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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Overview 0f The Investigation And The Report

The Governor Baxter School for the Deaf, on Mackworth Island in the
Town of Falmouth, is both the successor to a school for the deaf established
in 1897 and the special gift of former Governor Percival P. Baxter. It was
established by act of the Legislature '"to be devoted to the education and
instruction of deaf children."l1/ By law the State has 'the entire charge,
responsibility and expense of maintaining the school" and the "government
of the school is vested in the Department of Educational and Cultural
Services, which shall have charge of the general interests of the school
and shall see that its affairs are conducted in accordance with law."2/

Prior to 1972, the Governor Baxter School for the Deaf ("GBSD" or the
"School") 3/ was operated as part of the Department of Institutional
Services and later, the Department of Mental Health and Corrections.
Responsibility then shifted to the Department of Educational and Cultural
Services ('DECS" or the "Department'").4/

Since 1961, Joseph E. Youngs, Jr., has served as superintendent of
the School. He has been assisted, since 1967 by Robert E. Kelly, first
as assistant superintendent and, more recently, as director of academic
affairs. As a result of action taken by Associate Commissioner Larry
Pineo under direction from Harold Raynolds, Jr., Commissioner of DECS,
Mr. Youngs was asked on November 24,1981, for his resignation. He tendered
his resignation on January 26, 1982, effective at the end of the school year.

Allegations published in the February, 1982, edition of "Coping'",
the newsletter of the Maine Association of Handicapped Persons, publicly
accused administrators and employees of GBSD with mistreatment of students,
including assault by staff members and sexual contacts between staff and
students. Former staff of the School also complained of poor management
practices affecting both staff and students and of inappropriate educational
policies for the education of deaf children. The publication also suggested
that the Department had failed to take timely action on known child abuse.
(Subsequent newspaper publications made similar allegations).

1/ 20 M.R.S.A. § 3122(4). See also, P. & Sp.L. 1897 c. 446 and
P. & Sp. L. 1953 c. 44.

z/ A discussion of the School's special education program is found
in Section II. An exploration of the Department's role in supervising the
School is found in Section XII.

3/ The earlier name was the Governor Baxter State School for the Deaf.
This was changed to the present name after a request by school students to
a legislator,

4/ P.L. 1971 c. 610, An Act to Reorganize the Department of Education.

5/ The events leading to this request and resignation are detailed in
Section XII.




Before actual publication of the "Coping" article, but with knowledge of
its imminent release, Harold Raynolds, Jr., DECS Commissioner, took two adminis-
trative actions. Because of the seriousness of the charges of child abuse, and
concern for the safety of children should the allegations later prove to be true, —
he immediately relieved the two top administrators of their duties at the School,
replacing them with an interim acting superintendent. Also, he directed
the undertaking of a comprehensive administrative investigation into the allega-
tions. Almost simultaneously, the Governor requested an investigation by the
Attorney General.

Commissioner Raynolds appointed David Noble Stockford, DECS Director of.
Special Education, to be coordinator of a Special Review Team for the administrative
investigation. An immediate review of educational records at the School was begun
by the three persons comprising the "education review team," a component of the
Special Review Team. Meanwhile, work began on an overall design for a compre-
hensive review of the School and its operations and, most particularly, the
allegations of child abuse.

As the dimensions of the investigation were defined, the Commissioner con-—
tracted with Bobbi Kamil, Ph.D., a special education consultant with the New.
England Resource Center in Burlington, Vermont, to serve as on-site coordinator
of the administrative investigation. The Commissioner believed this appointment
was necessary to afford adequate time for planning, supervision, investigation
and compilation of the Team's efforts and also to offer a knowledgeable, but
disinterested, perspective of a professional educator neither employed by nor
attached to DECS or any State agency.

Under the direction of Mr. Stockford and Dr. Kamil, the scope of the adminis-
trative investigation--including its goals, and methodology--was delineated.
This plan for the review was presented at various times, to

~ parents of GBSD students,

~ the Legislative Committee on Education,

- the Legislative Committee on Health and Institutional Services,

- the Maine Advisory Panel on the Education of Exceptional Children,
- the Maine Developmental Disabilities Planning Council,

- the Maine Parents of the Hearing Impaired,

- the staff of GBSD, and

- the Maine Deaf Consumers.

6/ Departmental employees Larry Pineo and Beverly Trenholm took charge
of the School for several weeks, alternating these duties with their regular
responsibilities., Meanwhile, the Commissioner sought a person who could
devote full-time to the responsibilities occasioned by the absence of two
administrators. Dr. Pamela Tetley, a former DECS employee with a doctorate
in special education, was hired for the task after she applied for a regular
position in the Department. Later, Barbara McGough, a certified Teacher of
the Deaf and administrator of an educational program for the deaf in the
Portland school system, was hired on a part-time basis as acting director of
academic affairs.



This administrative investigation was to culminate in a comprehensive
report to the Commissioner, with specific findings and recommendations for
possible changes in policies and practices at the School. Additionally,
information uncovered by the Team, as well as information from the Attorney
General's investigation and any from Human Services child protective workers
would be used as the basis for any necessary and appropriate disciplinary
action against School employees.

The report was not intended, however, as a full exploration of the various
philosophies of educating the deaf and hearing impaired, although this was a
concern raised by some public complaints. Instead, where a discussion of the
topic was relevant to the immediate assessment of the program within the frame-
work of a special education review, it was included. A more in-depth exploration,
however, was left to the special Advisory Committee on the Future of Governor
Baxter School for the Deaf, which the Commissioner planned to appoint. (After
the administrative investigation began this Advisory Committee was appointed,
and has already begun work.)

B. Scope And Goals 0Of The Investigation

The charge to the Special Review Team was to investigate all known allegations--
both general and specific-- relating to the Governor Baxter School for the Deaf.
This included any complaints or allegations made publicly by any persons as well
as complaints or concerns raised during the investigation by parents, alumni, _
staff, former staff and any other persons. Complaints, both oral and written, were
given to the Team by the Commissioner, the Governor and legislators.

An overall design plan was sketched by the coordinators, with revisions
(as appropriate) throughout the term of the investigation. 1In brief, the scope
of the administrative investigation was as follows:

1. Assessment of the educational program: investigation of
particular educational issues and concerns, including:

a. appropriateness of the School's program for deaf students;

b. compliance with the intent and spirit of applicable laws on
"least restrictive educational alternatives" for deaf and
hearing-impaired students;

c. compliance with special education requirements for
individualized student assessments and program plans,
placements, programming and re-evaluations;

d. cooperation with local school administrative units;

e. adequacy of communication with parents concerning
student progress;

f. compliance with requirements on record-keeping
(confidentiality and parental notice, access);

g. qualifications of teaching, professional staff.

2. Assessment of residential 1life, dormitory operations, including:

a. supervision and leadership in the dormitories;

b. disciplinary policies and practices toward students;
c. communication between residential and academic staff;
d. parental participation in residential life;

e. communication between houseparents and parents;

f. general quality of residential life.




3. Review of general management and operations of GBSD employment
practices, specific allegations of misconduct, including:

a. fiscal management;

b. inventory of state-owned property; Co

c. hiring practices (recruitment, decision-making, possible
discrimination);

d. sufficiency of in-service training, orientation for employees;

e. general supervision, management style and practlces of -
administration, middle level supervisors;

f. organizational structure, organizational needs;

g. communications among staff, morale of staff.

4, Review of physical facilities, incéluding:

a. compliance with current fire safety standards;
b. compliance with current sanitation and health standards;
c. compliance with "section 504" accessibility standards.

5. 1Issues, complaints relating to students, including:

a. disciplinary policy, compliance with legal prohibition
against unreasonable physical force;

b. specific allegations of physical and sexual abuse of
students by staff members.

6. Review of role of Department of Educational and Cultural Services,
including: ' :

a. the general legal supervisory responsibilities relating
to GBSD; '

b. implementation of the DECS supervisory role generally and
its responses to specific complaints and allegations of
misconduct in the recent past.

The goal of the Team coordinators was to complete an investigation as
thorough as possible within a reasonable time frame, to report findings to the
Commissioner, and to make recommendations with respect to possible changes in
policies and procedures at the School and in the Department. Simultaneously,
the coordinators were to review all the data gathered by members of the Team,
to assess the facts reported, and to make recommendations to the Commissioner
concerning any disciplinary action to be taken against specific employees.

The scope of the investigation was defined, in part, by the applicable laws
and regulations concerning all special education programs in the state and GBSD
in particular. Although it was quite clear that some vocal critics were intent
upon closing the School (alleging it was an outmoded and inappropriate educational
program for the deaf), the Special Review Team did not intend to assess or debate
the various philosophies of educating the deaf or to make any recommendations
concerning the future existence of the School. The Team understands that the
School exists under legislative authority to serve as one of many alternatives
for educating deaf children under Maine's special education law.



The Commissioner, having no authority to close the School, directed the
Team to review and assess the operation of the School within the given frame-
work of existing standards and procedures on special education. Any decision
to close the School would rest only with the Legislature. Moreover, the larger
debates on various philosophies of educating the deaf would be left to the
Advisory Committee on the Future of Governor Baxter School for the Deaf.

C. Investigative Methodology

1. Personnel

In general, the Team's guiding principle was to use as investigators those
persons available to the Department who were experienced and knowledgeable in the
particular areas of concern. The coordinators decided to employ, where available,
persons outside DECS, to assure the objective and candid observations and
recommendations. Personnel on the Special Review Team and others who undertook
independent, but related, investigations or who were available for consultation
to Team coordinators came from the Department of Human Services, ( including
residential facilities 1licensing, health and sanitation personnel); Department
of Public Safety (Fire Marshal's office); State Auditor; independent special
education consultants and hearing officers on special contract to DECS and the
Attorney General's Office (General Government Division). (See Appendix 1).

2. Process

Team coordinators adopted several guiding principles for the investigation.
First, all 112 employees of the GBSD would be interviewed by at least one Team
member. The coordinators felt it was important to talk with every GBSD employee,
whether or not the employee sought an interview and whether or not the employee
was believed to have any knowledge of specific allegations. Because the
investigation was concerned with the School's general operations and programs,
it was imperative that every GBSD employee have an opportunity to speak to the
broad issues. It was also important that every employee be questioned as to
his/her knowledge of the treatment --and possible mistreatment—- of School students.

Second, the coordinators believed it was important to be available to
parents who indicated an interest in, knowledge of, or concern about the
School generally or about specific allegations. The education team reviewed
school records and newspaper clippings to select certain parents for
interviews. The team also made extra efforts to be available for parent
interviews at the School, at times when parents would be there to pick up
or leave off their children on weekends, vacation days and evenings. The
team made every effort to let parents know of their availability and to
arrange interviews to meet all requests.

For interviews of GBSD employees and parents, the Team prepared several
interview "protocols'". These were patterned after and adapted from the formats
generally used by DECS for special education reviews of public and private
programs. The protocols for residential support staff (nursing staff and house-
parents) were adapted from special education reviews and the licensing reviews
of private residential facilities undertaken by the Department of Human Services.
Still other questions were planned as a response to the allegations which had
originally appeared in early February and others published subsequently. The
protocols ensured a uniform approach by Team members to all employees and parents
and coverage of all essential questions. The combination of specific questions
and open-ended inquiries was intended to obtain the most information possible,
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afford flexibility for the interviewers, and give the maximum opportunity to
interviewees to respond and give any information they believed relevant to the
investigation. Interviews were between 20 minutes and 2 hours in length.

The full 112 employees and other persons were interviewed. (The protocols
appear in Appendices 2, 3, 4, and 5.) In addition to general questions
regarding their duties and their impressions of the GBSD program and manage-—
ment, all employees were asked a series -0of questions about current GBSD
administrators and alleged physical and sexual mistreatment of students
currently and formerly enrolled.

Part of the education team's task included a comprehensive review of
individual student records, involving the reading of complete files of 587%
of the current student body. The education team also contacted and inter-
viewed special education personnel at local public "sending” schools for their
perspective on the process and program at GBSD. This, again, was patterned
after the usual DECS special education review process.

Investigation into the allegations of physical and sexual abuse involved
cooperation with the criminal investigators of the Attorney General's Depart-
ment., After the Governor requested an investigation into child abuse alle-
gations by the Attorney General, a joint meeting of representatives from the
Department of the Attorney General and the Department of Educational and
Cultural Services established that the criminal investigators would carry
the investigation of child abuse. The Commissioner and the Team understood,
however, that any findings made by the criminal investigators as to abuse by
any GBSD staff member would be reported to the Team in a timely manner so that
immediate disciplinary action could be undertaken. Any decision by the Attorney
General as to criminal prosecutions would, of course, remain with that Department
and would be a decision independent of any DECS disciplinary actions.

It was also agreed by representatives of both Departments that, where
Team members learned of any new allegations of abuse, or encountered potential
witnesses to incidents of abuse, they would forward these leads to the criminal
investigators. As a result of this arrangement, some complainants were not
interviewed by the Team, but instead by the criminal investigators. Others,
however, were interviewed by investigators from both the criminal and adminis-
trative teams, if the Team determined that additional information was necessary
for administrative purposes.

A representative of the child protective services program of the Department
of Human Services attended, at the coordinators' invitation, the first meeting
of the Special Review Team. Team coordinators explained their intention to
cooperate with the Attorney General's investigators in forwarding all indications
of criminal conduct and to refrain from duplicating their efforts. It was
decided that any allegations or suspicions of possible abuse which the Team
uncovered which were not forwarded to the criminal investigators would be
referred to Human Services for investigation.

A review of GBSD personnel records, DECS records relating to GBSD and
other records concerning the operation of the School was undertaken by Team
members in conjunction with their particular tasks.



In addition to interviews and record reviews, Team coordinators carefully
delineated each public allegation. All individuals who had made complaints were
questioned to ascertain the accuracy of factual allegations and to collect
additional information. Additional witnesses were sought and in cases where a
particular event was witnessed, attempts were made to contact the witness for
corroboration. Each person interviewed was asked if there were others available
with information relevant to the investigation. Interviewees were also told
that the Review Team was available to speak with anyoné who could share experiences

at the School.

Letters received by the Commissioner were scrutinized for further allegations,
expressions of interest or factual statements. Those persons who appeared to have
direct knowledge or substantial concerns were interviewed or offered interviews.
Some students and former students who were linked with allegations of current
child abuse were also contacted for interviews. The names of several students
were referred either to Human Services or to the criminal investigators for
further investigation. When the criminal investigators had completed interviews,

a determination was made whether to re—interview the student.

Special care was taken in the interviews of deaf and hearing-impaired
employees, students, former students and others. Although certified interpreters
are available in Maine, Team coordinators sought to avoid using any person
associated even remotely with the School or its alumni. Since the number of deaf
and hearing-impaired persons in Maine is so small in total size, this consideration
eliminated the possibility of a Maine interpreter. The coordinators chose an
interpreter with comprehensive certification from Massachusetts.

The investigatory or inspection methods of those persons acting on request
of the Team or the Commissioner were those usually employed. In short, the fire
safety and sanitation inspections followed their normal inspection procedures
and reports were issued in the usual manner. Similarly, the state auditors
followed their usual procedures, while also investigating several points referred
to them by members of the Commissioner's staff, members of the Team, or the
criminal investigators. Their report followed the usual format for an audit.

D. Special Contextual Problems

It is not suggested here that this administrative investigation was an
ordinary inquiry into the operation of a school. Although the Team borrowed
review techniques from regular special educational reviews and Human Services
licensing assessments --as well as other available techniques-- it was always
concerned with very public and emotional allegations attributed to former students
and staff. The very public nature of these complaints and charges posed special
problems and extended the length of the investigatory process.




From the beginning, the publicity presented problems by creating real
apprehensions on the part of parents and GBSD staff members, some of whom
became convinced the School would be closing imminentlyhz/ Not only the
Commissioner and the acting superintendent (then Mr. Pineo), but also members
of the Team, had to address these concerns before an elementary level of
trust was established and interviews were possible. The Team and the Commissioner
attempted to make clear one important fact about the investigation: namely,
that no matter what allegations were proved or disproved, the Commissioner could
not close the School.

At the start of the investigation, a number of parents informed the
Commissioner and the Team that they intended to question their children at home
during the February vacation concerning any instances of physical or sexual
abuse. They stated they would make known any findings to the Team. It should
be noted that no child was removed from the School as a result of the allegations
or the investigation. With the continuation of the normal program, including
scheduled vacation periods and activities, parental concerns focussed more on
actions for the future of the School.

Alumni, however, remained very concerned throughout the investigation,
including some who had been quoted publicly about problems at the School.

Finally, staff members expressed apprehension that the School would close
during the summer, especially as a persistent rumor circulated toward the end
of the school year. Acting Superintendent Tetley finally stated firmly in a
memorandum in mid-May that school operations would continue as usual with no
lay-offs, other than the usual seasonal changes, for the summer. This averted
a threatened job action by some employees at the School.

Parents and staff members were also affected by the barrage of negative
publicity concerning the educational philosophy and program at the School as well
as accusations of child abuse. The Commissioner and members of the Team received
complaints, especially in the beginning weeks of the investigation, from parents
who insisted that their favorable comments about the School were being ignored by
TV and newspaper reporters. Several stated that they were told that the station
or newspaper was only interested in "complaints'", not in positive remarks.
Parents were advised that the Team could not affect media publicity, but that the
mere numbers of reports favorable to or critical of the School would not determine
the Team's findings. Parents were advised to send letters to the editor if they
felt it was important to make their views public.

Although the Commissioner could neither prevent nor affect the continuing
publication of critical allegations about the School, he did take steps to prevent
the physical instrusion of the media into the School and to help the staff
avoid becoming embroiled in a public controversy. Reporters were denied access to
the School during school hours, except for limited excursions with the acting

7/ The Commissioner met one child's parents at the School within a day of
his administrative actions; they had come to take their child home, believing
that the School was to be directly closed and that state police were "swarming'
over the island. Their apprehensions were calmed when they arrived and found a
normal atmosphere and a functioning school. They left their child enrolled at
the School. 1In fact, no parents removed their children from the School during
the investigation.



superintendent. Staff members were instructed not to talk with the media
representatives during work hours. 1In addition, the Commissioner strongly
urged that staff members refrain from public statements at other times. These
steps were taken to reduce the danger of interference with the educational
program and te avoid publicity concerning current students. Also, the
Commissioner wanted to prevent interpersonal tensions among the staff which
would result if any "went public" with critical or favorable comments. Also,
he wanted to protect staff members from any legal difficulties which could
result from public remarks which were critical of particular persons.

(See Appendix 6) The goal was to encourage maximum communication to the Team.

Because anxiety levels among some GBSD employees were so high in the first
few weeks of the investigation (which for several weeks concentrated only on
student records), the start of interviews was delayed until the Team could talk
with employees in groups about the scope and process of the investigation. This
effort was necessary because the interviews would be worth little if employees
said very little in the way of describing programs and practices at the School.

An early question concerned possible contractual (union) limitations on the
administrative investigation. Consultations with the Governor's Office on
Employee Relations and discussions with union (MSEA and AFSCME) representatives
clarified the appropriate contractual procedures. MSEA and AFSCME representatives
were cooperative and took steps to assure members that the Team was aware of the
contractual procedures governing interviews.

Since it was not possible to meet with all employees at once, because of
their various duties and schedules, the Team met with each group (academic,
residential and support staff) separately. Even this procedure created a problem,
however, because the three meetings were not held simultaneously and some employees
felt for awhile that they would be left out.

The regular responsibilities of Team members (which ranged from consultations
elsewhere, collective bargaining, division administration, and licensing
investigations) also resulted in some scheduling problems. The Team coordinators
felt, however, that the Team members, as originally organized should continue
with the investigation, that it was better to have a relatively small number of
persons who were well-informed than a larger number of interviewers.

Logistical problems were presented by the staff assignments of houseparents,
maintenance and infirmary personnel who worked weekends and at nights. To meet
these people on their "home ground", the Team worked weekends, nights and many
odd hours to accommodate the staff and to afford open-ended interviews.

The sheer numbers of people involved in the two investigations was obviously
wearing on the GBSD staff. Logistics alone were a problem, as investigators used
rooms which faculty ordinarily used, resulting in understandable complaints.

Additional difficulties were posed by the urgency of requests for action
by some parents --one group wanted a great many changes to take place immediately
at the School--and the equally firm opposition by other parents who plainly
disassociated themselves from these requests. Although the immediate problem of




responding to the views of both groups of parentsg/ fell on the acting super-
intendent, the Special Review Team's efforts were also affected. The Team
wanted all available parental observations and requests to be presented to Team
members for a comprehensive analysis of parental perceptions on the School. To
make changes at the School --either sooner or later-- based upon the 'demands"

of one parent group could alienate other parents and members of the staff and
cause --rather than solve-- problems. Parental concerns were handled in a number
of ways. First, the acting superintendent arranged for meetings between parents
and staff members (not restricting these meetings to any particular parents) and,
from these meetings began work on some policy changes at the School. The
Commissioner appointed two '"parent' representatives to the Advisory Committee

on the Future of GBSD, and all parental observations, requests and 'demands' were
funneled directly or indirectly to the Special Review Team.

A newspaper's publicationg/ concerning the "widening' of the "Baxter probe"
to include Human Services created some confusion among GBSD staff members who
came to believe that they would be subjected to a third investigation team's
efforts. In fact, Human Services representatives (both child protective and
licensing) had been working directly or indirectly with the Special Review Team
since February, at the request of the Team. The publication of comments attributed
to a child protective worker, indicating the possibility of prosecution of GBSD
staff members for failure to report child abuse provoked some concern among the
Team that a staff member with any knowledge of abuse would be reluctant to reveal
it for fear of incriminating himself.

After consultation with the Commissioner of Human Services and the Attorney
General's Office, Commissioner Raynolds issued a memorandum to all GBSD employees
on the subject of child abuse and mistreatment. 1In that communication, he stated
any abusive or sexual mistreatment of students --even beyond the statutory
definition of "abuse'", assault or sexual misconduct-- would be cause for dismissal.
He also established a "grace period" of a week during which GBSD staff members
could report any instances of prior abuse or mistreatment of which they had knowledge
without fear of prosecution or administrative action. The Commissioner made clear
that both prosecution and disciplinary action against employees could result at
a future time, if it were learned later that any employee with knowledge of abuse
had failed to report it. (Appendix 7 ).

8/ This does not mean that all Baxter parents fall into one of two groups.
However, it was clear that the formation of one group, Concerned Parents of the
Hearing Impaired, which held several meetings and press conferences,did result
in reactions among other parents who did nct agree with the group's views as
reported in the press.

9/ The newspaper article apparently resulted from a conversation between the
reporter and a child protective services worker in which the reporter called to
report several alleged instances of child abuse. According to the Human Services
employee, she had no idea she was being interviewed and treated the conversation as
a typical confidential report of abuse. The reporter purportedly related three
instances of abuse to her, commenting that she was not likely to receive the
information from the Department. He made no report of the alleged abuse to the
Commissioner or the Special Review Team. All these allegations were already known
to the Team and under investigation by the Attorney General's staff.

10



Although the Team received good cooperation from parents, alumni, and former
staff members, occasional resistance was evident. This surfaced when people
believed they had already been interviewed by the "Attorney General" or "state
police" '"several times". 1In fact, they had been interviewed by reporters, and
not by investigators, but having expressed their views, they did not want to talk
any more. Also, some former students stated, through the Team's certified inter-
preter, that they had been misquoted in Coping, either through the interpreter
or the reporter's efforts, and had apprehensions about further interviews.

The Team is in agreement that the staff at GBSD functioned well and profes-
sionally under very unusual and trying circumstances.

A pleasant frustration for the Team was that the very fact of the investigation—-
along with the administration of Dr. Tetley-- was already changing some practices
at the School. Since the original interviews of staff members, the acting super-
intendent has made a number of changes at the School, to which this report makes
reference. Similarly, contacts with local school officials whose children are at
GBSD resulted in their communication with the School's principal--to inquire about
their own responsibilities for GBSD students. :

The Team's major objective was to establish its credibility with all persons
who had an interest in the School. They wanted especially to make known their
intention to proceed in an open-minded and fair manner. In the interviewing
process they sought to convey to employees, parents, and others that, while the
allegations provided a sufficient reason for investigation, the Team intended to
approach their task with no pre-conceived conclusions. This was important because
complainants on the one hand, including parents, former staff and students and
some current GBSD staff members, appeared to believe that a statement of their
complaints alone was sufficient to bring about policy changes and disciplinary
actions. On the other hand, supporters of the School and its administration,
including other parents, former staff and students and current staff members, were
apprehensive that the Commissioner would not hear 'the other side'". Neither group
appeared to understand the complexities involved in an administrative investigation
into misconduct and the limitations --in the form of due process standards and
procedures-- which would govern any disciplinary actions against specific employees.
The Team, in short, made every effort to conduct an investigation --and to appear
to conduct an investigation—-- that was neither a whitewash nor a witch-hunt, but
an honest attempt to explore and assess all relevant complaints and information.
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IT., THE EDUCATIONMAL PROGRAM

A, Introduction/Overview

1. Summary of Activities; Methodology

The education team began its review of the educational
program at the Governor Baxter School for the Deaf on February
4, 1982, It was determined that the Special Education Program
Review format generally used by DECS would be utilized in
mod if ded form. Record review formats and staff and parent
interview protocols were developed,

The education team in the dinitial phase of the review
inspected elementary, middle, and secondary pupil records,.
This involved read ing comprehensive records containing hundreds

of pages on each student, A summary of those reviewed 1is as
follows:
~ Number of Percentage of

Type of Student Students Student Populat ion

Elementary 20 57%

Middle 19 597

High School 23 567

Mult i-hand icapped 5 100%

Dur ing the second and third weeks, the entire academic staff

was interviewed according to the interview 'protocol', (Appendix2 )

Interviews With GBSD Staff Number

1

Interview with GBSD Pr inc ipal

Interviews with special service 9
personnel (psychologist, psychiatrist,

aud iologist, dean of students, occu=-
pational therapist, physical therapist,
bilingual project director, librarian).

Interviews with head teachers 3
Interviews with "teachers of the deaf' 19
Interviews with other teachers 3

Also during this time, individual interviews were conducted
with parents at their request, This was followed by team-initiated
telephone interviews with parents randomly selected from the parent
list provided by the school and others selected because of public
statements. These were conducted according to the parent interview
'protocol'. (Appendix 5)-
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Interviews With Parents Number

Interviews with parents of present 22
students (in person)

Interviews with parents of present 53
students (by phone)

Interviews with parents of former 3
students

The review continued with contacts made at 13 local public
school units whose students are placed at GBSD (either as day or

residential students). The local school contacts included
personal visits and telephone interviews.

Interviews with Public School Personnel Number
Personal visits to public school systeﬁs 11
Phone contacts with public school systems 13
Student records reviewed (personal visit) 43
Student records reviewed (by phone) 24

In add ition, the team made 21 classroom visitations to observe
the implementat ion of ind ividual education programs.

Informal discussions with staff were undertaken to gain further
insights into the day-to-day educat ional program at the School.
The education team also reviewed all the curriculum materials pro-
vided by GBSD as well as the September, 1981, accreditation report
of the Conference of Educational Administrators Serving the Deaf.
The credentials of the GBSD education staff were reviewed with the
Division of Cert if ication of DECS and the Council on Education of
the Deaf, Tucson, Arizona,

The team also consulted with Dr, Lee Murphy, Dean of the Model
Secondary School for the Deaf, Washington, D,C., Dr, Peter Blac kwell,
Super intendent of the Rhode Island School for the Deaf and Dr. Thomas
Gillung, Director of Special Education, Connecticut Department of
Education. Telephone consultation was conducted with Carolyn Ewoldt,
research specialist at Gallaudet College, Washington, D.C,, and
Richard Kretschner of the Special Education Department, University
of Cinc innati, Cincinnati, Ohio,

A review of current literature on education of the deaf pro-

vided add it ional dinformation and guidance on aspects of educat ing
deaf students,.
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Although the special education review undertaken by the
educat ion team was unusual, because of the context and impetus
of the review itself, the team was treated courteously and pro-
fessionally by the academic staff and office personnel. The
educat ion team expended 397 personal hours on the review. On the
whole, the education team noted a genuine concern for children

and for the provision of quality services,
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2, Available Services; Reviewed

The general academic program at the Governor Baxter School

for the Deaf consists of three levels: elementary, middle, high
school.

Program Head Teacher Mumber of Students Homeroom
Elementary 1 35 6
Middle 1 32 5
High School 1 41 4
Multi-handicapped 5 1 (self-

contained)

The primary level classrooms in the Elementary Department are
self-contained, with each teacher responsible for all subject areas.

The Middle School Department is in part departmentalized with
two levels. There are two teachers basically sharing the respon=-
sibility for the AB level, with three teachers responsible for the
CDE level.

Secondary teachers in the High School Department are basically
teaching individual subjects or combinations of subjects such as:
language and reading, home economics, social studies, math, English
and reading, art, dindustrial arts, and graphic arts. Several of
the secondary teachers also teach classes to middle school students.,

There is a self-contained program for the multiply handicapped
students. This program services five students with one full time
teacher.

In addition to the basic academic programming, programs are
provided in the following areas. Pre-vocational/vocational,_art,
physical education, home economics, and business and career education.

There are related/special services provided at the Governor
Baxter School. These services included: speech, mental health
(psychological testing, consultation, counseling), tutoring,
physical and occupational therapies, audiological, bi-lingual
program, Preschool Institute, diagnostic/outreach services, and
health services.

The present speech program is known as a speech maintenance

program. Services are provided by one professional who works with
40 high school students, 15 middle and 10 elementary department
students, The speech maintenance teacher also provides consultation

to staff as needed.

Mental health services are provided by three professionals:
a school psychologist (full time), a Dean of Students (full time),
and a counsulting psychiatrist (contracted 1/2 day per week).
Information as to numbers of students receiving these services was
not available at the time of this review.
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Tutorial services are the responsibility of one staff
person who serves as tutor and substitute teacher. In the tutorial
role, nine children are served, no more than three at any one time.

The services of the physical therapist and the occupational
therapist are contracted for one half day, five days per week each.
Six children receive both physical and occupational therapy.

In addition, three students see only the physical therapist, and
two children are seen individually by the occupational therapist.

Audiological services are provided for all GBSD students.
Evaluations of all students are conducted on a regular basis, at
least annually. The responsibility for audilogical services rests
with the full time audiologist.

The bi-lingual program, Franco-~American Children's Education
Team was begun in February, 1982, funded by a Federal grant under
Title VITI Bilingual Fducation Program. The project serves _
children of Franco-American heritage and their families. Approximately
25% of the school students are involved in this program.

The preschool program is designed to meet the needs of young
hearing impaired children and their families. The Parent-Preschool
Institute is a one week, live-in summer session at the Baxter School.
Services offered are parental instruction in language development,
speech-reading, speech development, and care and use of hearing
aides.

The Diagnostic and Consultation Team provide, upon request,
outreach services to local education agencies. These services may
include visits to public schools to provide information, in-service
training, resource materials and consultation help in planning
educational programs. Diagnostic evaluations may be provided as
part of the Team's service.
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B. Referrals To Governor Baxter School For The Deaf

Introduction/Overview

The education team's goal was to ascertain how referrals
were made to GBSD and for what purposes, specifically referral
sources that led to the admission of students to GBSD. Informa-
tion was provided through the review of student records and
interviews with parents and local school representatives.

Since 1973 Maine's special education statutes and regu-
lations have assigned the responsibility for placements with
school administrative units. Each school unit must establish
procedures to ensure that all "exceptional" children within
its jurisdiction are located, identified, and evaluated. These
"childfind" procedures must be sufficient to ensure that all
exceptional children between the ages of 3 and 5 years and be-
tween the ages of 20-21 years are identified.

Findings

Data indicates that student enrollment at GBSD in recent
years has resulted from referrals by a number of sources: 1local
schools, parents, recommendations of speech and hearing centers,
social workers, private speech therapists, public health nurses,
friends of parents, members of a religious order, and direct
contact by the GBSD staff,

The following table provides a breakdown of referral sources:
Prior

_ to
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 Tota{

Phone and
Personal
Interviews

L.E.A. 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 4 10
Parents 16~ 3 4 1 3 1 2 1 2 33
Other]iy 20 2 3 2 2 0 1 2 0 32

ATotal 75

37 5 7 4 5 2 4 5 6

1¢/ Social worker, speech/hearing clinics, religious order member, public

health nurse, spee

ch therapists, other parents, Baxter School.
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Local schools, according to parent interviews, had little
involvement until 1975, and from 1976-1980, only minimal involve-
ment as a whole. Referrals initiated by parents and others have
continued at approximately the same rate. There is evidence that
students have been enrolled at GBSD without completing the PET/ LEP
process in local schools as required by special education laws and

rules.

For the past six years, the GBSD Parent-Preschool Institute
has served approximately 10 children and their parents annually
in a one week live~in program, thus offers training and counseling
to parents of pre-school age children.

The education team found no evidence that GBSD notifies
local administrative units or the regional preschool coordination
programs such as Project Co-Step when a parent brings a child
to the Parent-Preschool Institute.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The variety of referral sources initiating enrollments and the
level of participation in the parent-preschool institute illustrates
the general recognition GBSD has as an education center for children
who are deaf or hearing impaired and their parents. The lack of a
notification system concerning the pre-school program means that
local schools may have no knowledge of a deaf or hearing-impaired
child for whom they are responsible. This omission may result in
parents not being aware of programs or services available in their
home areas. The lack of an initial notification system for school-age
students results in varying degrees of involvement of the local school
system responsible for the student.

i A notification procedure to ensure school administrative units
are made aware of referrals to GBSD should be implemented. This
should include all pre-school children age 3 te 5. Those children
0 to 3 should be referred to the Division of Special Education, DECS.

The concerns with school age children are addressed in more
detail in this report in the Pupil Evaluation Team section.
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C. Student Evaluations

Introduction/Overview

As part of the Pupil Evaluation Team (P.E.T.) process, and
prior to development of an Individualized Education Program (I.E.P.)
for a student, each exceptional child is evaluated. Special
"education rules require that no single evaluative or diagnostic
procedure or source of data be the sole criterion used to
determine a student's special education placement or program.

While special education regulations also require that each
student be evaluated at least once every three years, the law
governing the GBSD requires an annual evaluation be conducted
by GBSD of each student, with the results being sent to the local
school unitll/

Since evaluations provide the basis for development of an
individualized education program, or the modification of an
existing program, they are important components of any educat-
ional program. Not only must the extent of hearing impairment
be assessed, but other handicapping conditions should also
be identified.

Available statistics illustrate that about 25 percent of
all hearing impaired students have other educationally significant
handicaszﬁV The most frequent handicapping conditions are
mental retardation, emotional/behavior problems and specific
learning disabilities,

An extremely important step in documenting the needs of
any student is the summary of all assessments. The summary
serves two important purposes., First, it provides the P.E,T.
with the necessary documentation with which it can recommend
a specific educational program; and second, it provides the
necessary data to begin development of I.,E,P., Such evaluation
data become the basis for placement decisions concerning a
student,

The following areas are discussed under the subsection
on Findings.

1. In-take, preplacement evaluation necessary for IEP
development

2. Ongoing evaluations

3. Summary of evaluations

4, Selected case histories from the review of student records.

11/ 20 MRSA & 3122,¢4)
12/ See, Office of Demographic Studies, Gallaudet College,
June 1980, Series R, No. 7
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Findings

1. 1In-take: The review of GBSD student records found that a
variety of assessments have been used as pre-placement evaluat-
ion instruments at the School. Some of these are: Differential
Developmental Scale (preschool program), audiometric evaluation,
family history summary, speech therapy summary from outside
agency, parent interview, early receptive language evaluation,
and in some cases, an assessment of intellectual functioning.
The instrument used to assess a student's ability has been

the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised in the
years 1974, 1975, 1976, and 1979. Also the Coulored Progressive
Matrices (Ravens) were used in 1979.

The records of more recent admissions to the School have
more in-depth evaluation data. At present, however, as in
past years, there is a great deal of inconsistency. The
education team has reviewed records of some students who have
been at the School for 10 to 12 years and find no record of
any individual assessment of intellectual potential in 25
percent of the files, The education team also found little
evidence of any individual evaluations of reading skills, 1In
a very few records, a Woodcock Test of Reading Mastery was
found.

When testing was done, the Team found, protocols existed
without dates, without a named examiner, without written
summaries, and without recommendations for educational programming.

Where the examiner had made notations on the protocols -
e.g. to repeat testing because of concerns relating to validity
of test results, and the need to repeat testing for IEP develop-
ment-the education team could not find any additional evaluations
in the records of these students,

While the School's Diagnostic Team reported the use of a
wide variety of tests, the education team was unable to

document their consistent use. Two students, placed in the
1981-82 school year, received comprehensive evaluations; others
have not. The education team found little evidence that proper

provision has been made for identification of other handicaps
through the evaluation process,

2. Ongoing evaluations: For the most part, there is little
documentation in student records of comprehensive educational
assessments for individual students. The education team noted
that more recently (1980-81 and 1981-82) diagnostic procedures
are more comprehensive, but there remain inconsistencies, The
Metropolitan Achievement Test and the Stanford Achievement
Test have been administered in the same school year, although
more commor. usage is one standard achievement test every

two years.

"Speech taping" is an activity of the speech coordinator
(principal). This is done by making tape recording of each
child's voice. Student records, however, do not contain any
transcripts or evaluations of speech taping and there are no
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reports of consultation with teachers related to these
speech taping exercises.

In reviewing records from each of the three levels, the
education team learned that 25 percent of the records contained
no assessments of intelligence potential (ability).

While the records showed students making little or no
progress in reading, no additional diagnosis of reading problems
was made as part of the evaluation and process and testing is
"not current. (See Appendicess 9, 10 and 11 )

3. Summary of evaluations: Summaries of evaluations were found
in very few of the records audited, with the exception of those
evaluations conducted by outside consultants. GBSD has not
developed a specific form or format to use in reporting the
results of diagnostic evaluations, The current form used to
describe proposed evaluation instruments to parents who nust,

by law, consent before such evaluations are done, gives no
description of the evaluation or diagnostic procedures to be

used. There is evidence that parents are askéd to sign this
permission form upon admission of their children, a procedure
inconsistent with special education requirements. And, it

appears that actual testing, 1.e., evaluation, is not done
in some instances until after a student's admission.

4, Selected case historles of GBSD students: Case histories
of seven students illustrate the problems in evaluations of
and programming for seven school students. Students were

selected (two from primary, two from middle, two from the high
school and one recent, 1981-82, admission) as illustrative of
problems found in other student records,

Student A (Primary School, age 1l1)

May 1981- Review of progress and IEP for 1980-81 states:
"Student is functioning below grade level in all academic
areas, 1is easily distracted and frequently behavior inter-
feres with the learning process."

Recommendations were that 1) "Student continue in present
placement at GBSD," and 2) "Student be retained at present
level "

The only evaluations in the records are the results of .
the SAT/MAT administered annually, with one exception:

a Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence
(performance) administered in 1976 prior to admission.
No evidence was found, of other individual educational
assessments undertaken since this student's placement at
GBSD. The results of the Weshsler Preschool and Primary
Scale c¢f Intelligence (performance) indicate average
ability. (The SAT scores - May 1981 - Reading average 1.2,
Language 1,0). There has been no evaluation to assess
the attentional deficit or to determine the presence or
absence of a possible learning disability,
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When this student entered GBSD, an interview was held with
the child's mother. The interview and a summary of
impressions was written up by a member of the diagnostic
team who noted that the parent reported serious problems
with the child's balance and coordination., Despite this
recorded observation and 15 accident reports on the child
in five years, no specific additional tests can be found
to assess this problem. The child receives neither
occupational nor physical therapy.

Student B (Primary School)

This student was administered the Wechsler Preschool and
Primary Scale of Intelligence (performance) in May 1979,
Despite a recommendation for a retest in one year, there
is no follow-up testing in the record.

A recommendation for follow-up occupational therapy
evaluation in the fall of 1980 has similarly been ignored
or no record made of it,

The PET in May, 1980, recommended three specific additional
evaluations, but there is no record that any of these
evaluations has been done. The 1981 PET reported the
child's reading at a pre-primer level, difficulty with
comprehension and recall. To date, however, there 1s no
in-~depth psychoeducational evaluation in this student's
record., This student 1s not on the case load for
occupational therapy or physical therapy.

Student C (Middle School)

This student was six when evaluated in 1975, The results

of the assessments indicated a perceptual problem, a fact
stated by the examiner. Despite this, there is no indication
in this student's record of any remediation program,

tutoring at the School or further evaluation., In the

annual year end progress reports on this student, references
were made each year te his behavioral problems and attention
deficits., However, his IEP fails to address these needs

in terms of counseling, behavior management or attention
training.

From November 1977 to December 1981 this student's reading
average declined from 2.2 to 1.9. No evidence can be found,
however, of any diagnostic reading evaluation or testing

to determining the presence of a learning disability.

Student D (Middle School)

This student has not been administered an individual assess-
ment to determine abllity since May 1975, ©No other
individualized evaluations are present in this record.

The only assessments lndicated are MAT in the fall and the
SAT in the spring. On the current IEP for the school

year 1981-82, there are no specific special or related
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services recommended 1in reading, speech or language.
When administered the MAT in December 1981, the test
median was K-9, reading average 1.6 and language pre-
kindergarten. This student is 13 years, 5 months old.

Student E (High School)

In his 12 years at GBSD, the only individual assessments
administered to this student were in November 1974: the
Bender-Gestalt, Hougse-Tree-Person and Wechsler Preschool
and Primary Scale of Intelligence (performance). No
written summaries are present in the records., The results
indicate the student has above-average ability. The
student's reading average (MAT, 12/81) is 3.6, but

there is no evidence of an individual reading test ever
being administered to this student,

Student F (High School)

This student is 17, and has completed 13 years at the
School, He exhibits a history of low academic achievement
and disruptive behaviors and is below-average in ability,
In the record, there 1s no evidence of any individual
evaluations being recommended until 1979, At that time,
February 1979, a PET was held and neurogical, psychological
and vocational evaluations were recommended. 1In March
1979 the neurologist recommended that the student be
changed from an academic to a vocational program. The
vocational evaluation recommended placement at Abilities
and Goodwi1ll, The file has no evidence of a psychological
evaluation being made, The student 1s still in the
academic program at GBSD,

Student G (New Admission, 1981-82)
This student, age l4, and his family moved to Maine

during the summer of 1981, A parent contacted GBSD and
then the local schoel unit. A P.E.T. held in September,

1981, made two recommendations: (1) total evaluation
at GBSD and (2) a second PET to recommend placement
after the evaluation, The local school recontacted the

GBSD administration in December 1981 and again in February
1982 requesting both the evaluation and the follow-up

PET meeting. In the meantime, GBSD sent the local school
an IEP its staff had developed at a meeting which failed
to meet special education requirements (no local school
person, or parent notification or participation). Not
until March 1982 did the local school receive a summary

of a WISC-R administered in October 1981, An audimetric
evaluation had been conducted in September 1981,

In December, 1981, the Metropolitan Achievement Test

results showed this students reading average as 1.9, Still,
no individual diagnostic reading test had been administered
at the time of this review.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Some evaluations of students are done after placement
at GBSD, instead of prior to the evaluation/PET/IEP process
which should precede any placement at GBSD,

Evaluations have also been done without appropriate parental
permission and parental notification; and these evaluations are not
forwarded to the local education agency for consideration by the P.E.T.

Annual evaluations of all enrolled students are required by
law. The evaluations which take place annually are essentially
limited to an audiological assessment and achievement tests. The
evaluation process at GBSD is restrictive; and lacks the comprehensive
elements intended by special education law to identify all the
needs of any handicapped student.

Recommendations for specific evaluations have not been
followed up, evaluations appear to have been 1gnored, and
academic assessments which indicate potential handilcapping
conditions have not been explored through evaluative tools.

The Team recommends immediate corrective action concerning
all students whose records indicate defilciencies in process
or substantive evaluations.

The Team also recommends that the GBSD Diagnostic Team
establish a specific set of assessments to be used consistently
for all proposed admissions. Some flexibility 1is permitted,
of course, particularly 1f previously identified student needs
have been recently evaluated and data 1s available to be
included. This evaluation should include the following areas:
1) expressive language (written and spoken), 2) receptive
language (written and spoken); 3) reading and academic
achlevement; 4) speech intelligibility; 5) speech perception
skills; 6) audiometric evaluation; 7) perceptual and motor
assessments; 8) psychological (to include a test for intelligence);
and 9) soctal/adaptive behaviors; and for a young child without
prior school experlence, a family history and developmental
profile of early childhood. The results of this evaluation
should be made known to the parents, and a full discussion of
the possible placements for the child considered and a proper
PET involving the local school convened.

The Team recommends consultation and in-service for the
Diagnostic Team and the GBSD staff, specifically in the area
of assessment and evaluation. Study should be made concerning
the continued use of certain tests and a decision made
concerning their usefulness in evaluation.

Where classroom observations are recommended as part of
an evaluaticon, such evaluations can and should include time-
sampling techniques, event sampling, rating scales and check
lists, If a student!s progress is to be measured by the
observational method, then base line data must be collected,
recorded and reported systematically.
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Consideration should be given to the addition of two new
staff positions at GBSD: one full-time reading consultant/
specialist and one full-time linguist, both to participate with

the Diagnostic Team.

The form which the GBSD uses to describe the evaluation
instruments to the parents needs to be modified, The written
‘evaluation summary should include and describe the assessments
used, diagnostic impressions and evaluation results, and provide
recommendations needed to accommodate the student's special
education needs. The test protocols and the diagnostic summary
report need to include the name of the examiner and the date(s)

of testing,
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D. The Pupil Evaluation Team Process

Introduction/Overview

Maine special education rules require of each Pupil Evaluation
Team the following responsibilities:

a). identification of the handicapping condition(s) which
require(s) special education

b). developing the "individual education program'" for each
child
¢). recommending an educational program and related services

to the Superintendent

d). recommending, when appropriate, additional evaluation
of the child

e). reviewing annually each child's individualized evaluation
program (I.E.P.)

Along with representatives of the school's administrative,
instructional and pupil personnel staff as the minimum membership,
parents have the right to be members of the team. Prior to place-
ment at GBSD the local Pupil Evaluation Team should convene with
a representative of CBSD present for the meeting.

Maine statutes require the School to conduct annual
evaluations of all enrolled students with copies provided to the
superintendents of the sending administrative units,

Once an exceptional student has been placed outside the local
school unit, such as at GBSD, the receiving school may initiate
PET meetings to revise the student's individual education program,

Findings

The education team's review of School records found that a
number of school administrative units had not held P.E.T, meetings
to develop I.E.P.'s prior to the initial placement of students at
GBSD. The record review, public school interviews and visitations
confirmed that many units had neither initiated nor attended annual
I.E.P. review meetings of students once thay had been placed
at the School, despite notices from GBSD,

School records include correspondence to parents in confirmation
of appointments to meet with GBSD staff for reviews of I E.P.'s and
to establish long and short term objectives for the next academic
year., These notices, however, do not comply with the requirements
for such notices to parents lacking information concerning
procedural (due process) safeguards. In addition, the team
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identified a need for proper dating and identification of forms,
correspondence and reports in the student records.

Appropriate didentification of persons in attendence at meetings
where student programs and/or services are initiated, modified or
terminated were also lacking in GBSD reports. '

There was evidence that GBSD conducts annual evaluations and
forwards copies to the sending administrative unit, as required by

law.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Some public school units have failed to complete P.E.T./I.E.P,
requirements before placement and GBSD has accepted students with-
out the required P.,E.T. and I.E.P.

Some public school units and GBSD have failed to initiate and/or
participate in the I.,E.P. annual review and to provide parents with
proper notice,

At the direction of the acting superintendent, GBSD recently
convened a meeting of public school unit personnel responsible for
special education to develop appropriate procedures and to describe
procedures for annual reviews this year,

27



VI, INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLAN

Overview/Format/Services

State special education requirements state that an individual-
ized education program (I.E.P.) must be devised for any child when
a regular education program must be modified by the addition of special
education programs or supportive assistance. State regulations
describe the components of such an I.E.P.: ,

1. A statement of present levels of educational per-
formance and observed or measurable constraints on
performance;

2. 2 statement of annual goals, including short-term
instructional objectives;

3. A statement of the specific special education and
related services to be provided to the child, and the
kxtent to which the child will be able to participate
in regular educational programs;

4, The projected dates for initiation of services and
the anticipated duration of the services;

5. Appropriate objective criteria and evaluation procedures
and schedules for determining, on at least an annual
basis, whether the short-term instructional objectives
are being achieved, including a description of the
student's observed or measurable constraints on per-
formance (i.ew needs);

6. The identification of the person responsible for pro-
viding the programs or services; and

7. A summary of any necesscry transportation arrangements.

Development of the I.E.P. is the responsibility of the Pupil ¥
Evaluation Team (P.E.T.). The initial P.E.T. meeting, the develop-
ment of the student’s I.E.P. and program recommendations are
the responsibility of the school administrative unit where the
child resides.

'

The I.E.P. provides a written guide for teachers, parents,
and children to follow in providing special education and related
services. It enhances communication and cooperation among
teachers, parents, and administrators. It also provides the
framework for an evaluation of the implementation of special
education services and the student's progress. An evaluation
component ensures the student is receiving an appropriate
education program. :

The education team utilized the data collected and reported
in other sections of this report to assess the implementation of
I.%.P.'s for students at GBSD.
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Findings

The review of student records at GBSD indicated that an I.E.P.
format had been developed and was used at the School during
1981-82, (This format differed significantly from that used in
1979-80, and also from those used in previous years). The GBSD
1981-82 I.E.P. format is set up by content area, i.e. English,
Reading, Home Economics, etc. Accompanying each content area
portion are sections for current performance level; annual goal(s);
evaluation methods and projected schedules; and a section for
teacher signature,

0f special significance to the education team was finding,
that for the school year 1980-81, I.E.P.,'s for 41 students out of
67 individual student records reviewed, could not be found. In
addition, the records review indicated that a number of I.E.P.'s
for 1981-82 were not in the GBSD files, nor had they been provided
to the sending schools,

The education team found that the I.E.P.'s of elementary,
middle and high school students, once developed, were secured in

the office of the director of academic affairs. Copies were not
made available to the teachers charged with accomplishing the I.E.P.
goals. Moreover, a significant number of these students' records

had not been signed out for review by the faculty for as long as
two years.

Current performance level statements almost always related to
the placement of the student with respect to a student's level in
GBSD Courses of Study. If one was not familiar with the Courses
of Study, one could not determine a student's level of performance.
The I.E.P.'s did not indicate a student's observed or measured
needs. Moreover, this section of the I.E.,P, in use at GBSD did not
contain iuformation on students who appeared to have handicapping
conditions in addition to audition. This was documented in record
reviews, parent and staff interviews and classroom observations,

One example of these needs was the area of reading. As was
reported in the section on student evaluation, there were limited.
or no individual 'assessment of students potential learning problems
and no specific diagnosis of individual reading problems.

Another example of limited information concerning current

performance levels was students with emotional and/or behavioral
problems who were in need of assistance in educational programming.
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Goal statements on I.E.P.'s reviewed by the education team
related almost exclusively to the content areas defined by the
GBSD Courses of Study. However, annual review reports, progress
reports, and other documents contain comments indicating the

following:

1. that behavior impeded academic progress for some
students;

2. that particular students have attention span difficulties;
and ’
3. that some students appear to have emotional difficulties

with respect to peer relationships both in school and
the dormitory.

The education team did not find statements of short-term
instructional objectives.

The GBSD I.E.P. format failed to identify related services/
supportive assistance that may be required or provided to individual
students. It was obvious from school records, staff and parent
interviews that services such as tutoring, counseling, additional
speech services, occupational therapy and physical therapy were
provided to some students. There was no reference to any of these
found in the I.E.P. :

While it was obvious from School records that extra services
(i.e. tutoring, counseling and additional speech services) are
provided to some students, the education team discerned (from
parents and faculty interviews) that if services recommended to
meet a child's need were projected not to be available, the services
were not included in the I.E.P, and were not provided. This could
indicate that needed services were being withheld from children.

It was not clear that parents know that they can appeal the with-
holding of such services under the Maine special education
regulations (05-071 CMR 101.9B (4)).

There were no I.E.P.'s that contained a description of the extent
to which a student would be able to participate in regular
educational programs. Neither was there information concerning
projected dates. for initiation of services nor the anticipated
duration of services, :

Although the GBSD format contained a section in "Evaluation

Methods and Projected Schedules'" there was limited information
concerning both the means and the schedule.
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The following is an indication of statements found in GBSD
I.E.P.'s that referred to methods used to evaluate progress:

classroom participation

homework

quizzes

teacher-made tests

report cards three times a year

functional performance by teacher observatiohn
achievement tests twice a year

attitude toward subject and teacher

speech taping

The education team determined that evaluation instruments
listed above, other than achievement tests, were not measurable as
there was little or no objective criteria or supporting data.

While the other methods are appropriate, the lack of instructional
objectives, criteria and data made it difficult to determine to
what extent progress was being evaluated.

Transportation is another item required to be summarized within
the I,E.P. (05-071 CMR 101.16). A number of the GBSD day students
have unique transportation arrangements involving parents trans-
porting directly or in conjunction with local school busses. Again, .
the education found no reference to this in the I,E.P.

With respect to supportive assistance services the education -
team found the following:

Audiological evaluations

Physical and Occupational Therapy
Mental Health Services

Speech Maintenance

Tutoring ‘

Audiological Evaluations

Audiological evaluations of all students at the Baxter School
were conducted cn a regular basis, at least annually, by the school
Audiologist. FEach student was tested for an average hearing level
(right and left ear, unaided), for average sound awareness (aided)
and for percentage of speech discrimination with and without
speech reading. Each audiological evaluation averages 45 minutes
with many students requiring frequent rechecking. Some were seen
as many as 12 or more times during the school year. The audiological
laboratory was well equipped with the exception of another hearing
aid test set needed to replace outdated equipment.

Although some schools for the deaf have a minimum db loss of

70 as one criteria for admission, MDECS regulations do not specify
any minimum db loss for acceptance by the Baxter School.

31



For the 1981-82 school year, testing results for the unaided:’
average hearing level ranged from a 36 db to a 113+ db loss while”
the aided average sound awareness results showed a range from
15 éb to 81 db loss. The range of speech discrimination without
speech reading was 07 to 8% and 0% to 100%Z with speech reading.

For the 1981-82 school year, the results of the audioclogical
evaluations, unaided average hearing levels, showed six students
with the better ear testing at a range that does not reach a 70
db loss.

However, a review of the records of these six students indicated
that all are at the Baxter School either because the parents, as
in one case, emphatically wanted their child to attend the Baxter
School; or, as for the other five studeéents, the public school
system requested placement at the Baxter School.

These five students were enrolled in the public schools and

the staff felt that these pupils had reached a plateau and P.E.T.
had recommended this placement as a more appropriate alternative,

Physical/Occupational Therapy

As of March 1, 1982, a total of six children were reéeiving

both physical and occupational therapy. Three others were served
by the physical therapist and two additional students were seen
by the occupational therapist. Both specialists were under contract,

one-half day, five days per week.

Medical prescriptions are required for physical therapy but
not for occupational therapy. - The physical therapist informed
the ~education team that medical prescriptions were available for
all children being provided physical therapy. These orders were not
centrally located, notr easily found. :

The review of the school records of six children receiving
physical therapy verified the presence of only two medical ,
prescriptions for physical therapy, two progress reports, and two
I.E.P.'s that noted the provision of physical therapy. These
two I.E.P.'s failed to list goals and obhjectives. :

Mental Health Services

Services are provided by three professional staff at the
School and these services include individual counseling to the
children, evaluations of intellectual and personality abilities
of pupils, etc.
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The dean of students/counselor was available each school day
from 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. to assist all students at the Baxter
School in all areas of need. However, little evidence was seen of
instruction/counseling in career education, assistance with on-~the-
job training, or mainstreaming. :

The psychologist was attempting to place all students:on a
rotating schedule for individual testing and evaluations, at least
once every three years. However, the psychologist indicated that
evaluations on one-third of the school population would not be
completed before the end of this school year. ‘

The psychologist also is a member of the Baxter School Diagnostic
and OQutreach Team and the latter demands periodic visits to public
systems throughout the state. Other Team members include the school
principal, audiologist, and the appropriate department head, depending
on the age of the child. :

The consulting psychiatrist is contracted for one-half day per
week. He was learning signing and primarily consults with parents/
guardians of the Baxter School students, either in person or by
telephone.

Speech Maintenance

The primary goal of the speech maintenance program at the
Baxter School is to assist the students in attaining and maintaining
the highest level of speech for communication purposes.

Each classroom teacher in the elementary and middle schools is
expected to provide a total communications program, including speech.
The speech maintenance teacher also assists a part of that school
population as well as instructing all high school studeéents.

The present speech maintenance teacher began her duties on
February 8, 1982. As of March 26, 1982, this specialist was working
with 40 high school students, two (2) times per week; 15 middle school
students, once per week; and 10 elementary school students, once a
week. Each session lasts 22 1/2 minutes, one-half of a regular 45
minute period, and includes from one to three students. 1In addition,
the speech maintenance teacher consults with other staff as necessary

Thus, the Baxter School is in violation of 05-071 CMR 101.10(E),

which limits the case load in the area of speech and language functions
to 50 students for each professional providing these services.

Tutoring

Since January 7, 1982, GBSD had on staff one teacher who served
as a tutor and a substitute teacher.
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In the role as a tutor, this teacher served nine children, not
more than three at one time.

During the first 52 working days, up to March 29, 1982, this
specialist spent 30 days substituting, the remaining 22 days were
designated for tutoring.

The Review Team learned that the GBSD administration discouraged
tutoring, even though requested by a parent, suggested by a teacher,.
or recommended by the P.E.T. In fact, one staff member was concerned
that the administration would reprimand her because she was providing
tutoring to a student. Also, a public school unit had to make its
own arrangements for one student at the Baxter School because the
administration would not provide the tutoring services. The tutoring
was requested by the parents, recommended by the P.E.T. and included
in the I.E.P, developed by the L.E.A. (The I.E.P., written by Baxter
School staff failed to include tutoring).

The Baxter School does not maintain a roster of substitute
teachers, If one teacher is absent, the class is covered by the teacher
‘as mentioned above, but the tutoring services are not provided for that
day. If more than one teacher is absent, children are placed in other
clasgrooms for the day, left to work independently with minimal -super-
vision, or have other arrangements made. In fact, some children were
reassigned to other classrooms for almost four months when their
teacher resigned on September 29, 1980. This position remained unfilled
until January 19, 1981, ‘

In any event, under present arrangements, children are denied access

to an adequate and appropriate education for any day or part of the day
that a teacher is absent. ~ o
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Programming/Courses of Study

The education team reviewed all the '"Courses of Study'" and
had concerns about the lack of pgxpectations for student performances
reflected in these curricula. A great deal of content needs to
be added to the "Courses of Study" to enrich and give depth to
the present educational program. :

The education team's major concern is related to the "Courses
of Study" in language, reading and speech.

The Reading Program as presented in the I.E.P. format should
specifically delineate for each student the 'strengths and weaknesses,
the instructional strategies required, and the methods and materials
needed to accomodate each child's reading needs.’

The educational team raises serious concern -about the use of
the same basal reader (Scott-Foresman) throughout the primary
level with all students, and its extended use in mid-school, and
high school. Many deaf children may not comprehend much of what
is written in basal readers because of the linguistic structure.
Thus, 'it may be inappropriate to use these materials with all
students. R

Deaf children can read, and they can be helped to read better
with diagnostic procedures, more appropriate instructional materials
(remedial and enriching), and with deeper insights into the ‘
reading process. '

Deaf children. characteristically develop academic skills more
slowly than those with normal hearing. Cross-sectional studies
of the development of reading skills in deaf children range from
.1 to .5 grade level per year (Lane and Baker, 1974). Even deaf
children from the best programs average about half the grade level
progress of normal hearing children., 13/

The acquisition of reading skills is not independent of the
development of language skills. A language foundation needs to be
provided that will serve as a base to insure reading success.

The education team reviewed the language "Course of Study"
and found it to be lacking. It lacks a developmental sequence
for the normal order for the acquisition of language. It under-
estimates the vocabulary potential of the child by setting goals
to low. Based on the Fitzgerald Key, it pepresents a very con-
servative use of the Fitzgerald Key. In general, the curriculum
lacks content and complexity.

13/ Annual Survey, 1971, Office of Demographic Studies.
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In order to develop the competence to understand and to use
language, a student must first master several basic elements that
are prerequisite to this ability. The major components of langauge
usage include: 1) phonology, 2) morphology, 3) syntax, and
4) semantics. It is the combination of these four elements that add
distinctive structure and meaning to language,

The language curriculum presently in use is inadequate to assist
the students towards these goals,

The overall delays evident in reading and language development
appear to be directly related to several factors: 1) poor or no
individual assessment of students' learning problems, 2) no specific
diagnosis of reading problems, 3) no individual educational programs
for remediation of learning problems, and 4) inadequate curricula,
specifically in the areas of language, reading aund speech.

In addition to reading and language needs, there are many students
at the primary level particularly who have additional needs in speech.
The team has discerned that there needs to be a major emphasis in
speech at this level. Teachers need to be provided with direction and
supervision of speech and programs in their classes. At the same
time, there is a need for students to receive individual assistance
in speech.

Students with emotional and/or behavioral problems are in need
of assistance and programming. Counseling, classroom management and
behavioral interventions are not evident at the primary level.

There needs to be more emphasis on the development of sccial skills
for all students at all levels.

The second major area of concern of the Review Team is that when
evaluation has taken place and specific program recommendations are
made, they are not consistently followed. Those recommendations are
not addressed in the T.E.P.'s and in other cases they appear to be
ignored completely. '
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Conclusions and Recommendations

The GBSD I.E.P. format needs to be revised to ensure that
all required components are included. Goals should be developed,
and stated for students in other than content areas, if such goals
have a direct relationship to the improvement of the student's
educational opportunity.

The inservice staff development which has been 1n1t1ated needs
to continue to assist staff w1th short~term objectives.

The education team recommends that the school initiate a K-12
screening program as soon as possible to identify students with
other educational needs. The administration should consider the
establishment of a resource room program for this student population.

The courses of study developed at GBSD are not adequate and
need revision., The three specific areas of major concern are
language, reading and speech,

Middle school and high school students, would benefit from con-
centrated instruction in basic/independent study skills.

The GBSD should consider for future planning a program at the
School for its older children and older deaf students (9-12), from
the communities. The program would focus on work in the surrounding
communities, needed additional vocational training, post-secondary
community educational programs (adult education, etc.), independent
living and life skills.

The Team recommends the expansion of the work- studyband pre~-
vocational training programs and the vocational opportunltles for
the students at the Baxter School.

The education team recommends the establishment of a separate
Reading program. This program could have two parts under the
supervision of a reading specialist; one part being corrective and
remedial in nature, and the other being an enrichment program.

The Review Team recommends the addition of a second speech
maintenance teacher, properly licensed, to begin duties in September,
1982, This would permit the two specialists to serve (almost)
the total school population within the case load limits of 50
students each.

a. Both speech maintenance teachers should be responsible
for the biannual speech taping of all students,

b. All speech tapes should be evaluated within 60 days after
completion and the results should be made available to
the child's teacher(s).
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The speech maintenance teachers should have at least one-half
day per week to observe children in their academic classrooms for the
purpose of more appropriately designing a plan to assist the
student in speech development/maintenance. Also, this time would
permit those specialists to consult/assist classroom teachers in the
total speech program. Teachers need to be provided with direction
and supervision of the speech programs in their classes,

The Team recommends that the teachers and the speech department
continue to stress and emphasize the development of intelligible
speech and the use of oral communication in all classes,

Students with emotional and/or behavioral problems are in need
of assistance and programming. (Counseling, classroom management
and behavioral interventions are not evident at the primary level.)
There needs to be more emphasis on the development of social skills
for all students at all levels by indicating this in the I.E.P,.

A roster of qualified substitute teachers should be established.
The Baxter School administration should utilize this roster to assure
that all classes are adequately covered in the absence of any teacher,
beginning September 1, 1982.

The present teacher who 1is assigned duties as a tutor and sub-
stitute teacher should provide tutoring services only., Additional
tutors should be hired by GBSD as may be needed.

The GBSD should provide tutoring services to all children where
the service is requested by the parent, suggested by the child's
teacher and recommended by the P.E.T. Provision of tutoring also
should be written into the I.E.P., with appropriate goals, objectives,
evaluative instruments and the recording of progress.

The education team was tremendously impressed with the expertise
and dedication of the teaching staff and the special services staff.
Their creative efforts, enthusiasm, and commitment on behalf of the
students at the Baxter School are viewed as the major strengths of
the educational program.
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F, Classroom Observations

Introduction/Overview

The education team observed student teacher interaction to determine to
what extent individual education programs and the curricula were being implemented.

The education team conducted 22 observations during March, 1982. Included
were classes of all three (3) school departments as well as instruction in special
service areas. Each observation lasted from 20 to 45 minutes, Some of the
factors considered by the team included the following:

Was individual help provided?

Was total communication evident?

Were children verbalizing?

Were auditory trainers checked?

(G, B S T I R
.

Were classroom management skills in evidence?

Findings

The education team was impressed with the quality of instruction provided
in a number of instances. Here, both students and teachers were enthusiastic,
innovative practices were seen, and field trips planned.

In some classrooms, management problems were evident and not all of the
children were participating in the activities, In four classrooms observed, the
teacher-pupil ‘ratio appeared higher than those specified by the Department's
special education regulations.

The majority of teachers observed provided individual assistance as necessary.
"Total communication" was in use and students were observed verbalizing in about
half of the classrooms. Auditory trainers were checked in fewer than half of
the classes visited, with checks being done more frequently in the primary school
department,

The education team noted numerous classroom interruptions. In the rooms of
the head teachers with telephones, there were frequent calls: -In many of the
classrooms, students from other classrooms, staff members, and others interrupted
the instructional process.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The GBSD administration should ascertain that the teacher-pupil ratio does
not exceed the limits allowed by state special education regulations. These are
as follows:

a. Children functioning at primary level - not to exceed 5-1 and 8-1 with
a teacher aide, providing the aide is not specifically assigned to
work full time with one student.
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b, Children functioning at mid-school and high school levels not to
exceed 8~1 and 12-1 with a teacher aide, providing the aide is not
specifically assigned to work full time with one student.

Teachers and other staff members at the School should ensure that total
communication is utilized at all times and that all students are verbalizing or

making every effort to do so.

The School administration should develop an internal policy with the
objective of minimizing classroom interruptions which interfere with effective
classroom instruction. '

The academic staff should periodically check auditory trainers to ascertain
that they are functioning properly.
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G. Educational Records

Introduction/Overview

Special education laws and regulations require that
comprehensive records be kept on all children receiving special
"education and related services, These records are to be con-
fidential, i,e,, not open to the public, to other parents and
to unauthorized school personnel without parental consent,

They are to be made available to parents, on request, and are
to be available to all authorized school personnel without
special consent of the parents,

Findings:

The review team reviewed, in depth, a total of 67 student
records, or 617 of the GBSD student body. This process required
review of 134 separate folders as the school maintains an
academic file and an administrative file,

Academic files are kept in the office of the director
of academic affairs and maintained by his secretary., Academic
files include:
- correspondence with parents, agencies, school systems,
etc.;
- reports of evaluations (speech, audiological, medical,
psychological, etc.);
- reports of annual evaluations:
- Individualized Education Program
-~ Pprogress reports;
- accident reports; and
- miscellaneous memos,

Academic files are kept secured, must be signed out for
review, and may not be physically removed from the office of
the director of academic affairs. These include: applications
for admission; birth, health and immunization records; various
forms for permilssion, records release; intake evaluation
reports; and correspondence with parents, agencies, schools.

Administrative records relating to students are kept in
the office of the superintendent and maintained by his secretary.

Although the right of access to student records passes from
parent to child, upon attainment of the child's eighteenth
birthday, there is no indication in the GBSD policy or records
that students are given notice of their right to access to files
about themselves,

Other sections of this report, indicate deficiencies that

directly or indirectly relate to student records, The following
are additional compliance issues which should receilve attention:
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1. written summaries not consistently provided for
individual evaluations, 05-071 CMR 101.8(F);

2, appropriate descriptions of tests not provided to
parents/guardians 05-071 CMR 101.9(E);

3. documentation not provided that parents are notified,
in writing or verbally, of the results of testing,
05-071 CMR 101.9(E);

4, permission for pre-placement testing not consistently
found in student records, 05-071 CMR 101.7(E); and

5. documentation missing that parents are provided copies
of procedural safeguards 05-071 CMR 101.16(E).

Staff members during interviews indicated that there is much
concern at the administrative level concerning confidentiality
of student records. The education team found that a sign-out
sheet is provided for each record as required. However, the team
could find no indication that the school maintains for parental
and public inspection a current listing of the names and positions
of employees within the school who have access to personally identi-
fiable information without parental permission. (42 CFR 8§300.572(d))

Personal correspondence between parent and child was found
in the pupil's academic files.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Procedural safeguards are in place in regard to pupil records;
and these records are not available to unauthorized personnel or
members of the public. A number of deficiencies are noted in record-
keeping and the following recommendations are made for correction:

1. Aditional clerical help should be provided to
type reports, evaluations and individual education

plans;

2. Academic records should be kept in close proximity to
the physical location of the three school departments;

3. All reports and memos should be signed and dated;
4, All test protocols should indicate the name of the examiner;
5. Excessive duplication of reports, I.E.P.'s, etc. should

be eliminated. (5 copies of 1981-82 I.E.P. were found

in one record);

6. Numerous forms should be revised to be in compliance with
state and federal regulations;
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An approprlate statement of procedural safeguards
should be developed for parents/guardians with
appropriate reference in the student file.

The practice of including personal correspondence
between child and parent in the student records
should cease., This is an inappropriate invasion of
privacy.

Notification should be given to students upon reach-

ing their majority of a right of access to student
records,
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ITI. THE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAL

A. Tutroeduction/Overview

State operated facilities, such as the Governor Baxter School for the
Deaf, are not subject to licemsure under state law. However, as part of its
investigation of the Governor Baxter School, the Department of Educational
and Cultural Services (DECS) requested the participation of a Department of
Human Services licensing expert. It was determined appropriate for the
purpese of this investigation to utilize the rules applied to privately
operated facilites of a similar nature., Because of an impending change in
licensing rules, the review was conducted in accordance with both current and
propesed rules. BSeparate sections of this report pertain to each. The
nature and scope of licensing rules are based on the values and level of
child care practice that are generaily accepted as basic and necessary for
any child who must be placed outside the child's own home and on the belief
that every aspect of a residential facility's operation affects the children
in its care. The funding source of the facility, the statutory basis or
authority for the facility's existence, the nature of the administrative
structure, the philosophical principles of the facility, or the degree of
specialization of the program should not affect a facility's provision for
these basic needs. The following report will not attempt to address each
regulatory requirement but will group concerns and address only the relevant
regulations applicable to each general issue,

B. Study Methodology

\

Interviews with all 23 house parents, the two supervisors and the five
infirmary employees were completed between February 25, 1982 and HMarch 30,
1982, 1Most interviews took approximately one hour and several were
supplemented with written materials prepared and provided to the interviewvers
by houseparents. All 11 houseparents who signed a petition to the
Commissioner of the Department of Educational and Cultural Services were
interviewed jointly by Dr. Bobbi Kamil, Consultant to DECS and on-site
coordinator of the Special Review Team and lMrs, Mildred Hart, Manager,
Licensing Unit, Bureau of Social Services.

All persons interviewed were advised that the information obtained was
confidential and would be provided directly to the DECS Commissioner. No one
refused to answer questions and no one asked to be accompanied by a union
representative. All were cooperative and there was no indication of
hostility concerning the investigation.

C. Current Rule Assessment: Findings and Recommendations

The Govermnor Baxter School for the Deaf is in substantial compliance
with the current rules for residential child care facilities. These rules
wvere last revised in 1956 and are now inadequate due to the many changes
which have occurred in the field of residential child care. A copy of these
rules and a licensing checklist ‘have been sent under separate cover.
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Part IX of the Rules and Regulations Governing the Licensing of Child
Caring Institutions and Agencies requires an annual fire inspection _and an
annual health engineering inspection. These inspections were requested by
DECS and the reports are contained in section in the investigation report.

Action Recommended: None

Part IV, Section 4 requires sufficient funds to adequately care for the
children and compliance is determined by review of a budget to be submitted
in conjunction with the application., State Auditors reviewed the GBSD fiscal
records. Their results are dealt with in another section of the overall
report.

Action Recommended: Hone

Part V, Section 3 requires sufficient child care staff to provide
adequate supervision to the children in care. The Supervisor of Student Life
has informed us that the staff child ratio varies from 1-5 to 1-9 which would
be considered adequate except 1n very unusual circumstances.

Action recommended: lione

Part V, Section 2 requires that each staff member be free of
commupicable diseases and be of sufficiently 2ood mental and physical health
to perform the required duties without danger to himself or the children in
care. Compliance entails a medical statement from a licensed physician prior
to assuming those duties and annually thereafter. The GBSD does require a
test for tuberculosis on staff but does not require a medical statement
before beginning work or on any regular basis,

Action recommended: Proof of good health and freedom from
communicable diseases should be made a
condition of employment.
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Part VI, Section 1 includes requirements pertaining to the admission of
a child for residential care and information to be obtained for the child's
record.

Although there is a written placement agreement signed by the parent,
guardian or agency having legal authority to care for the child, this
placement agreement does not include written authorization for GBSD to obtain
emergency medical care for the child. The signature of the superintendent
which is currently used is not adequate.

Children's records contain most of the required information. They do,
however, lack information regarding the need for residential care, specific
needs of the child and a brief life history.

Action recommended: 1) The placement agreement should include
specific authorization by the parent or legal
guardian for GBSD to obtain emergency medical
treatment,

2) Children's records should contain more
specific information on the need for
residential care, specific needs of the child,
and a brief life history. This type of
information should be shared with the
residential staff.

Section 2, C of the rules also requires that children be able to write
uncensored letters. At GBSD outgoing mail is always given, unsealed, to the
teachers and is censored by the head teachers. This is a clear violation of
the child's privacy. Incoming mail may be intercepted and may never reach
the child if it is deemed inappropriate by the administration.

Action recoummended: A written policy should be developed to assure
children's rights are not violated.

Part VI, Section 6 requires written regulations regarding the
discipline of children which shall not permit unusual or cruel punishment.

While the houseparent manual contains a section on discipline and
prohibits spanking or striking a child, almost all the houseparents expressed
a need for some clear rules for the children's behavior and consistent and
appropriate ways of dealing with misbehavior.
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Action recommended: Policies and procedures relating to
appropriate disciplinary actions should be
rewritten.

Part VII deals with the physical care of the children including medical
and dental care, health records, clothing and nutrition. GBSD is gemnerally
in compliance with those rules. Among the requirements is "an adequate diet,
varied, palatably prepared and appetizingly served.'" The cook is responsible
for menu planning and ordering food as well as its preparation, Federally
donated commodities are also received and well utilized. The food is very
good and appears to be enjoyed by students and staff. There is no review of
the food in terms of its nutritional content.

Action recommended: DMenus should be reviewed by a qualified
nutritionist as there is some concern by staff
that menus may not contain adequate vitamins A
and C and that they are high in starch and
sugar.

Two cards with medical information are kept in the infirmary for each
student, one which gives medical history and the other records of complaints
and treatment. The history card includes '"Wasserman Test or equivalency",
"Brain Fever" and "Fits" which indicates a need for updating. Referrals of
students to outside medical resources are made by the Supervisor of Student
Life who usually accompanies the child to appointments.

Action recommended: All medical information should be kept current
and readily available to appropriate staff and
medical personnel., Appropriate procedures for
assuring the confidentiality of medical
records should be developed.
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D. Proposed Rule Assessment: Findings and Recommendations:

A copy of the proposed Rules for the Licensure of Residential Child
Care Facilities has been sent under separate cover. These rules are not yet
in effect but it is anticipated that they will be within a short time, They
were submitted for public hearing in late April. These rules were based on
the work of the Interstate Consortium on Child Care and reflect the work of
the Interdepartment Committee Joint Licensing Task Force which was composed
of representatives from the Department of Human Services, the Department of
Educational and Cultural Services and the Department Mental Health and lMental
Retardation as well as providers. Because private, residential treatment
centers have educational and mental health components as well as child care,
the licensing evaluation will be done by a team with representatives from
each Department using this common set of rules.

To facilitate this report, the following commentary will refer to
sections of the proposed rules as they occur in the draft, In addition, this
report will address only a portion and a particular perspective of the
program since this part of the investigation was limited to houseparents and
medical personnel.

Regulations 18.3(C) and 18.3(E) includes requirements for written
policies and procedures for initial and regular licensing. Basically this
includes the written documentation that is necessary for a facility.
Normally a facility would be judged against the materials it submits in terms
of actual provision of services as outlined in the written philosophy,
statement of purpose, organizational description, admission policies and
outline of services to be provided. In addition, the assessment as to
compliance with its own policies and procedures is determined at the time of
the the on-site study. The only written materials received were a
Houseparent Policy Handbook, "Policies on Student Records'" and "Appeal
Procedures on Student Records." Therefore, it is not possible to determine
whether there are written policies covering all required areas,

The "Policies on Student Records'" partially addresses several required
areas on confidentiality as well as partially complies with requitements for
grievance policies for children and guardians. Grievance requirements are
more fully addressed within the "Appeal Procedure on Student Records" but
still would not comply with the requirement since it only addresses
grievances regarding limited issues.

The Houseparent Policy Handbook, as its name implies, is limited to
issues related only to houseparents. Therefore, it could be used to comply
partially with a number of requirements: e.g., personnel policies,
organizational structure, job descriptions, program description, emergency
procedures, and child management policies.

To providers and the general public, requirements for written materials
often seem excessive and irrelevant for licensing purposes. From a
regulatory viewpoint they are the cornerstome on which the program rests.
They provide the assurances that the organization has given adequate
consideration to the interconnecting structures of the total operation - from
philosophical base to delivery of service to ongoing assessment of
performance. They are the mechanism by which communications are transmitted
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to placement sources, to potential staff or current staff, to funding sources
and to the public. Therefore, they become important factors in determining
accountability for actions. Next to staff, policies and procedures, if they
accurately reflect the program, will determine the quality of that program.

Action recommended: GBSD should have a written philosophy,
statement of purpose, organizational
description, admission policies, an outline of
services to be provided, and any other
policies and procedures necessary for the
ongoing operation of the facility. These
materials should be compiled in manual form,
and be accessible to staff, parents and other
interested persons.

Regulation 18.4 covers administration and organization of the
facility. The rules are designed only with the private sector in mind;
therefore, the section on governing body would not apply in total. The DECS
could be considered the adminstrative counterpart, however. The organization
and management of the facility is structured by, and dependent upon, this
relationship in terms of its authority, responsibilities and evaluation as to
compliance with applicable state laws and regulations. If the GBSD were a
private agency, several of the regulationms within this section would most
likely be cited.

Many of the issues that will be discussed subsequent to this section
relate back to inherent difficulties within the organizational and
administrative structure: 1i.e., the inadequacy of the lines of authority and
communication and the lack of routine and reasonably frequent agency and
program evaluations.

Action recommended: DECS and GBSD should review this section of
the regulations and, where appropriate, take
the necessary steps to improve the overall
administration and organization of the

facility.

Regulation 18.5 includes personnel requirements. As stated previously,
the staff-child ratio is adequate., While regulatory non-compliance may
exist, it does not appear to be related to staff shortages. Staff
interviewed during the investigation indicated that a great number of the
houseparents have at least some college education and several have Masters
degrees. In general, the staff appear to be well qualified but are not
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effectively utilized in order to maximize their potential benefit to the
School. Based on the houseparents' knowledge, skills and interests, and with
supportive supervision and training, they could be assigned broader
responsibilities within the program. Currently, they seem to be limited to
custodial responsibilities., Even though recreation is an assigned
responsibility, staff are not provided minimal supervisory support and
direction, which results in inconsistent planning. As an example, an outing
involving transportation off the island may be cancelled at the last moment
by a supervisor apparently without any justification.

Infirmary staff includes one registered nurse and four licensed aides.
One person has been employed 18 months, the others 8, 12, 14 and 26 years,
They have very limited contact with other employees and are neither included
in houseparent meetings nor other school staff meetings. They bring in their
own meals and never eat in the dining room. The infirmary is staffed around
the clock regardless of the number of children on the island. All infirmary
staff work regular shifts and are never rotated,

Hearly everyone interviewed stated that communication is a major
problem. Residential staff are discouraged from directly contacting
teachers, parents and administrative personnel. The policy of channeling all
communication through supervisors, however, seems to impede necessary and
appropriate information to and from houseparents and nursing staff. The
problem may lie with the assignment of supervisors, including the Supervisor
of Student Life, to the Business Manager. This organizational structure
would not appear to provide appropriate or adequate lines of communication
between staff members who serve children,

Staff annual evaluations are based on the Maine State Performance
Appraisal which was not developed with a houseparent model in mind. The
appraisal would not give a particularly useful reflection of the houseparent
staff's performance or capabilities. It also would not meet the proposed
requirements for staff evaluations which establish .goals and objectives for
staff including devising training objectives.

Based on this assessment, a number of regulations relative to staff
training, communications, supervision and organizational structures would be
cited in non-compliance.

Action recommended: 1. An overall review of staff qualifications
' and responsibilities should be conducted at
GBSD. Performance standards should be written
for direct service staff and supervisors.

2. It is recommended that the use of the
infirmary be carefully reviewed to determine
the following:

a. If it is necessary and cost effective
to keep the infirmary open 24 hours per
day, seven days per week. Weekend
population is sometimes very low.
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b. If is possible to have a Registered
Nurse or Licensed Practical Nurse on call
for those occasions when a child needs
care which cannot be provided in the
dormitory or by the parents.

c. If children could be seen by the
registered nurse during her working hours
instead of by other less qualified staff.

d. If the provision of first—aid training
to all child care staff might reduce the
need for infirmary staff.

Regulation 18.6, Service Planning, deals with referral of children,
placement and admission procedures, regular periodic reviews of each child's
service needs, including documentation of such, during placement, and
termination procedures. It also addresses information that must be provided
to children and guardians upon admission and involvement of appropriate
people in the periodic reviews.

Heither houseparents nor infirmary staff are involved in admission
procedures or the annual review process. According to information received
during interviews, only rarely are these staff consulted regarding their
knowledge or recommendations of the children in their care. The Pupil
Evaluation Team process should comply with this regulation if child caring
staff were included in the team. It is not known whether supervisory staff
are included as representatives, but, as stated in the last section,
communication difficulties are a basic problem and therefore the intent of
the regulations would still be in non—compliance,

This assessment did not include review of children's records so comment
on compliance with all the regulations in this section cannot be made. '
Generally, it is assumed that most, if not all, requirements are or could be
met through the established Pupil Evaluation Team process.

Action recommended: Residential staff with knowledge of the
child's functioning in the residence should be
involved in major decisions regarding the
child's needs and status.

Regulation 18.7, Programs and Services, deals with direct or indirect
delivery of services as outlined in a facility's program description - family
involvement, communication restrictions, recreation, health care services,
behavior management, educational and vocational services, transportation,
allowances, work and employment, persomnal care and nutrition.
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Appropriate and continuing family involvement is a value expressed in
the regulations which for some of the children at GBSD is a difficulty.
While the regulations cannot require the interest or involvement of parents
or guardians, they are intended to encourage such involvement to the degree
determined appropriate for each specific child's needs. Because of distance,
this often camnot be accomplished. The investigation determined that the
policy of discouraging communication between parents or guardians and
houseparents may impede this intent since they are the primary contacts with
children other than teachers. The Houseparent Policy Handbook does not
accurately reflect the operational policies around this issue. Again,
because of the internal communication difficulties and the organizational
structure, the houseparents are limited in their usefulness in this area,
Because of the abilities of the child care staff, they could be more
effectively used in the annual evaluation of student needs and progress and
in determining any change in residential and educational placement of the
child., This could ultimately improve the transition of children both into
the school and back into their own homes or the community.

Action recommended: The development of a comprehensive
communication policy which would include
provision for direct communication between
childrens' parents and the houseparents who
care for them. This policy should be clearly
stated in the Houseparent Policy Handbook and
clearly communicated to all staff.

Because parents pick up and return .their
children at the same time each weekend they
have no opportunity to meet and talk with
those houseparents who have responsibility for
the children during the school week. Some
children travel to and from home via public
transportation. An opportunity for
houseparents and children's parents to become
acquainted should be encouraged and/or
arranged whenever children are admitted to the
residential program and whenever they are
assigned to a different dormitory. Direct
communication by telephone should also be
encouraged. While supervisors need to be
advised of any significant events in a child's
life, houseparents are the more appropriate
liaison between the child's home and the
dormitory. Notations concerning telephone
contacts are appropriate for a "daily log
book" which is in each dormitory.

In the current and proposed regulations, staff is prohibited from any
type of physical punishment., As stated, disciplinary measures are not
clearly outlined in GBSD policies and, as a result mixed messages are
received by staff. Houseparents have stated they are "abused" by children
but are unable to respond adequately.
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Interviews with residential staff identified two instances when
spanking, although officially prohibited by school policy, was used as a
disciplinary measure.

Action Recommended: Staff should be trained in appropriate child
management techniques,

In addition, the infirmary receives students who are being disciplined
by houseparents on occasions when the houseparents are taking other students
off the island or supervising some activity in which this student is not
alloved to participate. Infirmary staff may have no knowledge of reasons for
restriction or even that the student is being disciplined.

Action recommended: That use of the infirmary for any disciplinary
purpose be discontinued.

All basic health care services are provided in the infirmary which is
located within the facility. Children are kept in the infirmary when they
have a temperature above normal but all emergencies go to Maine Medical
Center. Children who are badly hurt or very sick usually go home as soon as

possible,

Medical records on the students are kept in the infirmary and all
medication is dispensed there. There are approximately 1,000 student visits
per month to the infirmary, including those for dental clinics which are held

at the infirmary.

Action recommended: While there are no regulations about bringing
dental professionals to a facility, because of
the greater possibilities of isclation in a
program such as the Baxter School, using
resources in the community would seem to
provide better service to children. It can
teach them how to gain access to such
resources as well as provide a means for
actively involving both the children -and the
school in the community,
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After 4:30 p.m, weekdays and on weekends, the School phone is answered
in the infirmary and written messages taken for the appropriate person.
Phone calls are recorded in triplicate, one each for the Superintendent, Dean
of Students and Supervisor of Student Life. Infirmary staff reported that
they lind it difficult to handle calls while seeing children during the
evening. Hedication is kept in a cabinet which is not locked, and children
are left unattended in the same room with the cabinet while staff answer the
telephone in the corridor. There is only one telephone line into the
infirmary which does not allow suitable access in the event of an emergency.

Action recommended: 1. A more appropriate method of managing the
school's telephone system should be developed.

2. That the medication cabinet be kept locked
when unattended. ‘

Regulations 18,8 covers the physical environment of the facility and
addresses the physical plant both interior and exterior and grounds,

While each individual regulation was not applied, generally the
facility complies with almost all the requirements. One dormitory does not
have doors on the toilet stalls although there does not seem to be any
prograumatic reason for this. The dormitory housing the younger children has
several bedrooms which accommodate more than four children. This would not
violate the restriction on assigned bedroom space if the room was rearranged
to establish definite areas for each child. The intent is to create a more
homelike environment than institutional environment and also to ensure that
children have some space specifically designated as their own--both for
privacy and to encourage a sense of self-worth.

Overall, the physical facility makes a favorable impression. The
physical enviromment is comfortable, adequate, spacious, well maintained and
fairly attractive. The island provides children a great deal of personal
freedom in a beautiful setting and yet the facility also sets limitations
which seem restrictive. Children, depending on their age and capabilities
could be provided more unsupervised time and freedom on the island. The
island also establishes boundaries in relation to community integration, some
of which is real but most of which is psychological. This could be better
addressed by greater attention to programmatic involvement utilizing
community resources.,

Action Recommened: Nene
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Iv. PARENT PERCEPTIONS

A, Introduction/Overview

Parent perceptions of the educational program and other aspects of the
School's operation were an important part of the Special Review Team's
investigatory efforts. The education team conducted numerous interviews with
parents of current students. The results of a survey conducted by GBSD in 1981
were also reviewed. 1In addition, the Team reviewed letters received by the
Commissioner and the Governor during the investigation.

B. Findings

Parent Interviews: Parents of GBSD students were advised by the Commissioner on
February 12, 1982, in a meeting at the School, that the Education Review Team
would be available to conduct personal interviews. He urged parents to make
appointments. Between February 16 and February 26, 22 parents met with education
team members at the School. 1In addition, the team selected parent names and
conducted 53 telephone interviews. O0f these parents, 50 had students presently
enrolled at the School and three were parents of former students. Some were
chosen because they had made public comments to the media; others, because they
had written letters to the Commissioner. In addition, a small number of students
were present with their parents during the interview process.

All parents interviewed were interviewed according to the interview '"protocol".
(Appendix 5 ). The protocol sought specific information about parental per-
ceptions of the Pupil Evaluation Team assessment and placement processes which
resulted in programming at GBSD. In additiop, open-ended questions were asked
to elicit critical or commendatory comments=Y¥ about the school and suggestions
for the future.

All parents were most cooperative.

The majority of parents interviewed viewed the educational program at the
School as viable and necessary for their children, although many suggestions for
improvement were offered. In a number of instances, however, suggestions were
very general or parents were reluctant or unable to provide detailed suggestions.

In the personal and telephone interviews with a total of 75 parents
(representing 82 students) a number of questions concerned with the Pupil
Evaluation Team (P.E.T.) process were asked of interviewees. The intent here
was to ascertain whether parents fully understood the legal and educational
process by which their children were enrolled at GBSD. The results, in brief,
are as follows: '

- When asked if they were advised of their right to be a
member of the GBSD P,E.T. to discuss their children's
educational needs, 57 responded that they had been
advised, six said no and 12 were uncertain,

.

14/ In addition, the interview protocol asked specific questions concerning
knowledge of alleged child abuse and mistreatment,
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- Some 66 of the 75 parents had attended at least one PET
meeting either at GBSD or in their school unit.

- A total of 53 parents acknowledged that they had been notified
in writing either by GBSD and/or the school unit of their
rights under the special education laws and regulations. Eight
parents believed that they had not been notified in writing
about these rights and 14 were uncertain.

- These rights are understood by 49 parents; 11 replied that
they do not understand their rights; 15 parents are not sure.

- A majority (52) did not think that they had participated in
setting educational goals for their children. Nineteen
parents thought they had a part in goal-setting and three
could not recall.

Parent interviews were reviewed by the education team in detail to ascertain
- why parents answered that they ''did not participate in setting educational goals
for (their) children.'" The explanations given by parents are represented by the
following comments:

— "The Baxter School staff know what they are going to do."

- "They (GBSD staff) don't shed enough light so that parents can
be helpful." :

- "We were allowed the opportunity to express our interest."

~ "Basically I do not feel T have had any say to any degree. I've
said some things in the past, but they were never listened to."

- "The educators made us feel that we were lay people and we couldn't
make professional decisions about our son's program."”

- "We did not feel that we were given the right information to really
participate in the meetings. They (Baxter) had meetings, and we
just felt we got nowhere,"

- "Sometimes made to feel inadequate because of our lack of knowledge,
so we left it to them (Baxter)."

~ ™In the past, I had asked for more speech programming, this never
happened."

- "I felt intimidated at the meetings, I was upset at one P.E.T. about
the report of the reading level. The staff said that's normal for
deaf kids. I never really knew what was going on at the meetings."

- "Have never been invited to attend."

- "We were told at a P.E.T. meeting that our child would receive
vocational training and a work-study program. We made this request
and to this date there has been no such programming."

- "I had made requests for art, drafting to be included in the
program. But had been told he was only suited for vocational
training. I felt very frustrated. We had repeatedly asked for
art for him and was told there was nothing available. We asked
about a tutor (in summer) and were told it would do more harm
than good."

- "I have tried. T can't always say that those at the school (Baxter)
were always hearing. I'd come to meetings feeling I knew what I
wanted and I'd leave being convinced they really knew what was best.

56



I was told by that the reason
was having trouble with language was because I waited too long to
send him to Baxter. For at least three P.E.T. meetings we requested
additional evaluations; Baxter was not receptive."

- "I have had no participation in the I.E.P. development."

- "I listen to the goals presented by the teacher."

-~ "I have had problems at the P.E.T. meetings. Things were included
in the I.E.P. and then Baxter staff said they could not provide
them. Recommendations were made by myself and the local school
and never followed by Baxter."

- "Every meeting seems to be a farce."

The large majority of parents (54) indicated that positive changes in
their children had occurred since enrollment at GBSD. Specific positive comments
about the School's effect generally were these:

— Have seen regular growth, pleased with changes - 26

- Improvement in speech - 13

'~ More independent - 8

- Very significant changes - 3

~ Improved behavior, attention span - 3

- "Matured very well socially"

- "100% improvement, writes letters home"

- "Much improved. Picked up sign language"

- '"Calmed down a lot, getting better report cards each year"

~ "Beginning to talk, speech is coming along, doesn't scream
so much"

-~ '"Positive changes. More outgoing, more demanding, now
walking, more independent."

~ '"Child has progressed beyond what I could have expected."

- "Really great. Child used to be frustrated. Verbalizes
more, very happy, has many friends."

- '"Became very self-sufficient, self-reliant, beautiful speech.
No longer a scared little child. Very dependable."

Similarly, most parents (62) had favorable comments about the School's
educational program. Some positive comments were the following:

- Satisfied, no complaints - 25

— Dedicated, competent, good teachers - 22

- Individualized program, small class size - 19
~ Total communication program - 5

- Pleased with vocational program - 2

- Pleased with athletic program - .2

- Good equipment, teaching aids - 2

-~ "Whole program - made welcome anytime" - 2
- '"Deaf staff is super" - 2
- "Helpful, important to have deaf persons on teaching staff" - 2

~ '"Child is in a school where people speak same (sign) language"
- '"Baxter offers much more than what a deaf child can receive
at a public school."
- "School permits children to progress at their own pace."
—~ "Impressed with facilities and programs."
~ "They teach a lot of independence."
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"Don't think public school could do as well."

"A little bit of everything. They teach him more at Baxter
than they could do at any other school."

On the other hand, a significant number of negative comments were made about
the educational program, although some of these were very general:

Need more emphasis in speech development, total communication - 11
Improve communications - 10
Provide more mainstreaming opportunities - 10
Provide cued speech - 6
Improve reading program - 6
Need drug and sex education programs - 3
Do not understand the educational program - 3
Improve the language program - 2
More instruction in lip reading - 2
Improve high school and work/study programs - 2
Improve English Department - 1
Curriculum should be more challenging
"A staff member providing individual tutoring to a child
had to keep it a gecret because of possible reprimand
by administration'
"Academically, I've always been concerned about this school"
""'School has low expectations of kids--not good."

There were recommendations --some general and some specific-- for changes
in the educational program:

"Have a higher expectation for children - change teaching
philosophy."

"Develop more socialization and independent living skills."

"Better prepare students to live in the hearing world."

"Recognize and design specific programs for deaf children with
learning disabilities."”

Some parents held very definite, negative views of the School's effect on
their children:

""Child has become extremely violent, aggressive'

"Now child doesn't try to talk"

"Very dissatisfied with child's speech"

"Almost no oral communication

"Can hardly read"

"Child very unhappy"

""Child has some attitude and behavior problems"

"Does not have adequate reading skills or oral communication"

"Not much change. Doing some kind of work"

"Depression increased after enrollment"

"I feel child still shy and inward, always seems angry'

"Very dependent when at Baxter. At home goes out on own'

"Child negative attitude toward many things. Passive—-
'T can't do it.' Attitude changes during summer when
with hearing kids"
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- '"'Child has become entrenched, becoming a social outcast.
Only wants to associate with deaf peers--an insulating
security blanket"

- '"Speech declined"

- "Child better since becoming a commuter student."

All parents indicated that they had been informed of their children's
educational progress at GBSD, mostly by the trimester report cards, progress
reports or other communications sent by teachers. They were also informed by
personal or telephone contacts with teachers and by the annual meeting to
discuss each child's progress.

Twenty parents indicated satisfaction with the current reporting method.
Some individuals indicated concern about the current process:

- Gave passing grades, then kept child back
- School staff will not respond to my calls
- I'm not sure what's really going on regarding reporting of progress

Others phrased their concerns as suggestions for improvement in the current
reporting process:

- 1Institute parent/teacher conferences on regular basis -~ 11

-~ Improve communication with parents - 3

~ More anecdotal reporting - 2

- Provide better grading, more realistic - 2

- "Provide positive as well as negative information in reporting
of progress" - 1

-~ "School should provide parents with testing results"

- "Would like more information about progress'

- "Send home weekly reports"

Some parents indicated a desire for changes in the evaluation and reportlng
process to indicate some comparative measures:

- Achievement tests should be geared to deaf children and
compared to a similar population nationwide - 3

-~ "™WJould like staff to tell parents how the deaf children
at Baxter compare academically to other deaf students
around the nation"

Few parents provided observations on houseparents and dormitory life. This
may be due in part that not all children are dormitory students also, even in the
dormitory population a number of parents are infrequent visitors.

Specific positive comments were these:

- Pleased with houseparents - 8

- "Very happy with the residential scene."
- "Excellent care from child's houseparents.
- "Discipline in dorms has improved."

1"
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Suggestions for improving residential situations were the following:

- Provide more supervision, understanding, caring - 4

~ Houseparents should assist children with homework - 2

- "Dorm should develop a 'family atmosphere'."

- '"Houseparents should have a better attitude toward children."

- "Houseparents should be better supervised."

- "Houseparents should be screened more carefully (before they
are hired)."

- '"Houseparents should receive better training."

- "Children need a lounge area with activities (example: ping pong
table) for a social gathering place other than the caged area
where (an administrator) prowled around."

~ "Parents should be informed before year starts as to living
accommodations, houseparent staff, etc."

Some comments were made about the School and student behavior:

- "Teachers should be more strict. Some of them are
soft-hearted."

- "School should control use of bad language (vulgarities)."

= "In school, the child's freedom is so stifled - too many
rules, too many '"mo no's'", bribes; punished for own
opinions. Program not fitting kids."

Opposing views were indicated by several parents on the employment of deaf
teachers:

- "For profoundly deaf students, teachers should be deaf and
expert in signing. Two teachers might be needed -~ one
who can teach well and one to sign, if the primary teacher
is weak at signing."

- Deaf teachers should not be employed because speech cannot
be adequately taught.

A number of parents indicated that they wanted more involvement in the
educational program at GBSD. Their suggestions or comments were as follows:

- Utilize volunteers in school program - 2

- '"Send booklist home for summer reading"

= '"Provide a formal course in sign language for parents,
students, teachers."

— '"Help develop regional programs for deaf."

- "Provide outreach to parents."

Parental survey/1981: As part of its self-evaluation study (prior to the May
1981 visit of the accreditation team of the Conference of Executives of Schools
of the Deaf),GBSD sent a questionnaire to all parents of enrolled students.
Questions were posed in short-answer style concerning the School's operations
and programs inciuding the following categories:

- teaching of various subject areas
— student performance

60



- extra-curricular activities

parental communication about students
— residential life

health care

0f 119 questionnaires sent out, 47 were returned. These were overwhelmingly
favorable to the School in all respects. (See Appendix 12 for a copy of the
questions and tabulations.) The returns clearly illustrated parents who were
satisfied with all aspects of the curriculum, residential 1life and school
operations, and were pleased with the School's administration and staff. Parents
returning questionnaires indicated a generally favorable opinion of the dormitory
program and its employees, especially in "helping, protecting and caring for

students." "Communication between parent and dormitory counselor', however,
resulted in 33 stating '"yes'", three stating '"no" and 11 stating "don't know"
(out of 47 responses). In contrast 44 stated "yes" and 3 stated "no" concerning

communication between "parent and administration'.

Maine Parents of the Hearing Impaired: The Maine Parents of the Hearing Impaired, .
a group which organized shortly after the start of the investigation, at a meeting
in late February, listed 56 questions or items of interest or concern in their
"brainstormd'. Some of the questions concerned the ongoing program:

How does Baxter compare to public schools?
How does selection work for work-study?

What is the student-teacher ratio per class?
What is the role of the "Board of Directors'?

Other items suggested complaints and an agenda for the future:

— Communication between staff and parents

— Testing geared to deaf students

— Parent volunteer program

- More involvement from the deaf community

- Mainstreaming program for interested students

— Use of cued speech at GBSD

— Need for work study

— Drug abuse and sex education program

- Development ‘of social skills

— More integration into sharing community

— Need for advocacy--parents and students

~ Support services for families

~ More supervision outside classroom

- Parents' role in budget and school policy

- Need to improve public image of Baxter and deaf people
- Don't close Baxter tomorrow

~ Independent parents' group of all deaf children ongoing
— More integration with local recreation programs

—~ Open library

Some of the concerns indicated a lack of information about the existing
program. For example, student .teachers and a full-time psychologist are already
at the School. Other concerns were beyond the scope of the School: 'press
recognition of deaf students" and a "transition house to facilitate independent
living."

61




The parent concerns were divided into three categories: those which could
be immediately addressed by the acting superintendent, those appropriate for the
Special Review Team and those appropriate for the Advisory Committee on the
Future of GBSD. 1In one way or another, all were being addressed at the close

of the investigation.

Recent events: Under the direction of the acting superintendent, special efforts
have been made to encouragé communication between parents and school staff, both
academic and dormitory. Parents have met with the Director of Special Education,
the Commissioner and the acting superintendent a number of times. A representative
of the Maine Parents of the Hearing Impaired, has met several times with the

acting superintendent to explore the concerns of that group.

Fifty parents attended a meeting with houseparents to discuss mutual concerns
and perceived problems. As an outgrowth of that meeting, the acting superintendent
established a special committee of parents, dormitory staff and academic staff
to draw up policies on student behavior and discipline and communications. The
committee has begun work and will continue meeting next year.

Parents have also attended an Open House (April 25) and an evening planning
session of the elementary faculty in preparation for a field day.

The acting superintendent also began distributing the school's activities
calendar regularly to parents in response to a suggestion.

Unsolicited letters: In unsolicited letters to the Team, the Commissioner or the
Governor, several parents made suggestions and comments. One asked for the
establishment of a committee of Citizens Concerned About the Education of the
Deaf in Maine and argued strongly for total communication, rather than "oralism'.
Another cautioned the Commissioner that the parent group presented in the media
was not representative of all School parents.

Another letter, from parents of a deaf child who was schooled both in regular
public school and at GBSD, was critical of the School's relations with parents
and what they perceived as "low level of expectations' at the School. They were’
especially critical of the staff that they met who appeared to believe that the
"observations, views and insights of parents were of no value" and "they chose
to ignore them'". They also noted that the first P.E.T. meeting for their son which
met Federal guidelines was held after a hearing officer's decision to place him
as a mainstreamed student. These parents were strong advocates of cued speech.
They also suggested a planned program of instruction in sign language for parents,
teachers and others, better information in sign language for parents, teachers
and others, better information for parents on the options in educating a deaf
child.

Another parent also wrote about the success of cued speech for his child in
a local public school. He suggested development of the School as a Center for
education of the deaf, to include teacher training, a central library of materials
relevant to educating the deaf, research in education of the deaf, possibly in
association with the University of Maine. He advocated a variety of communication
modalities for tie deaf be available and used at the school.
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The parent of a multiply handicapped youngster, who had been years at
Pineland and who later attended GBSD, was generally complimentary of the education
and services at the School. He expressed some reservation, however, that a
"total communication™ effort was not undertaken when the child was first enrolled.
Conceding that "mainstreaming can be good'", the parent expressed concern that a
deaf adult might be deprived of deaf community contacts. 'There needs to be a
melding of the hearing world and the world of the deaf."

Another letter from parents of a high school student was also generally
favorable of the School, but critical of the English program and the refusal of
administrators to allow a dual enrollment program.

C. Conclusions And Recommendations

When GBSD parents were surveyed by the School a year ago (1981), they
responded with overwhelmingly favorable comments about the programs and personnel.
If any substantial number were dissatisfied, they did not indicate problems,
although the opportunity was available to them.

Interviews conducted by the Special Review Team, using an interview '"protocol"
modified from the typical. special education review format, also indicated a sub-
stantial degree of satisfaction with the operation, programs, and personnel at
GBSD. Parents did indicate a number of criticisms and suggestions for improvement,
however, and these were made known in individual interviews, a petition to the
Commissioner and group meetings with Team coordinators and the acting superintendent.

The interviews of selected parents revealed a significant number of critical
comments about and suggestions for substantive changes at GBSD. Of particular
concern to the Team was the large majority of parents who, while taking part in
the Pupil Evaluation Team process, felt they had not really participated in
educational planning for their children. A number of conclusions might be drawn
from the comments of the interviewees:

- that the GBSD staff representatives to the P,E.T. did not solicit
parent input;

- .that parents have made suggestions and recommendations which have
been ignored by professionals at GBSD;

- that parents perceive the P.E.T. process as a formality leading
to an educational program which they can do little to change or
shape;

- that parents do not fully understand their right to appeal from
P.E.T. recommendations with which they do not agree.

Parental comments and criticisms indicated that, despite "outreach" programs
by GBSD staff members, and communication between the administration or faculty
and parents, a significant number of parents know relatively little about the
education program at the School.

Although many of the critical comments and suggestions were made by
individuals or shared by only a few people, in total they encompass a wide
spectrum of concerns which are reflective of those expressed publicly by former
students and staff members. All of these are worthy of further study.
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The Team recommends the continuation of efforts begun by the GBSD acting
administrators to inform and involve parents and to improve communications about
individual and general concerns. The acting superintendent should make known
to the Advisory Committee on the Future of Governor Baxter School which parental
suggestions have already been acted upon and the response to those efforts.

The GBSD administration and staff should consider whether and to what extent
a formal relationship with organized parent groups would be helpful. Other means
of continuing communication with parents should be explored, including extended
parent training programs, regular parent conferences and parent advisory committees
on special concerns of projects.

With the permission of the parents who were interviewed, the Team should
forward particular concerns to the acting superintendent for her review, so that
meetings to address individual concerns can be arranged, where appropriate.

The most striking conclusion from the parent interviews, correspondence and
meetings was what was not said: no parents suggested the closing of the Governor
Baxter School for the Deaf. To the contrary, the emphasis of the parents, even
those most critical of aspects of GBSD programs, operations, or personnel,
focussed on improving the School. Even parents whose children attended classes
elsewhere made no recommendation against the existence of a residential school
for the deaf.
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V. STAFF PERCEPTIONS

A. Overview

The Team review of the Governor Baxter School for the Deaf
included interviews of all staff members to ascertain, from them,
their own perceptions of and ideas about the School. The Team )
also consulted available records/which would indicate the concerns
of the academic, residential and support staffs, including internal
memoranda, self-evaluation reports, and union grievances. The
findings are discussed below for each of the three staff components.

B. Academic Staff

Findings

During the site visit each member of the academics staff
including classroom teachers, special services personnel and
teacher aides, was asked to do the following:

~ identify strengths with respect to the
program and administration of the school;
and

~ indicate improvements to be made in the
operation of the school to contribute to
better education or care of students.

The following comments/responses (the number of persons respond-
ing is listed at right) were provided with respect to perceived
strengths of the school:

Supportive administration 15
Qualified/dedicated/motivated teachers 12
Educational program 12
Appropriate materials provided 10

Small class size

Teacher written course of study
Diagnostic/outreach program
Communication between staff
"Total communications approach
Consistant program

W o oyN

Other aspects of the program were listed as strengths by one
or two persons, as follows: '

Supportive head teacher 2
Mainstreaming model 2
Staff CED - certified 2
Speech/auditory training ) 2
Experienced administrators 2
Administrators professionally/nationally known 2
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Supportive psychologist

Supportive audiologist

Administrative concern for students

Active parent group

Enrichment program

In-service training

Communication with administration
OQutstanding student achievement
Professionalism among staff
Vocational/art/swimming/field trip programs
Program continuity-elementary/mid/high school
Preschool institute ‘

Socialization in dormitories

Sports program

Good parent contact
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In responding to a question seeking suggestions for improvements
at the School, eight academic staff members sought improved communi-
cations between the residential and academic staff members regarding
students. Several didentified actions to be taken elsewhere as needed

improvements:

State recognition regarding teacher certifi- 6
cation
Communications with Augusta 1

Many of the suggestions were, in effect, recommendations for
more resources of one type or another, for services to students,

Additional materials needed

Increase tutorial support

Programs for learning disabled students
Student counseling needs

Increase student/speech/language training .

Alternative education programs needed

Employ additional speech pathologist
Increase physical therapy students

Provide psychological help on a consistent
basis

Full-time speech coordinator

Increase number of teacher aides

Relieve persons from carrying many responsibi-
lities

= e = RO RN W
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Other recommendations or statements suggested concern with
internal management of the School, but these were voiced only
by individual members of the faculty, rather than large numbers:

Increase unity between departments of the 1
school

Improve ability to assist local schools

Planning for after-school activities

Facilitate provision of equipment

Greater teacher input to faculty meetings/
agenda .

et el i
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Several persons gave suggestions for increased training
or preparation:

In-service training for domitory personnel
Teacher accessibility to outside workshops
Review of confidentiality requirements
Allow staff professional days

More orientation for new staff

e N

Suggestions were made concerning student programs:

Practical, developmental reading series
Experiment with cottage style living
Develop innovative programs

Eliminate signing with some students

[ g oy

One person suggested the establishment of a state committee
with broad representation to discuss ways to improve the School.
Another suggested the creation of a training center for educators

of the deaf.

In a comprehensive self-evaluation study preceding the May,
1981 visit of the accreditation team of the Conferences of Execu-
tives of Schools of the Deaf, academic staff members listed a

number of concerns and suggestions for the School. The self-
evaluation study was done by members of the academic staff only
(not residential or support staff). The self-analysis in-

cluded the following perceived concerns and recommendations:

- lack of a commitment of all staff members to "total
communication"

- inadequate system for assessing inservice needs and
providing inservice training

- "nonacademic" departments not sharing the goals and
objectives for education of deaf children

- need to expand on career education

- classes with multi-level students

-~ lack of personnel for a work-study, guidance and job
placement person

- lack of funds for non-faculty personnel interested in
coaching

- lack of physical exams prior to interscholastic competition

- poor attitude toward speech class and use of speech as a
means of communication

~ lack of consistent support from other staff members in
expediting students to use speech for communication
purposes

- lack of communication between the academic program and the
dormitories and infirmary

~ lack of comprehensive pre-vocational program for students
not academically oriented '

- no sex education program

- indequate communication with regard to medical service

- no staff person for immediate disciplinary measures to
eliminate class interuptions
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~ limited staff for serving increasing number of local
schools

- no comprehensive listing of staff resources

~ lack of secretarial services

- inadequate program for parent education and involve-
ment at the school

- lack of involvement by mental health department with
gifted and learning disabled

- poor record-keeping in mental health department

- lack of understanding by faculty, staff that mental
health services are not for disciplinary purposes

- lack of involvement with parents by mental health
department

Conclusions and Recommendations

Academic staff members are, in general, satisfied with the
scope and quality of the educational program at GBSD; their
recommendations extend to an allocation of more resources in
the form of personnel for this program. In interviews with the
team, a sizable percentage noted "supportive'" administrators
and dedicated teachers as program strengths.

About 75% of the faculty noted a need for improved dormitory -
teacher communication, while 187 cited state recognition regarding
certification standards as needed changes. There are no general
agreement on the need for changes or improvements.

There is reason to believe that academic staff members were
reticent and less than fully candid with Team members in articulating
criticisms of and suggestions for improvement at the School. They
were more candid in their 1981 self-evaluation for re-accreditation.
Their reticence with education team members may be attributed to
the anxieties raised by publicity in the beginning weeks of the
investigation concerning programs and management at the School and
public fgvments by individuals and groups seeking closing of the
School .=~

1
.é/With formation of the Advisory Committee on the Future of GBSD

by the Commissioner, and two representatives elected to that body
by the academic staff, more comprehensive recommendations might be
expected.
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C. Residential Staff

Findings

The residential staff (houseparents, infirmary staff and
supervisors, totalling 30 persons) were interviewed by Dr. Kamil,
Team Coordinator, and Mildred Hart of the Department of Human
Services. Some of the results of those interviews are discussed
in Section III of the report.

Several houseparents communicated directly with the Commissioner
through a petition which urged an investigation into the residential
program and its management.

Supervision and management of the residential program were
of substantial concern to those houseparents who approached
the Commissioner directly at the start of the investigation
to ask that it be "expanded" to include areas beyond the educa-
tional program. (This had already been determined by the Commissioner).
These staff members were disturbed by an "excessive turnover" in the
residential staff, which they attributed partly to "burn-out" from
the split shifts. They made a number of serious allegations concerning
hiring practices, physical and mental abuse, and employee harassment.
All these allegations were explored in some detail in interviews.
In addition, follow-up discussions were held and memoranda received
from individual houseparents.

Several questions asked of houseparents (total of 23) addressed
the Pupil Evaluation Team (P.E.T.) process required by special
education laws. Asked if they play any part in the evaluation
of students in the P,E.T. process, all 23 houseparents responded
negatively. Seven of those responded that they were consulted
by teachers or other professional staff about individual students.
But, they indicated that this was done only occasionally, by one
or two teachers, and not as a routinized procedure,

One houseparent stated that she talked with teachers every
morning and one other indicated that she met with teachers in the
school buildings about students in her care., On the other hand,
several houseparents noted that communication with teachers was
either forbidden or explicitly discouraged by supervisors.

~Asked if information about children (from P.E.T./I.E.P.
process) was made available to or shared with them, only two
of houseparents answered yes. Eight indicated that such sharing
of information would be helpful in their jobs. One person stated
that she had once asked to be included in a P.E.T. meeting on a
child in her care and that this was arranged by the school
psychologist.
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Houseparents were asked for any positive comments on the

School, In response, a number answered, in various terms, that
children had a good life or good home at the School and that
the residential staff was a good and caring staff. Comments

received included these:

Kids have a good life here.

This is a good home for children.

The school is well run.

You couldn't ask for a better place.

School is OK as it is.

It is a good place for kids,

Staff works well.

Good houseparents and good rapport with children.
Staff works well,

The staff cares, has real concern for kids.

One houseparent noted that several students live in Portland,

but stay at the School, commenting that this was proof that the
School was seen as a good place by parents and students.

A number of concerns and suggestions for improvement were
obtained from houseparents. These included comments on the
educational program and related activities:

- Re-organization of the administrative structure

- Change in duties of the business manager

~ Residential supervisors responsible to the superintendent

- Monitoring of hiring and dismissal procedures

~ Creation of a new position of professional counselor for
evening work

— Opportunities for houseparents and other residential
staff to have input on administrative decisions

- Employment policies which promoted hiring of the handicapped,

particularly deaf persons

- A physical revamping to '"de-institutionalize" the dormitories

- Reassignment of some houseparents to both houseparent and
teacher aide roles

No homework until recently (February 17)

Children need more therapy

Sports take precedence over homework

Students need a regular study period in the dormitory

Students should do more socializing with hearing children

Houseparents should be allowed to develop their own
specialties, such as art club, skiing with children

[

Several houseparents thought that students should not have

life so easy. One commented that they should have more responsibi-
lities at the School: another, that they should have real jobs at

the School.
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Several houseparents complained that personal detail