% imp. 

40 pts 

-.J 

0 
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Summary of ARD Committee Deliberations, 
Academic Progress, and Chronologic 
History 

Date Age 

7-78 20 mos 

8-78 21 mos 

8-78 21 mos 

9-7 34 mos 

11-79 3 yrs

The family attended a Cued Speech 

workshop in Kansas City, Kansas. 

The family attended an Acoupedic 

(Aural-Oral) workshop in Denver, 

Colorado. 

The child began an aural-oral rehab

ilitation program despite opposition 

from ISD. 

Anne had not progressed in the Aural

Oral program. The family requested 

that Cued Speech be incorporated for 

a visual representation of spoken 

language. The ISD recommended that 

TC be used. Anne received signs at 

school and Cues at home. Anne was 

termed "nonparticipatory and manipu

lative" by her teacher. It was recom

mended that the family receive coun

seling. 

The family received counseling for 7 

weeks. 



2-80 3 yrs, 3 mos 

4-80 ·3 yrs, 5 mos

6-80 3 yrs, 7 mos 

The family contracted with a Speech/ 

Language Pathologist (M.A., CCC-Sp.) 

who knew Cued Speech to do private 

speech/language therapy with Anne. 
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An ARD Committee convened with the 

counselor acting as mediator. The 

Committee recommended (a) placement in 

the city TC program; (b) Cued Speech 

be used for speech purposes; and 

(c)·Anne spend part of her time with

non-deaf children. 

Anne's mother, brother, sister, 2 cou

sins, and 2 aunts enrolled in a Sign I 

class. 

9-80 3 yrs, 10 mos Anne attended the SD 3 days per week. 

11-80 4 yrs

This program was housed in a building 

for deaf children only. The family 

enrolled Anne in a hearing preschool 

2 days per week. 

Anne left the hearing preschool and 

enrolled full time in the SD at the 

request of the Principal/SD. She was 

released 1 hour weekly to continue to 

receive Cued speech therapy. 



5-81

9-81

6-82

6-82
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4 yrs, 5 mos The family was disappointed with Anne's 

language growth during this school 

year. She was signing unintelliglble 

single signs or miming or gesturing. 

She was not answering simple ques

tiions. The family requested and was 

denied that Cued Speech be used for 

language purpose�. · 

4 yrs, 9 mos The family removed Anne from the SD. 

She received 10 hours weekly of pri-

.vate language and speech therapy from 

a teacher of the deaf who presented 

English through �ued Speech and she 

attended a private hearing preschool 

for 15 hours weekly. Her mother 

served as the interpreter at the pre

school. 

Syrs, 6 mos The family requested an ARD Committee 

meeting with the city to establish an 

appropriate placement and related 

services to meet Anne's needs for the 

1982-83 school year. 

5 yrs, 6 mos An ARD Committee convened on June 18, 

1982. The family presented 



6-82 5 yrs, 6 mos 

8-82 5 yrs, 8 mos 
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documentation of growth by presenting 

language samples, current speech tar

gets following the Ling method, a 

report from her preschool teacher, and 

a 30-minute videotape of Anne working 

with her deaf education teacher. The 

family requested (a) that Anne be 

mainstreamed, (b) placement in a Mon

tessori Kindergarten in their Home 

School, (c) placement in a speech/ 

language class at the local university 

three mornings per week, and (d) a 

full-time deaf education teacher to 

act as both interpreter and resource 

teacher. Such a person was available. 

A decision about the family's requests 

could not be made because the adminis

tration needed to check district and 

state policy and funding sources. 

An ARD Committee reconvened on August 

19, 1982. Policy and funding sources 

pertaining to the interpreter were not 

addressed. The administration stated 

a commitment to Total Communication 
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and the School for the Deaf. They 

ba-sed this on "many years' experience 

with Total Communication and the 

School for the Deaf." There were no 

data to support their philosophical 

convictions: Mainstreaming was 

offered during lunch and outside free 

play only, and not for any academic or 

non-academic areas. Cued Speech was 

offered for 15 minutes per day by a 

speech therapist during a transition 

period of no more than one year so 

Anne could gradually do away with Cued 

Speech. The university's speech/ 

language class could not be provided 

because it was not an approved non

public school with which the city could 

contract. The family requested time 

to discuss the offer presented to them 

between themselves. There was no vote 

called for. 

The family chose to implement what 

they themselves had requested of the 

Independent School District. They 
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incurred all costs for the interpreter 

and the university speech/language 

class. Anne attended her Home School 

Montessori Kindergarten. She was not 

enrolled in Special Education nor 

receiving any funds from Special Edu

cation. 

The family requested an ARD Committee 

meeting with the city to establish an 

appropriate placement and .related 

services to meet Anne's needs for the 

1983-84 school year. The parents 

filled out a referral form to (a) 

restate their convictions for repre

senting English by using Cued Speech 

and (b) document Anne's growth. 

An ARD Committee convened on May 25, 

1983. At the ARD Committee meeting 

the family documented Anne's growth 

during the school year. They docu

mented (a) a 60% gain in articulation 

of pictured words, as measured by the 

Arizona Articulation Scale, (b) a 

3-year growth of Auditory Comprehension
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of language, as measured by the Carrow 

Test for Auditory Comprehension of 

Language, and (c) a 17 1/2 month gain 

in Overall Language, as measured by 

the Zimmerman Preschool Language 

Scale. The family requested continu

ing mainstreamed education in the 

Home School Montessori first grade, 

with the aid of a full-time Cued 

Speech interpreter. The administra

tion stated that policy was not to 

furnish a Cued Speech interpreter when 

a child was in regular education with 

speeth only from Special Education. 

The administration stated that under 

policy and procedures, students 

receive services only when they are 

enrolled in the School for the Deaf. 

The parents felt their rights under 

PL 94.142 were not being given just 

consideration. The family asked to be 

shown where they were wrong in their 

interpretation of policy. A 3-2 vote 

stating the need for a Cued Speech 
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interpreter to implement the IEP was 

rendered in favor of the parents. The 

IEP stated regular education for all 

areas other than speech therapy which 

was noted under Special Education. 

Although the vote stated the need for 

continuing with the Cued Speech inter

preter, it was unknown as to whether 

the city could provide one under 

policy and procedures. 

The ARD Committee of 5-25-83 was 

reconvened on 6-23-83. The adminis

tration's position regarding the Cued 

Speech interpreter was stated. The 

city could provide a Cued Speech inter

preter at the Home School if the ARD 

Committee so decided. However, the 

city's recommendation was to provide a 

Cued Speech interpreter for 1/2 day at 

the School for the Deaf for non

academic areas other than math. This 

would be for a transition period while 

Anne was learning signs so she could 

do away with Cues for instructional 
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purposes. She would be in a self

contained class for hearing impaired 

students utilizing Total Commun.ication. 

She would receive speech therapy for a 

minimum of 40 minutes per week to as 

much as 80 minutes per week. The 

exact time was not specified. The 

administration's position was that she 

specifically needed a certified 

teacher of the deaf. The administra

tion stated that although they would 

furnish a Cued Speech interpreter at 

the School for the Deaf, they would 

not furnish one at the Home School. 

The Assistant Director of Special 

Education stated that it was possible 

under policy and procedure to furnish 

a Cued Speech interpreter at the Home 

School if the ARD Committee so recom

mended; however, they were not willing 

to make such a recommendation. If the 

parents wanted Anne to remain at her 

Home School in regular education with 

the aid of an interpreter, they would 
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have to pay for the interpreter. The 

parents did not sign the ARD form since 

they believed the vote concerning 

placement had already been taken on 

May 25. The teacher did not sign and 

wrote that she disagreed with the 

recommendation. The Principal voted 

in favor of the recommendation but 

wrote that if the city had been will

ing to pay for the interpreter at the 

Home School, he would have been in 

favor of that placement. 

Letters in opposition to the ARD Com

mittee recommendation of June 23, 

1983 were written by the parents and 

teachers who had worked with the 

child. These were sent to the Direc

tor of Special Education in the city, 

the Assistant Superintendent of Ele

mentary Education, and the State 

Director of the Division for Monitor

ing and Mediation. Letters in 

response were received by the parents 

from the Director of Special Education, 
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the Assistant Superintendent of Ele

mentary Education, and the Superin

t:ende.nt of Schools. All administrative 

positions supported the decision of 

the June 23rd ARD Committee placing 

Anne in the School for the Deaf in a 

transition period to do away with Cued 

Speech. The ARD Committee decision of 

May 25, 1983, was termed "unclear." 

That decision had placed Anne in 

regular education with speech therapy 

and had stated the need for a Cued 

Speech interpreter. 

The family incurred all the costs of 

supplying the Cued Speech interpreter 

at the Home School and the Speech/ 

Language class at the university. 

Anne received no funds or services 

from Special Education. 

The parents began to seek legal advice 

for preparation for the 1984 ARD Com

mittee meeting. The National Center 

for Law and the Deaf in Washington, DC 

at Gallaudet College was contacted. 
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The parents contracted with an 

attorney. 
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An ARD Committee convened on April 11, 

1984 to discuss placement and services 

for the 1984-85 school year. The 

parents had an attorney present to 

represent them. The family docu-

mented the year's growth. There had 

been a 19-month gain in Vocabulary, as 

measured by the Peabody Picture Voca

bulary Test, a33% gain in articula-

tion, as measured by the Ari�ona 

Articulation Scale, and a 40-point 

gain in expressive language, as docu

mented by the Carrow Elicited Language 

Inventory. The teacher stated that 

the child was a straight A student. 

The Principal recommended placement in 

the School for the Deaf with a Cued 

Speech interpreter for transitional 

purposes into Total Communication and 

away from Cued Speech. The adminis

trators all agreed that Anne needed to be 

educated with deaf children so as to 
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avoid future socialization problems. 

It was brought to the attention of the 

Committee that the school building 

housing the School for the Deaf did 

not have a second grade of hearing 

children. This meant Anne would have 

no opportunity to mainstream for non

academics. This also meant Anne would 

only have Cued Speech during speech 

therapy. The Principal changed his 

recommendation to read that Anne be 

placed in regular education in the 

Home School with a Cued Speech inter

preter available for 1/2 day. It was 

made clear that this recommendation 

was made only because the School for 

the Deaf did not have any opportuni

ties to mainstream for non-academics 

and math in second grade. Placement 

would have to be reviewed at the end 

of the 1984-85 school year. All in 

attendance voted in favor of this 

recommendation. 
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9-84 7 yrs, 10 mos Anne is currently attending a hearing 

second grade class. The city has fur

nished a Cued Speech interpreter for 

academics for 1/2 day. Her parents at 

an ARD Committee meeting have 

requested that after a trial period, 

a second ARD Committee reconvene to 

determine if Anne needs the interpre

ter in the afternoon for social 

studies and science. 

Summary of the Transcriptions of the 
Tapes of the ARD Committee Meetings 

The following four summaries represent a synthesis of 

the statements made by members of the ARD Committee relating 

to specific issues about which the members of the ARD Com

mittee held differing philosophical views. These four 

summaries cover (a) interpretation of policy and procedures, 

(b) the comparative value of Total Communication using

Signed English and English visually represented by Cued 

Speech, (c) Anne's need for a Certified Teacher of the 

Deaf, and (d) Anne's future socialization skills. 

The following abbreviations will be used to designate 

the speakers in the summaries of the transcriptions: 

ADM: Assistant Director of Special Education 



PR--SD: Principal of the School for the Deaf 

F: Father 

M: Mother 

D--ISD: Diagnostician from the Independent School District 

PR--HS: Principal of the Home School 

D--SD: Diagnostician from the School for the Deaf 

INT: 

T: 

ATT: 

T--SD: 

S--SD: 

SLP: 

Interpreter 

Anne's Regular Teacher 

Attorney for the parents 

Teacher from the School for the Deaf 

Supervisor at the School for the Deaf 

Speech/Language Pathologist from the university 
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Interpretation of Policy and Procedures. The follow

ing synthesis of the transcriptions represents a su�mary of 

the positions of the family and the city regarding the 

possible interpretations of Policy and Procedure as set 

forth in Public Law 94.142. 

June - 1982 

ADM The state has mandated Total Communication. Cued 

Speech could be done as a related service at home 

after school. Another alternative would be to pro

vide Cued Speech at one of our public elementary 

schools using a teacher or an aide. This way Anne 

could be in that school all day. The speech 
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therapist could be trained also at the public ele

mentary school. We might be able to move the aide 

up to the next class if we can train an aide and 

make the aide an interpreter. 

PR--SD You have gotten Cued Speech and you're feeling good 

about it. You're satisfied. If it's a Cued Speech 

interpreter even though the state will do hand

springs, I have no problem with that. I �hink what 

you need to do is to read policy and see what we can 

and can't do because there's no sense making a deci

sion if the Board policy is going to say, "No, you 

can't do that." 

ADM We'll have to talk to the state; we'll have to talk 

to the Board; we'll have to talk with other people 

to see what we can do. We have to reconvene to see 

what we're allowed to do by 

F Should 

M Or can 

D--ISD I don't 

PR--SD I don't 

May - 1983 

I hire an attorney? 

we work it out? 

think I would yet. 

think we're that far 

state law. 

apart. 

D--ISD The city's school district offers a program for the 

deaf at the School for the Deaf. That is out most 

appropriate placement and program. 
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PR--HS We do not have authority here to impose upon the 

D--SD 

·Independent School District and/or the state addi

tional funds for an interpreter of a mode of speech

that is different from what has been accepted as the

norm or appropriate.

Who furnishes the interpreter is the issue, and the

city does not do that. Interpreters are provided

through the deaf education program in the School for

the Deaf. We're guided by a policy we cannot

change. Special Education is not able to provide

an interpreter when she's ARDed speech only in regu

lar education.

PR--HS As employees of the Independent School District, we 

are charged with following, adhering to, and sup

porting the rules and regulations of this Independ

ent School District. 

F This very thing happened last year. They were going 

to check Policy and Procedure, but the next time 

around we didn't talk about what Policy and Proce

dure said. The next time around I was handed an IEP 

and was told this was felt to be best for my 

daughter. That's all we talked about. We went 

through the motion all right, but we didn't talk 

about Policy and Procedure and who said this could 
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not be done. I'm reading Policy and Procedure right 

now, but you're telling me I'm reading it wrong. It 

tells me about my child's right to be educated 

according to her IEP, be educated to the maximum 

extent possible with children who are not handi

capped, be educated in a regular classroom unless 

she cannot receive a satisfactory education by first 

using special aids and services in that classroom, 

have the school consider a variety of instructional 

and educational placement options before the deci

sion is made, be educated as close to home as possi

ble, participate with non-handicapped students in 

school activities such as recess, clubs, and special 

interest groups. Now this is what Policy says. 

(Reading) Special education related services per

sonnel may be employed on a contractual basis for a 

limit of 12 months for the purpose of providing 

direct or related services or student evaluation. 

M And I still wish you could show me clearly that Anne 

does not qualify for Special Education because 

she's auditorially handicapped. Just that handicap 

alone qualifies her for funds that she needs for the 

interpreter through special education. If you 

don't agree with that, we need to check on that 



point. Approach the School Board of whatever we 

have to do. If you're auditorially handicapped, 

what services are you entitled to? 

D--ISD Then you would need the services of the School for 

the Deaf because that is what we provide, and we 

could best meet her needs in that school. 

F This ARD Committee has the right to ask for the 

D--SD 

F 

funds for an interpreter. 

Our policy is not to provide it. 

It's written in Policy what she's entitled to, and 
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this ARD can decide that. This ARD can ask for it. 

Then someone else has to tell us "No, she can't have 

it." Then they have to tell us why she can't have 

it. 

D--ISD This ARD Committee can say "No," if that's the way 

the voting people come, and you can protest it and 

take it higher. 

INT What if this ARD Committee says "Yes." 

D--ISD We can't. 

F I know it's all money. 

D--SD It's a shame that it is. 

PR--HS At this point I don't think there's a question in 

anybody's mind that she needs a Cued Speech inter

preter, but if saying. this and putting it down on 



this IEP is our recommendation that the school 

system furnish it, that's a horse of a different 

color. 
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F Then we're talking about money and not talking about 

Anne. 

PR--HS Absolutely, that's what the whole thing boils down 

to. If a Cued Speech interpreter is provided for, 

who will pay for it? That's the bottom line. We've 

got to talk about money, like it or not. That's 

what it is. I can see a Pandora's Box being opened. 

D--ISD We're not talking one child. We're talking ulti

mately probably many, and it does come into finances. 

You can't help it. It's not just you. It's all 

kinds of individual requests. 

PR--HS Would you sign this IEP if we put down on this that 

we agree with the Cued Speech interpreter, but we're 

not saying who will pay for it? 

F Sure 

M You know that. 

June - 1983 

D--ISD Our recommendation �-,ould be to have Anne with a 

teacher of the deaf part of the time at the School 

for the Deaf which is housed in a hearing public 

elementary school, to have Anne mainstreamed for 



whenever she could be (for non-academics), and at 

this point she must have a Cued Speech interpreter 

(to help in the transition back to Sign Language). 

F · I recommend that she come back to school here (in

her home school). Let's vote on that.
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ADM The Diagnostician of the Independent School District

can make a recommendation, and if you dissent you

can write your dissenting opinion.

F We can make a recommendation and they can dissent

also.

ADM The ARD Committee makes a recommendation, and you

make a dissent.

INT Aren't the parents a part of the ARD Committee?

ADM They can appeal the decision of the ARD Committee.

M We're being forced into an appeal already.

F If we vote or sign anything, it will be a decision

of the ARD Committee. We're not to the point of 

taking a vote yet. All of this needs to be dis

cussed. First of all, why can't Anne get the same 

education in her home school? That's what the · 

Policy and Procedures say. 

M First you have to rule out her home school. 

F We're allowed her home school before you add this 

other. Can she not receive as well or a better 



education here than she can down there, with 

related services? Now let's vote on that? 

PR--HS She can, given the structure of finances. 

D--SD We can't talk finances. 
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PR--HS I know, but that's the bottom line of this whole 

thing, regardless of whether we can or can't or want 

to or don't want to. 

F (Reading from Policy and Procedure) Your child has 

the right to be educated in the least restrictive 

setting appropriate to his individual needs. 

Wherever possible, your child should be educated 

with children who are not handicapped. The major 

goal of special education for a handicapped child is 

to help him lead as normal a life as possible. Your 

handicapped child should have the chance to be with 

non-handicapped children in school activities and be 

in a regular educational setting as much as possible. 

Special classes and other services separate from 

regular classes should be used for your child only if 

his handicap is so severe that he cannot be edu

cated in a regular class with the use of special 

help and equipment. If she can't receive it here, 

then we can send her over there; but she can receive 

every bit of it bere. 
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M If she couldn't do it, then we'd have to do some

thing else. But she can do it. She did it last 

year. First she has to fail at it before we can say 

that something else is needed. 

PR--HS 

M 

PR--HS 

What made it possible for her to do it last year? 

An interpreter. 

That's the hang-up. 

INT She needs an interpreter. That was decided at the 

last ARD meeting. 

F The interpreter can be provided here. Can a Cued 

Speech interpreter be provided to Special Education 

at her home school? Can it or can it not be? 

ADM If the ARD Committee so decided. 

F I would like it in the minutes that I asked the 

Assistant Director of Special Education if a Cued 

Speech interpreter could be provided at the home 

school through special education. 

ADM I said it is possible. It is plausible. 

F I want that in the minutes. Now we can't even write 

things in the minutes. We can't go by Policy and 

Procedures, and now we can't even write things in 

the Minutes. Do you feel our daughter can be edu

cated at her home school with a Cued Speech inter

preter? 



D--SD It appears that she's doing that, yes. 

F (to D--ISD) Do you feel that? 

D--ISD ·I do at this point, except t�at she's still behind

in all the language. 

INT She's not that weak in language either. 
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F Policy says right here that only should these other 

steps be used if she's so severely handicapped that 

she cannot receive that education. 

D--SD 

F 

She is severely handicapped when it comes to going 

into a regular classroom without support. 

With.that support she can do it. And that's what 

Policy says you should give preference to. 

PR--HS The thing I'm thinking about is--and it's not an 

enviable position to be in--I'm thinking of the 

entire program and not just one child. I don't like 

to do that, but that's what I have to think of. 

F That's not what Policy says. We are not supposed to 

think of all the other children. This ARD Committee 

is supposed to think of Anne's needs alone. 

ADM And that's what we're thinking about. 

F That's not what the Principal was thinking about.· I 

think he needs to know that he doesn't have to hold 

up the School for the Deaf. His responsibility is 

not there today. His responsibility is to meet the 
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need of Anne at this time. I want him to know 

what's required of him. It's to meet Anne's needs, 

not to meet the needs of anyone else or any group of 

children. 

ADM And that's what we're talking about. 

F And you said it is possible to provide her with a 

Cued Speech interpreter at her home school--is it 

not? 

ADM I said it is possible if the ARD Committee 

decides that way. 

F I recommend that she be placed in her home school 

with a Cued Speech interpreter. 

ADM I'll write that down, sir, as soon as I get finished 

with this other recommendation. 

F I would like to know who came up with this other 

recommendation? 

D--ISD The Diagnostician from the School for the Deaf and I 

talked about it. 

D--SD The Diagnostician from the Independent School Dis

trict knew what my recommendation would be as some

one from the School for the Deaf. 

F Why weren't we present when this was being talked 

about? 
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INT If there's a person from the School for the Deaf 

present at an ARD Committee, does that mean we auto

matically know what that person is going to recom

mend? 

D--SD No. What I'm saying is what is provided through the 

School for the Deaf. 

INT That doesn't mean that has to be the recommendation. 

F Is there a choice of one or more appropriate place

ments? 

D--SD 

F 

I think we see that. 

If there's a choice of one or more appropriate place

ments in your school district, preference must be 

given to the one nearest your home. 

�--ISD That's something else. 

F Policy and Procedure. The Policy says do it one way 

and you're doing it the opposite way. We have to 

discuss two placements. Both of those placements 

need to be on there. Then go back to Policy and 

Procedure and read what it says about those two 

placements. 

ADM 

F 

ADM 

F 

No. 

Yes, maam. 

All right, pass the thing around. 

I don't think we can pass it around _yet. 



ADM I don't see why not. We've discussed every

thing. 

F Because we haven't written another appropriate 

placement for her. 
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ADM No. There's only one recommendation the ARD Com

mittee can make. We don't put out a schmorgasbord 

of all kinds of options that everybody votes on. We 

make one and we vote on it. You and your wife can 

write under there what you think is appropriate. 

F I've got the May ARD Committee, and I've got it 

signed right here. Why do we need another one? 

ADM Because it was not clear. 

M At the May ARD meeting we didn't know if the Cued 

Speech interpreter could be provided by the city. 

We voted that if one could be provided, we think she 

needs one. The placement we were talking about was 

the home school program. 

PR--HS I signed that an interpreter was needed, but on your 

tape you'll find where I did not say that I felt it 

was the city's place to furnish that interpreter. 

F Right. But they can. It is their place, and they 

can. 

M Can I read something? The class or school that is 

the least restrictive setting for one child may not 
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be the least restrictive setting appropriate for 

another child. Each handicapped child is differ

ent with different educational needs. For this 

reason the school system must have avilable a choice 

of placements. 

F The home _school placement is available and was 

offered by the teacher. I would rather vote on the 

teacher's recommendation than on the.Diagnostician 

of the School for the Deaf's recommendation. I 

think the teacher's recommendation should be voted 

on first. It was offered first. Why do you take 

two recommendations and say we won't vote on this 

one; we'll vote on this one? Let's vote on the 

teacher's. 

ADM No. There was a recommendation made. 

F There was a recommendation made at the May ARD meet

ing and it was made again today. Why don't we vote 

on that? We don't want to dissent, and you know 

that. I know what's on those papers is what's going 

to educate Anne. That's why I want it all on there. 

I think we need to do this now and we need to do it 

by Policy and Procedures. 

ADM Do we have the Minutes and everything on there? 

D--ISD I just filled it in. 
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INT The other proposal is not on there. Is that right? 

F No. The teacher's proposal is not written on there. 

T You've placed her in the School for the Deaf. 

ADM Yes we did. That's what we did. 

D--ISD I think we need to act on this recommendation and 

sign. Then if there is dissention, you all will 

have to go someplace else. 

F We do not have to take another vote. 

ADM What they can do is put the parents refused to sign 

that recommendation. 

F The Committee hasn't made that recommendation. The 

Diagnosticians from the Independent School District 

and the School for the Deaf said that. They're not 

the Committee, only part of it. We've already said 

she does not neet it on the May 25, 1983 ARD form. 

D--SD But I don't agree that she doesn't need it. 

F O.K. Then it will be you who disagrees. 

PR--HS This is what the Director of Special Education told 

me. The interpreter would be furnished at the 

School for the Deaf, but you would have to furnish 

it in the Home School. I told you how I felt. If 

it was going to be furnished by the city Independ

ent School District, then I couldn't see sending her 

to the School for the Deaf. 



F The Director tells you it would be provided out 

there but not here. How can they do this? 

PR--HS I don't know. 

ADM O.K. The way the ARD Committee has voted. 

F No, they haven't voted. 
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(to PR--HS) Did the Director tell you it was because 

of the determination of this ARD Committee? 

PR--HS The Director of Special Education said it was which 

way the ARD went that said it would be at the home 

school at your expense. 

ADM O.K. How are we voting? 

D--ISD I signed it 

ADM O.K. You signed it. Has he signed it? 

F You are rushing us through this. 

PR--HS (to F) I did not ask for a clear clarification on 

that from the Director of Special Education. 

F Should we get one before we sign this? 

ADM In other words, if the vote is 3-2 or whatever for 

her to go to the School for the Deaf 

F O.K. But if the vote is 3-2 for her to go to the 

home school, can she get the interpreter? 

ADM If that's what the recommendation is, but that's not 

what the recommendation is. 

D--ISD The recommendation is the other. 
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At this point, the C_:-:·:1 and the t:~·:.:=::.'J hci:irc~ abo 1.1: 

Cued Sp 1::cch at tht...: l\l0:•: ~u1dcr Gr u h,:,:tt :3<'11 Co11"v·c r1t:i ,) n in 



The~:-~ 

The t::"""""'::) were very excited and plc:1SF:d 'vJith r=.·=:~,)' S 

enal.ile us to unr.: ,.:-::st.:,!' ! ;:i1Jout cu~_:d SfH.::•:·..::h ,,:~i :; tr., hw·:c Di~. 

and r;:,_··_:·-_-_,._·~_-_· __ ·_· ·_J oc•1.:1r:iz,_:•·.( th e- · . .;crk:;hop iJnd it ·,;,-1" a ':1r•, .1t 



mer t\-.'O ne ·.v childr~n mo-..·•; '.] into th<-~ district ,.H1r.l thn :i' · . ..;,,re 

"!'ln:'. ; , th•.:: ori <.,;tn<ii 























Cuc d Sp cc-:- h was do,, c 1 o _r, • · d in 196 G by D r. Or i n Co r: n c t ~ . 

EducL.tticn. At pre::-r.:-nt, it h.:is be•:.-11 acI.-!EJt..-:>•J to 3] l. .,n:iu~, •::i'_.: :..; 

and/or dialects. 



~vc w0uld have h.::J• .l 



h.:i.s. 

langu u.'J:::!. 

3) cued Spec-ch m,"1}:,::-~, the child a goo·:l l .i p r0 .-Jr1,-: :.- .,,. i thc 1.1 t 



Thi !> ·.;oulrJ ;!I C ,.,n th.:-,: 

the p co[ounrJ ly dc.:.i f will be ab l O to 1.1ndc ::s t :1w i .JflJ-



1) It is not our go.-11 thc1t our ch.i.ldu:~n .:;•.!':. ·~·,: :~t:.::.c·1.J J:..:~ 





This prog.:::,-,1:1 would hc:ivc: a:.;; it:, <:1bj,2,:'-:.i·;0 

the acquis i tior1 of lan:.f' ::, 0J::: at a rut.-::: f.:1str.·::--- ·---·-·· ·--





teach any stude::1t or faculty m1:-: :1 !Ji=.:r whc i-:: ·.-1illin ·:1 to 11:! .-:-,r.n 
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Mr. and Mrs. rr:!:::!: t � .t...:! � 
August 23, 1983
Page 2 

2. It provides in one setting the academic and language developnent 
activities which you propose to provide in two settings. Though
it is eight miles to f:: · '.;.::.!::!l the travel would be outside 
the school day. Travel to� .. -........ ��t, from Mon the three 
mornings a week she attended there would be during the school day
and the distance is about two and one-half miles. 

3. Though ','t;___,)-.:.......;...-=-;.. will be in transition this does not necessarily 
point to negative effects, and in fact at this date the transition 
is going very smoothly. 

4. Professiona 1 s who have worked with� who do not recommend 
placement at tE::Z·--1-.!� realize, I hope, that school districts 
are required to provide appropriate, not the best possible, programs
for handicapped students and that there may be more than one way to
achieve the desired educational goals.

5. Sign language takes time to learn. Of course,� would be con
fused atte�pting to communicate with someone who signs if she had no 
formal instruction. That would not be the case at c=::._: __ 1 
and teachers there would, like teachers at��:_ ___ .. l, only 
evaluate her based on what she had been taught.

6. Assuming � is awake 16 hours a day, she ,,.,ould. 1Jnder the proposed
IEP, spend a maximum of 24 hours a day at school using signs. She
might sign for part of the bus ride to and from schcul, another 2 
hours maximum, leaving 312 hours at school for pructicing speech 
and cuing and 8 hours at home. With the majority of the day 
spent in cuing ar:d speech the loss of speech or it:s deterior·ation 
is most unlikely. 

��
h

. 
1-,e disagree as to how to accomplish the most aopro�ria e educationul program for
Mr. and Mrs.�.:::.'], I very much respect your efforts .1 th her an� hope ·t1e can 

come soon to a resolution that is acceptable to both yo,i wd hP. c· .... ��::..".'] rso.

Sincerely,
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ARD OF JUNE 18, 1982 

For the purpose of this transcription, the following 

abbreviations will be used to designate the speaker: 

PR--SD 

S--SD 

D--SD 

D--ISD 

SLP 

ADM 

T 

M 

F 

PR--HS 

ADM 

represents the Principal of the School for the 
Deaf 

represents the Supervisor of the School for the 
Deaf 

represents the Diagnostician of the School for the 
Deaf 

represents the Diagnostician from the Independent 
School District 

represents the Speech/Language Patholigist from 
the University 

represents the Assistant Director of Special 
Education 

represents the child's deaf education Teacher 

represents the child's Mother 

represents the child's Father 

the Principal of the child's Home School 

We are here to decide today if your child has an 
educational need and to decide if she does qualify 
for special education. And then we'll devise 
goals and objectives and a program for her before 
we even talk about placement. We will address the 
three steps that are required by law--that is the 
physical, mental, emotional/social--and then we'll 
get into some of the competencies that she has in 
various areas. We will review the assessment that 
has been done in various places, and then we will 
discuss these options. We are delighted that all 
of you are here today, and we hope we can come to 
a conclusion that all of us will be satisfied with. 
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profoundly deaf child, will learn language at two 
times the rate of a hearing child. 

That is what they're saying. 

That's what they're saying. If you choose the 
one-half day kindergarten, some of the problems 
will be settled as far as I'm concerned. I'll 
work with you, happy to observe this and document 
it and see. There is nothing in this world that 
would keep me from accepting a method or plan or 
document that would enhance the education of deaf 
children. 

Has my daughter not, from what you've seen of her 
last year to what you've seen on these tapes. 

Well, you've got . . .  it's an impressive tape. 
You've got many factors coming in there. (1) 
You have maturity, another year's instruction, 
socialization, that comes into play. (2) I did
see a great amount of echolalia. 

That's right. 

The cues that the teacher worked so hard to avoid, 
body and the movement cues--put it high, put it 
on the shelf--the child responded to . Your child 
has been in speech therapy for at least I would 
say three and one-half years. 

Two and one-half: last year, this year, and 6 
months prior to coming into your school. 

Two and one-half years, and she is doing well. I'm 
not going to compare your child to any other 
children. That's not fair to you or to them. 
We're discussing your child, but I think because 
of your supportive attitude your child has done 
well. 

Mr. & Mrs. ___ , your school year goals for her
as I understand it are really for her to remain in 
regular education as much as possible, even though 
you said she could get the signs and go into total 
communication later. You really hope she will be 
in regular education, not at the school for the 
deaf. Is that right? 
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D--SD 

ADM 

D--SD 

T 

D--SD 

PR--SD 

D--SD 

PR--SD 

D--SD 

ADM 

D--SD, 

ADM 

D--SD 

D--ISD 

I still don't understand about the educational 
testing. I don't know if we talked about that. 
What needs to be given to Anne and who makes that 
assessment? 

I imagine we would do that once she enters school. 
I don't think that would be your problem. We have 
educational testing that we give. 

I don't know; we're supposed to have that before 
we do an ARD; that's what the screening is for. 
T h e n  we have to go through comprehensive test
ing because they didn't give us enough. 

Did you say you did the Metropolitan? 

Her kindergarten teacher did that. 

We just need a copy of that. 

There was a copy of that. 

Where? 

The long sheet with the paper clip. 

I didn't see that. This all came in after I got 
here. Okay. 

We didn't have the verbal or the language age. 

These are just raw scores and not grade levels or 
readiness scores. That's what I'm talking about. 
This is the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Tes�, 
but it doesn't give the age scores on here. 

(to Diagnostician from the Independent School 
District) They have the Metropolitan Reading 
Readiness, but they do not have it in age scores. 
Do we have to have another test, or can we do it 
when they come in? 

We could probably figure it out if we got a Metro
politan Test. They're raw scores and a percen
tile. 

The 59th percentile. 
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D--SD 

INT 

F 

D-ISD 
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You can't have a goal without needs. 

You're getting into semantics. The Speech/Lan
guage/Pathologist said to work on /p, g/ and /th/ 
and recognizing the correct sound production. 

We went through this already. 

(repeated the SLP's goals) 

ARD her auditorially handicapped. 

If she was ARDed auditorially handicapped, she 
would be under the jurisdiction of the School for 
the Deaf which the parents don't want. 

Why would she not be under special education? 

Because we are special education, we are a segment 
of special education, and auditorially handicapped 
children go under the jurisdiction of the auditori
ally handicapped school. 

Then if she were ARDed under the School for the 
Deaf, do they have the money to pay for it (the 
Cued Speech interpreter)? 

That's not my prerogative to say either. 

Can we get more services if we say she is part of 
the School for the Deaf, under their jurisdiction, 
using this track? 

I can't answer that. 

Let's find that out. 

The placement would be mainstreaming. 

They do mainstream, do they not? 

The fact is that Anne exists. Somebody needs to

provide the services for her. You have said that 

right now special education will not pro�ide the

services, regular programs will �ot P:ov1de the

services needed, and deaf education will not pro-

vide the services. 
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We have a lot of goals in speech, and we can get 
back to those; but we feel like she can do that 
this year. 

Would you say in here that we agreed on those edu
cational and academic goals? 

Okay, do you want me to say that we agreed on 
these? 

She's eligible for many things with the hearing 
impairment and the speech handicap. I didn't go 
into any details. It just opens lots of doors for 
her. You did say you have several speech goals? 

Yes, on her Speech/Language/Pathologist's list. 

Some of these are such very specific ones, I don't 
know--instead of writing every single one down--

Just say to see the Speech/Language/Pathologist's 
report. 

We have the copy. It seems kind of redundant to 
wr i t e i t a 11 . 

You feel like she can do all of this next year? 

I really do. I would not put her in (my class) if 
I didn't expect success. Now that doesn't mean 
that she can stop speech therapy because she'll 
have to have maintenance therapy. 

You are planning to do this with her next year? Is 
that what you're saying? 

We would hope that she would be enrolled for it. 
The Speech/Language/Pathologist is cueing, and 
that way my daughter would be cued to directly 
without an interpreter there. I think she needs 
that and that's fair for my daughter. 

Shouldn't we let the Speech/Language/Pathologist 
read these? Would you read these? 

Okay, are we going to say on here that the parents 
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INT And you're reporting on deaf students. Who have 
they been taught by? 

SLP 

INT 

M 

INT 

D--SD 

INT 

D--ISD 

ADM 

D--ISD 

INT 

ADM 

D--ISD 

INT 

D--SD 

SLP 

They've been taught by teachers of the deaf so you 
find out they have skipped? 

You're talking about what has happened in the 
field of deaf education, and we're saying some
thing a little bit differently which may prevent 
if from happening. 

That's right, and I feel good about it. 

You're giving us exactly what we know about the 
education of the deaf. 

But you're giving an indication that you feel that 
all deaf education teachers have skipped and 
children have not progressed and not made progress 
like Anne. 

We never said that. 

This is what you're inferring. 

Yes. 

When you say teachers of the deaf can't do it. 

It was you who brought that up, not I. You said 
she needs a certified teacher of the deaf, and you 
went on to say why. 

Yes, we still say. 

That is our recommendation. 

My point, then, is who these deaf kids have been 
taught by. There's something wrong with our 
system for teaching the deaf. I'm willing to make 
that statement. 

You're saying deaf students show a learning dis
ability. 

Learning disabled children need the same kind of 
teaching as deaf children. 
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ADM 

F 

You could review her again and remove her cued 
speech interpreter. 

Yes, you surely could. 
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And furthermore, they won't have one because you 
can't train one the way they're going to do it. 

(to the Principal of the Home School) , we'll 
be at the School for the Deaf totally made up of 
their people, and after six weeks they can repeal 
that Cued Speech interpreter. If we get ARDed to 
the School for the Deaf, on her first review date 
in three months they can say that she's doing 
fine with the signs and they can repeal the Cued 
Speech interpreter at the first review date. 
That's possible. They have the right to do that. 
Once we're out there, we completely lose control of 
what's happening with Anne. 

Once they have the solid vote on it, we have one 
out of five votes out there. 

Of course, we can do that at the home school too. 

Did the Director say it was on the ARD committee 
recommendation? 

The Director said it's as to how the ARD goes, 
and I didn't ask for an interpreter for that. 

In other words, if it's 3-2 or whatever for her 
to go to the School for the Deaf. 

Okay, but if it's 3-2 for her to go to her home 
school, can she get the interpreter? 

ADM If that's what the recommendation is, but that's 
not what the recommendation is. 

D--ISD 

F 

ADM 

The recommendation is the other. It would have to 
be a new vote. 

Well, let's restate. 

That's the reason we have to vote, and I've been 
asking you to vote. If we get a vote, then 
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Excuse me--we have to have this room for an 
inservice. They'll be here at 4:00. People are 
waiting. 

If the ARD committee so votes, then a Cued Speech 
interpreter can be provided at her home school. 
Is that correct? 

The vote on this will be whether she goes to the 
School for the Deaf. 

Are you the Chairman? 

No, I really signed wrong. I'm used to being 
Chairman. Let me change that. 

I'm signed down here as an Other. It doesn't say 
--you might as well be Other. 

Might as well be other? 

Because you can't be what I signed. I signed 
supervisor/diagnostician. The Diagnostician from 
the School for the Deaf will have to sign that. 

When we talked about this before as I recall. If 
she were a speech only child at the school in her 
home school, then that's the services she gets as a 
student in the regular education program. If she 
goes to the School for the Deaf, then she's eligi
ble for all the other services, and I think this is 
where we're headed. 

Is she not eligible for those other services at her 
home school also under hearing impaired? 

Yes. As speech handicapped only. If she's put 
there under the hearing impaired program, then 
that's why we made recommendations on what we'd 
ARDed. 

So that's why we're here. Because of the hearing 
impaired? 

That's why I'm here, because she's hearing 
impaired. 

There's no way to bring Dr. into this. 
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. like here. We have been moved this year into 
that setting. We are in one wing, two wings. 
There was enough room for ten classrooms, and they 
moved us out there, but it's a regular elementary 
school as is this one. They had a Principal that I 
worked under over there and also art and music and 
all the things that were provided in regular 
education. 

So a Cued Speech interpreter, if it would be pro
vided to Anne there, would be not in the Total 
Communication system but in the other school? 

That's the only way I could see it working. 

Now my understanding is for a transitional period 
for her to make the transition to the Total Com
munication. 

ADM But it could take a year. It could take more. 

ATT 

D--SD 

ATT 

D--SD 

ATT 

D--SD 

ADM 

So you're talking about putting her in both. I 
don't want to speak for the parents out of turn, 
but I don't think that is acceptable. I think we 
may have a fundamental disagreement about the 
value of Total Communication for Anne. Not about 
the value of Total Communication but about the 
value of Total Communication for Anne. 

(to ATT) May I ask a question of you personally? 
Have you seen the School for the Deaf? 

No. 

We would love for you to come out and see how that 
is functioning. 

I'd be interested in seeing it sometime. 

Okay. 

Well, at the present time our district interprets 
the appropriate program for those who are auditor
ially handicapped to attend the school for the 
deaf for Total Communication because thev can move 
from school to school. It is state sponsored. It 
is in the United States. In other words, she 
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