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The report describes Louisiana's effort to survey

lccal education agencies and special schools for informatioa on
sensory impaired students (preschool through secondary levels) within

the state.

descriptions,

Information on demographic factors, educational program
hearing and vision status, and other educationally

significant handicaps was obtained through analysis of individual

student profiles.

Further, performance of hearing impaired students

on the Stanford Achievement Test for Hearing Impaired students
(SAT-HI) was analyzed. Methods for obtaining and analyzing
information are reviewed. Among data highlights cited are that state
schools for the deaf and visually handicapped accounted for
approx1mately 44% of\the total population reported; males were
predominant in number in all categories of hand1cap, and two-thirds
of students with visual handicaps only were served in self-contained
classes. Uses of the data management system include: generating
individual student profiles, SAT-HI reports, and verification of
subgroups w1th1n the sensory impaired population. A major achievement
in this year's survey is explained to be the inclusion of the
visually handicapped population. Among appendixes are pupil profile
forms and detailed tables depicting student distribution. (CL)
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1981-32 FINAL REPORT
LOUSIANA STATEWIDE ASSESSMENT AND DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
FOR HEARING IMPAIRED, VISUALLY IMPAIRED, AND DEAF-BLIND PERSONS

INTRODUCTION

Since 1978 Gallaudet College's Center for Assessment and
Demographic'Studies (CADS), previously the Qffice of Demographic
Studies, has undertaken on contract with the Louisiana State
Department of Education to design and implement a system for the
collecticr, retrieval, and analysis of educationally salient data
on all hearing impaired and deaf-blind children and youth (0-21)
who were receiving special educational services in Louisiana.
During the 1381-82 school year, the scope of this project was
expanded to include all visuclly handicapped children. The pro-
ject has included two major components: 1) the collection of
pupil profile information and 2) the statewide assessment of
academic achievement performance of hearing impaired students
using the Special Edition for Hearing Impaired Students of the
Stanford Achievement Test.

Over the four academic years that the system has been in
operation, there has been increasingly close collaboration between
the CADS staff and personnel at the Office of Special Educational
Services, at the Imnuisiana School for the Deaf, the Louisiana
School for the Visually Handice :2d, and with special educators
from across the state. As a result of this combined effort, an

extensive data base on over 2,000 sensorially impaired Louisiana



students has been established and utilized for educational
planning, for researcn, and for management purposes; specially
tailored reports for local and state use have been prepared as
well as a nationally distributed publication on the project. .

Perhaps the most important feature of the 1981-82 projcct
was the expansion of the data management system to include
children with a visual impairment. During the previous years
only the hearing impaired and deaf-blind childrer. had been in
the target population. The inclusion of these children provides
a much nore complete picture of the sensory impaired population
in the state and a more comprehensive data managment base to be
used in program planning.

This report will describe the methodology used in collecting
the information, summarize the activities which were undertaken by
CADS and the LDE staff, and highlight some of the findings for
the 1981-82 school year. Also presented will be a review of the
various project reports prepared for the personnei at the LDE in
Baton Rouge and for tne administrative staff and teachers at the

educational programs which participated in the project.



METHODOLOGY

Information was sought on all children and youth who had
a sensory impairment and were attending an educational program
in Louisiana at the pre-school throuugh secondary level of
instruction. The sensory impaired population included indivi-
duals with hearing impairments and/or visual impairments.

The information sought on these handicapped children
included significant items relating to the provision of educa-
tional services. The major variables identified were:

a. child's demographic characteristics including name.
residence, sex, birthdate, and race;

b. educational program descriptors;

c. hearing status;

d. wvision status;

e. other educationally significant handicaps.
The instrument used for data <ollection is foundyin Appendix 1.

The strategy used for identifying this sensory impaired
population was to contact all educational programs identified by
the LDE and to ask them to complete a pupil profile form on each
sensory impaired child they were serving. Thé programs identi-
fied included all>§arish school systems, and special educational
facilities such as the Louisizna School for the Deaf and the
Louisiana School for the Visually Handicapped. Additional spe-
cial schools within the state serving other types of handicapped

children were also included in the project so as to reach any

multi-handicapped sensory impaired chiid.
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If programs had participated in the Data Management System
during the 1980-81 school year, they received a partially
computer--completed form on the students reported that year and
were only required to update this previously reported information;
there were several new questions on the form which needed to be
completed for all children. (Xf a child reported last year was
no longer at the program, the respondent simply needed to indicate
this and r-turn the form.) For all new students, a complete
pupil profile form needed to be returned to the survey office.

All of the demogcaphic information was returned to the CADS
office where the data were processed into a computerized data
bank. A number of verification and editing procedures were
included in the processing to assure a high degree of accuracy in
‘the data file.

To meet the second objective of the project, the collection
and analysis of assessment information on the hearing impaired
populatinon, test materials for the Stanford Achievement Test for
Hearing Impaired Students (SAT-HI) were distributed to programs
wishing to test their students. The completed answer documents
were returned to CADS for scocring and analysis.

In this as in all CADS projects, utmecst attention is given
to the protection of the confidentiality of its sources in all
phases of data collectior, analysis, and utilization. The proce-
dures embloved enrisure that no information can be released that
would permit identification of an individual student or progran,

except to authorized persons. All the respondents are notified




of this underlying principle in correspondence, and a confiden-
tiality statement appears on each pupil profile form. The CADS
staff involvéd in the data processing have signed oaths of con-
fidentiality and, throughout the project, additional safeguards
are used to limit access to the computerized data files to

authorized iudividuals cnliy.



PROJECT ACTVITIES

In all steps of the proiect activities there was close
cooperation between the staff at the Office of Special
Educational Services (OSES) at the State Department of Education,
the personnel at the various educational programs, and the staff
at CADS. The activities described belcw utilized the skills and
knowledge of individuals at all levels of educational program
planning within the state.

Input on the design of the pupil profile form (Appendix 1)
was received from the staff at the OSES as well as from adminis-
trators of schools. The information requested on each pupil was
determined to be important for educational planning purposes;
each item was also determined t2 be readily available (o the
respondents for ease of answering. The feature of partially
completed records of previously preported students was incorpor-
ated to reduce the amount of time needed by respondents to
complete the records. The form was printed in a format which
could be optically scanned to reduce the data processing time.

The Assistant Superintendent of Special "Education {or the
state and the Section Chief for the Sensorially Impaired con-
tacted all superwvisors of special education across the state and
encouraged them to participate in the data management system.
The programs also were reminded about the expansion of the pro-
ject to include all visually handicapped children and the impor-

tance of reporting this additional segment of the population.

)



Each supervisor was requested to select an individual to serve as
the survey coordinator and these names were then forwarded to
CADS where they were processed into a computerized mailing list.

In December, all the survey coordinators were contacted and
reminded about the academic assessment aspects of the project. A
packet of informational materials were distributed which outlined
the steps to be followed in testing all age-eligible hearing
impaired children with the Stanford Achievement Test for Hearing
Impaired Students (SAT-HI).

As orders for screening tests, practice tests, full bat-
teries, and directions for administration were received, these
matertals were distributed to the programs. All the materials
were provided free—of-charge to the participating programs under
the terms of the contract.

In January, all programs were contacted regarding the
completion of the pupil profile forms. Those programs not pre-
viously participating were asked to indicate if they se2rved any
sensory impaired children and if they responded positively, they
were sent a supply of forms to be completed (Appendix 2). All
programs parcticipating last year were sent the records for up-
dating the information on their previously renorted students and
a supply of blank forms to bhe completed on all visually handi-
capped children and arv new hearing impaired and deaf-blind stu-

dents. Programs needing additional pupil profile forms were

shipped a2 supply as the regquests were received.



The pupil profile forms were to be recurned to CADS by
March 1. 'All programs not heard from by that date received
repeated follow-up contacts via phéne and correspondence to
attempt to obtain records on their sensory impaired children.

As the information was returned to CADS, the responses were
processed utilizing Gallaudet College's Digital Equipment Corpora-
tion DEC-System 1080/KL-10 time-sharing computer. Most of the
information op the forms was optically scanned using a Sentry 7001;
data such as names and other "write-in" information which could
not be processed in this manner were entered onto the compurterized
data base through CRT terminals utilizing key-to-disk processing.
All the computer programs necessary for this data processing and
analysis were developed by the CADS programming staff.

The completed SAT-HI answer documents began arriving at
CADS for processing in mid-March. Four scoring dates were
offered 4o the programs to allow them to schedule testing which
would be match their school calendars. There were two scoring
dates in March and two in April. As the answer dcocuments were
received by CADS they were edited for potential machine reading
errors and then a student identification number was assigned to
each document to permit later matching with the demographic
information submitted on the pupil profile form. The tests were
then sent to the Psychological Corporation’for machine scoring.
When the results were returned to CADS, individual Student Score
Reports were prepared and sent to the respective participating

programs. A sample Student Score Report is found in Appendix 3.



Meetings were held with the staff at the OSES during the
year to monitor the status of the project and to coordinate acti-
vities. The uses of the data management system and data analysis

needs were also highlighted in discussions at all stages of the

project to assure that the needs of educational planners were

addressed.




HIGHLIGUTS OF THE DATA

The data gathered through the Louisizana State Assessment
and Data Management Systen have been analyzed in a variety of
ways and disseminated to educational personnel at various levelcs
>f the service deliverv system. These reports are summarized in
a later section of this document. Preserted here is a brief
overview Oof the findings.

A total of 91 parish school systems and special education
facilities were contacted to participate in the project. Two-
thirds of those contacted submitted student profiles on their
sensory impaired population. There were ten programs that indi-
cated they either did not have any sensory impaired children or
chilcdren they did have were rceferred to another parish for ser-
vice. Therec were 24 programs which either did not respond at all
20 the project or indicated they were not able to participate
{Tabie 1).

A careful review of the 24 programs that did not partici-
pate suggests that they may not have responded for any of several

acons. First, when the initial contact list of programs was

~
o]

established, a numbecr or organizations were iécluded although it
was not definitely known whether they had a program for sensorially
impairad children or not. It was felt important, however, to
include these prcgrams in an attempt to reach as large a popula-
tion as possible. Some of those contacted were speech and

hearing centers which did not report their clients because they

knew that student profiles were being submitted by the appropriate

frommat
(-



parish or educational program. A number of the programs contacted
had indicated ir past vears that they did not have any hearing
impaired or deaf-blind children and therefore may have not
responded this year as they still did not serve this segment of
the population. There were other programs with sensory impaired
~hildren who simply chose not to submit information.

As best as can be estimated, the actual sensory impaired
enroilment at these non-participating programs was quite small
and may have been about 30 students. Additional follow-up

attempts will be made with these programs during the 1982-83

school year to encourage their participation in the data manage-

ment system.

TABLE 1: PROGRAM PARTICIPATION IN THE 1981-82
LOUISIANA STATEWIDE ASSESSMENT PROJECT

Number
Programs Contacted 91
Programs suomitting
student profiles 57
Programs reporting
they had no sensory
impaired children 10
Programs not responding
or not able to partici-
pate 24




As al:-cady menticned, the collection of academic assessment
information on the hearing impaired population is a major compon-
ent of the management system. During the past acadenic year, 24

pacrishes and special schools chose to administer the Stanford

(AR

Achievement Test for Hearing Impaired Students (SAT-HI).
test, designed for children 8 years of age or older, was given to
approximately 800 hearing impaired children in Louisiana. These
numbers reflect the programs which ordered SAT-HI materials and
submitted them to CADS for machine scoring; there were a few
additional programs which ordered materials and then hand scored
tham but these measures are not then part¢ of the data management
system although the programs may have been able to use the stu-
dent data for their individual assessment activities. The indi-
vidual school reports and the SAT-HI School Summary reports
resulting from this aspect of the project are found in Appendices
3 and 4.

Student profiles were returned for 2053 sensory impaired
children. Seventy percent of the records were for children with
hearing impairment as their only sensory impairment; 19% of the
children were reported to have only visual impairments; and 9%
were classified as having both visual and hearing handicaps.
There were an additional 51 children who were reported to have a
sensory impairment but whether the impairment was an auditory or
a visual handicap was not specified. (In Table 2 and the

discussion of the data that follows, most of the information will




be presented in terms of these three cateqories of children:

hearing impaired only, visually handicapned or_v, and hearina and

visually bandicapped.)

TABLE 2: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF
SENSORY IMPAIRED CHILDREN IN LOUISIANA

Type of Impairment Number Percent
All Sensory Impaired 2053 100%
Hearing Impaired Only 1436 708

Visually Handicapped
Only RBa 10%

Hearing & Visually
Handicapped 177 9%

Sensory Impairment
Not Specified sl 2%

Below are some additional highlights of the data. The
detailed tables from which these observations are taken appear in
appendix 6. These points are not noted ip anv specific order of
importance and the statements in no wav exhaust the possible
analysis of the data hase; these statements serve onlv as points
for discussion and for analysis.

—-— The Louisiana School for the Deaf (730 students) and

the T,ouisiana School for the Visually Handicapped (147

students ) accounted for about 44% of the total ponu-
lation reported. LTable é]

1o



Crleans (122 students) ard Fast Raton Ronac (112
students) remorted the largest numher of Lensoryv
impaired chilidren of the parish school proarams.

[Table A] '

For all three categories of children, the largest per—
centage of children were in the age range 18 vears of
age and older. (20% for children with only hearing
impairments, 20% for those with visual handicaos only,
and 25% for those with both visual and hearing handi-
caps.) [Table ﬂ

There were no children under three vears of aage
reported to have visual handicaps only. [&able é]

For all categories of handicaps, males were predominant
in number. Table Q]

Two-thirds of the children with hearing handicaps onlv
had losses in the se-ere to profound range, while
almost three-fourths of the children with both visual
and hearing handicaps had audioloqical losses in this
range. I:Table l\ﬂ

"Self-contained classroom”" was the most frequently
reported (41%) IEP placement decision for children
with hearing impairments only. [Tahle G

Two-thirds of children with visual handicaps only were
in "self-contained classes." Erable G

"Special schools" was the most frequently reported
(46%) IEP placement for children with visual and hear-
ing handicaps. [}ahle G

83% of the children reported to have a hearing handicap
as their only sensory impairment were classified on
their Individualized Evaluation as primarilv "hearing
impaired”; %% were classified as primarily "multi-
handicapped"; 5%, as "mentallv ¢ tarded"; and 4%, as
"handicapped infants." Table 2]

Similarly, B81% of children reported to have a visual
impairment only were classified as primarily "visuallv
handicapped" on their Individualized Fvaluation; 9%
were classified as primarily "multi-handicaoped"; and
5%, as "mentally retarded." [Tahle 3]

Among those with both a visual and a hearing handicap,

51% were classified as primarily "hearing imoaired" on
their Individualized Evaluation; 21%, as "mentallv

I



retarcrded"; and 10%, as "deaf-blind." Onlv 2% were
classified as primarily "visually “andicapned.”
[ Table Iﬂ

For children with either single sensory impairment,

the most freauentlv revorted additional handicapning
conditions were "mild-moderate mental retardation" and
"educationally handicapped-slow learner.* among the
cuildren with both visual and hearina handicaos,
"severe-profound mental retardation" and "mild-moderate
aental retardation" were the most frequently reported

additional handicaps. [Table F] )

Children with both a visual and a hearing handicap did
not have as current audiometric examinations as children
with hearing impairments only. (68% of the hearinn
impaired onlvy group had been tested in 1980 or more
recently as compared to 60% of those with both visual
anc¢ hearing impairments.) [Table M]

Similarly, 87% of those with visual impairments only
had had visual examinations between 1980-82 as com-
pared to 71% of those_with both a hearinc¢ and a visual

impairment. ETable Q]

1o



USES T8 THE DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTRM

As already mentioned, the deota manacement system has been
used for a variety of cducational planning needs during thé past
2cademic year. Both the demographic and academic assessment
information have been accessed and individuals at all levels of
program administraten have been able to utilize the data base.

Described below are some of the applications of the system.

Individual Student Profiles:

For each student reported to the data management system, an
individual summary of the information submitted was prepared
(hppendix 4). The student's identifying information (including
name, home address, narents' names, and child's birthdate and sex)
1s shown; also indicated are educational program and the site of
educational services. © summary of the educational services is
noted followed by information »n the child's hearing and/>r
visual handicap. These Individual Student Profiles were provided
to the State Department of Education for their use in reviewing
individual student cases; this summary format should be useful to

them for updating their files and as an easy reference source of

information.

SAT-II Student Score Reports:

For those children who took the Stanford Achiever.
Test for Hearing Impaired Students, an individual score analys.

was returned to the child's educational program (Appendix 3).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Thnese scorec reports include stadent's name, scaocol, hirthdate,

7ge at testing, the test date, and the test level taxen. The

main body of the report lists each of the Subtests taken by the

Subtests into the varicus item

cr

student and divides thesge

B

groupings which make up the subtest, e.g., math computation is

~

broken down into "knowledge of primary facts," "“addition and

Subtraction,” "multiplicatior and division," "common fractiors,"

and "other operational models." Thus, a teacher who wishes to

lcarn how an individual student is doing, not just in math com-
putation in general but in multiplication and division specifi-

cally, can go to that section of tne score report for a breakdown

of the student's achievement in that area.
fhown on the report are the tctal number of quzstions on

Subtest and item groupings, the number the student answered

tiy, the number answered incorrectly, the number left

blank, and the percentage answered correctly.

set of columns pertained to the subtests only and

A second

not to the subgroupings within the subtests. These columns listed:

A. the scaled score, a special type of measurement

result which permits analysis of a student's
growth in a specific instructional area across
battery levels and across years or different test
administrations. fThus, if a teacher wishes to
learn what kind of progress a student has made in

math computation over a period of three years, an



examination of the scaled score in this area over
the yearly testing should be ©f great assistance
in determining this progress or its lack. 9On the

Pt

Stanford, a scal is defined as the

N

d score of 13

1Y

pertformance of an average (hearing) student in the
second month of the third grade, and 182 repre-
sents the average performance of the median (hear-
ing) student in the second month of the eighth
grade. Each scaled score unit on tne Stauford thus

rerresents one theoretical academic month.

B. the grade equivalent score, which is a <comparison

of the student's score results on a particular sub-
test with hearing children who took the same level
of the test. Although this grade equivalent score
is familiar tc most teachers and administrators, it
should be used with great caution in regarc to hear-

ing impaired youngsters since it reflects a compari-

son not based on age but on test level taken.

C. the hearing impaired percentile raik, a comparison

of the student's score results with hearing
impaired students of the same age who took part in

the national achievement test standardization

program in 1974.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SAT-IHI sSchool Summary Reports:
fach program receives a summary of the SAT-HI results for

their educational program. This report also provides data on the

average scale scores [or the entire state. The report categorizes

the findings by age groups and also includes a summary of the demo-
graphic informaticn on the students who were tested. The impor-
tant demographic factors which might influence academic achieve-
ment and should be considered in analyzing the results include

age, ethnicity, additional handicapns, and severity of hearing

loss. These reports are a useful part of program evaluations.

Reporting Source Summaries:
These tabulations are prepared for each program submitting

information to the data management system. The report summarizes

the characteristics of the student copulation at the pvarticular

program and compares this information to that repcrted for the

entire state. The information is categorized for the three sub-

groups of the population: those children with heari' g handicaps

only, those with visuxl handicaps only, and those with both hear-

ing and vicsual impairments. Amorng the variables selected fcr

comparison ars sex, additional handicappring condition;, age at

onset of sensory impairment, and cause of sensory impairment.

Fach participating pro<:am receives a copv of the information on

their program and the OSES receives a ccmplete set of these reports

Roth the educational prcgrams and the 0OSES utilize these Reporting

Source Summaries 1in program planning by being able to compare the



characteristics of a cpecific school populaiion ro that of the
entire state. Ry recogizing similarities and differences in the
enrollmen’ 5, insights are gained which can affect planning deci-

sions.

Summary of All Sensory Impaired Children-:

A computer tabulation of all infermation submitted on the
sensory impaired children in Louisiana w- 5 prepared and subnitted
to the Lcuisiana Department of Education. For each variable the
responses providad were tabulated and -he percentage distributien
reported. This has pruven useful for statewide planning purposes.
inalysis Reports by Major Categories of Sensory Impairment:

Similar in content to the statewide summary. these znalysis
reports show the data according to the three major classifica-
tions of handicap: children with hearing impaigrments only,
children with visuval handicaps only, and children with both
hearing and visual handicaps. These breakdowns have heen of
interest to individuals in the State Office who have specific

cesponsiblity for a particular category of handicapped popula -

tion.

Tabulations of Special Populations:

Tables summarizing the information submitted on special
populations have been prepared for OSES. These have highlighted

the characteristics of students at the Touisiana School fo, Lhe

- 20 -
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Deaf and the ILouisiana 5chool for the Visually Handicapped. Also
of 1interest has been the analysis of information on children en-

pe}

rolled in the Parent-Pupil Education Progran.

Verification of Population:

During the vyear, the data management system has been
accessed to attempt to verify certain subgroups within the sen-
sory impaired population reported to the Louisiana Statewide Data

Management System. Tn all cases, the confidentiality of the stu-

dent information has been maintained. Comparisans of those
Louisiana children on the Deaf-Blind Registry with those children
reported to have a visual and hearing handicap in this data manage-

ment system have been undertaken. These analyses have located

some children reported to the Registrv who are not in the

Lousiana Data Management System and vice versa. Furkther analysis

bv SDE staff are presently underway with these data.

Analysis of data on hearing impaired children has bgen pro-
vided tc assist in a follow-up proiject with the Kresge Hearing
Research I "oratory of the South. They are attempting tn deter-—
mine th2 predictive abilities of auditorv brain stem response
tests. Recent audiograms =re being examined to verify the

existence of hearing impairment in thildren earlier diagnosed via

auditory brain stem responsc tests.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



CONCLUSIOHS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This Eourth vear of tne Lousiana Statewide Assessment ard
Data Management 3System met all of the chjectives it set ocut to in
the beginning of the academic year. There was close cooperation
between the SDE staff, parish oversonnel, and the administrators
of special schools in achieving the goals of the project. As
with any project, however, there are several areas which might be
strengthened or need to be highlighted during the 1982-83 project.

pfforts must be maintained to include those visually handi-
capped children who were not reported intoc the system this year.
During the 1981-82 academic year, the initial steps were taken to
include all visuvally handicapped ghildren, but experience with
similar projects by CADS has shown that during the intital year
of trying to reach a specific population usually only a small
segment of the populzation is reported. Through greater awareness
of the project and increased efforts at identifying handicapped
students by respondents, 2 more comprehensive data base will be
achieved. CADS staff —lan to wocrk more closely during the
1982-83 academic vear with those people at the state level with
responsibility for wisua.ly handicapped children to increase the
coverage of this graup,

Additional efforts will be made to get information on those

sensory impaired children at the special schools across the

state. Not ali of these programs have been able to participate



In the project ir che past and yet the data management system
needs to incorporate these special children who may have handi-

caps irn addition to their sensory deficit.

Lt
L

The academic assessment which has been a keystone of
project will continue to receive strong emphasis during the
1982-83 academic year. The measures of academic achievement
have been used at all levels of program planning, from the
classroom teacher toc the administrators at the state level. As
in the past, the assessment information will be linked to the
demographic data to permit approprizte analysis.

buring this past year, special steps were taken to include
all sensory impaired children enrolied in the Parent Pupil
Education Program (PPEP). Duplicate records were obtained from
the parish where the child resided and from the PPEP program
administrators at the Louisianra School for the Deaf. This was
done to be sure that the parish was aware of the young children
in their parish who were receiving services from the PPE2. 1In
past years not all parishes reported these children to the data
management system. Efforts will continue in ‘this area so that
the parishes are well aware of these infants who may be enrolling
in classroom programs over the next few vears as they reach
school age.

Followiuy up on initial discussions held during the past
year, the CADS staff recommend continued consultation with the

staff of the Louisiana Network of Special Education Records

(LANSER) project. Assisting in whatever way possible, the CADS




will augment the LANSER staff's efforts to assure that the pro-
Jjects are compatible and that the Louisiana Statewide Assessment
and Data Management System does not duplicate the efforts of
LANSER. LANSER staff have suggested that their initial data
collection efforts might utilize the 1982-83 CADS data in a veri-
fication of the LANSER system and CADS will cooperate in any way
that it can.

aAwvare of the possible termination of the WNational Deaf-Blind
Registry, CADS should attempt to assure that all deaf-blind
children in the state are included in the 1982-83 project.

Should Registry data no longer be available to educational plan-
ners, CADS would work with these individuals to aliow them to
‘access the Louisiana Statewide Data Manage »nt System to obtain
the information necessary for them to make their decisions.

The inclusion of the visually handicapped population, the
continued coverage of the hearing impaired students, the emphasis
on collection of academic assessment data, and the cooperation of
tlie participants in this project have made the Louisiana Statewide
Assessment and Data Management System finally begin to reach its
full potential. The continuation of these acEivities should

assure an improved and more comprehensive data base which will

fill a wide range of planning needs.



APPENDICES

1. 19281-82 Pupil Profile Form
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2 Individual Student Score Report,
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IDENTIFYING INFORMATION
1 STUDENT HAME (AST FIRST
2 HOME ADDRESS STREET
ity PARISH STATE 2P CODE
3 PARENT DR GUAROIAN NAME
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PRESENT-SCHOOL

[f new student. writa-in school name above.
Is student still encolied in this school?
student siap to item C.}
Steo ot TES poeece comprate rermarder of fhs form
TRANGFERRED () ANOTHER SCHOOL WITHIN
HO1INDARIES (Camiplets re-aginder of 1his lorm

Name of schonl in yaur system to which thia stucent transterred

(PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE if new

= FLRISH SYSTEM QR DISTRICT

Nt NO

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
G20 K s mmG
cloleYelclolololofo
B GG L BOEE

QOO

1here 13 no need tc complate ramaindar af this 'orm but retura ot 1o Survey OFce

[

Q@OO®® X MPLE: WHAT iS STUDENT'S AGE?

@
weomectmans @R 13 00O EOOECE®

CORRECT MARKS

(ANSWER ALL ITEMS 1 THROUGH 6.}

1. WHAT IS THIS CHILD'S CURRENT INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLAN (IEP)
PLACEMENT DECISION? (MARK ONLY ONE))
77} SELF CONTAINED (_ HOME PROGRAM

Q HABILITATION {1KP)

—~
«¢ NO IEP OR IHP DN FILE

’/'\
{(_/) RESDURCE
-~
) ITINtRANT

" REGULAR DNLY

2. DOES THIS SENSORY IMPAIRED STUDENT RECEIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION?
7y
L OYES

O NO (gs 10 3)
If “YES™, this studeant receives this instruction in 8 setting designed for or
with: (Mark alf that apply.}

./ HEARING IMPAIRED
STUDENTS DNLY

N
./ MULTIPLY HANDICAPY  SENSORY
tMPAIRED (but nct Dewr/8hind)

~ STUDENTS WITH VARIOUS HANGICAPS.
\_J NOT ALL OF WHOM ARE
SENSORY IMPAIRED

:' VISUALLY HANDICAPPED
STUDERTS ONLY

) THIS STUDENT RECEIVES

« DELF.BLIND
INSTRUCTIDN AT HOME

STUDENTS DNLY

AND

According to the Individual Education Plan (IEP). inc.cate the relaied services
provided on 8 reguiar basis to this chitd. (Me;& 2!l that apply )

< SPELCH THERAPY F\ OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY

_. SPEECH INGTRULCIION THYSICAL THERETY

/ RUDITORY TRAINING { ) OTHER (rpmcityi

J DOES THIS STUOENT RECEIVE REGULAR ~LASSROGM INSTRUCTION
WITH NON-HANOICAPPED STUDENTS, EIT. /R FULL 0% PART-TIME?
’\,/.‘ YES {_JNDIgoto 4

H "YES” indicate the servicas this student receives 16 support of this

iagutar inst-uction {(F NONE MARK HERE)

L INTEAPRETER 2 BRANLE

' NOTE TAKER _J LAPAE PRINT

C) RECORDED MATERIALS
Q DTHER (spacity)

... TUTOR DR SPECIAL AIDL
(_J READER
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FORM

ADDRESS

FORMS RECEIPT

Louisiana Survey forms have becen
received. We anticipate return-
ing them to ODS by .

Please send more survey forms.

(position Title)

Call 202/651-5300 collect 1€ you wish.

TWO QUESTIONS

school year (as of January 1,

on the label below Is:

I How many HEARING IMPAIRED students were enrolled
in your schoo). or program for the present 1581-82
1982)?

(Kcea Code) (Phonc Humber)

“Humbér OF HI
Stuients

The program for hcaring impaired students printed

ltj Independent (e.g., state school for the decaf,

private,

or individually malintained)

[] A school system {tself (e.g., district, county,

city,

consortium, collaborative,

regional unit, cooperative, corporation,
BOCES

etc.)

I1f this is checked, hov many jindividual schools

entolling hearing impafre? students are within

your system?

f ] Individual school or unit which is pact of
distcrict,

etc.)
tare of this larger sy stem:

2 larger school system (e.qg.,
county, reglon, collaborative,

(% of Students)

city,

Speech/hearing/language clinic or center
{(either by itself or as part of a larger unit,
e.g., hospital, university, etc.)

Facility,

school, or unit for hearing impaicred

individuals who are multiply handicapped

[[] other {please specify):

VERIFICATION

Plcase
cn the
on the
Please

check and verify the !nformation
label below. Enter any changes
appropriate lines at the cright.

do not remove or deface the label.

(Name)

(Title)

“{Program Name})

“(Addressy T

[E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THANRK YOU!

Plcase return this form In th

e attached business reply envelope.
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C OFFICE OF DEMOGRAPHIC ST
SAN\P\—" STANFORD ACHIE\\/AEMEI\?T)’TEST L/JADNI/EEYSIS SKZ/MPZ{

EX, AINEE: NO ONZ. Johin BIRTHDATE: 6/6/66
TE.T LEVEL: 3 TEST DATE: 3/3/78
SCH00L: NO PLACE SCHOOL, NO PLACE, US.A. AGE AT TESTING: 12
SUHTEST_’ AFREA o Ng. Of Percent Scale  Grade
item Group Description ltemns Right Wrong Blank Right Score  Equiv. H.I. Rank
VOCABULARY 37 18 19 0 48 115 2.0 78
Reading and Literature 13 4 9 0 30
onfiction and Reference 8 2 4 0 33
fMathematics and Science g 4 5 0 44
Social Science 9 g 1 0 g8
READING COMPREHEISION 70 41 29 0 58 136 3.4 81
Global Meaning 6 4 2 0 66
Explicit Meaning 19 6 13 0 31
Implicit Meaning sl 13 6 0 68
Meaning Determined by Context 13 10 3 0 75
Inferential Meaning 13 8 5 0 61
MATHEMATICS CONCEPTS 32 20 "o 0 62 161 4.7 3
flumbers 8 4 0 50
Notation il 6 5 0 54
Cperations 8 5 3 0 62
Geometry, Measuremen:, Etc. S 5 0 ¢} 100
FATHEMATICS COMPUTATION <0 16 2 22 40 151 4.5 53
Kriowledge of Primary Facts 18 6 1 iR 33
Addttion and Subtraction 3 5 1 3 55
fAuttiplication and Division 13 5 0 S 38
MATHEMATICS APPLICATIONS 28 22 6 0 73 151 4.6 g2
Solution of 1-step Problem 7 7 0 0 100
Analysis and Solution D2sign 13 10 3 0 76
Mieasurement 8 5 3 0 52
LANGUAGE 55 1= 1 63 . 55 i.0 1
Capitals. Punctuation, Usage 38 0 6] a8 0
Yord Sensitivity 11 1 0 10 9
Recoynizing Complete Sentences 6 & 1 5 0
“This score is below what would be cxpicted from pure guessing.
f
3.

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Tah v ibDUN DE
LOULSLIANA STA

L ARD DATA Ha
THP ALRED, VISUALLY

HEARLIG
' 19831-1982

19-329-501

MOGRAPHLIC REPORT

TEWwIOE ASSESquEnT

NAGEAENT SYSTERd
INPALRED & DEAF-0LINID
SCHOUL YEAR

STUDENTS

(7000) ANYWHERE PARISH

{0 PLACE SCHOD
ILANE x‘('0.0NE, JOh!"
HONE AIDRESS: RT
ANYWH RE LA.
PARENT UR GUARDIAN HAuG: Mrs. NO ONE
SEX: MALE
| DATE GF BIRTH: 10-23-66
1EP PLACEMENT DECISION: RESUURCE
KRECEIVED SPECIAL ED SEKVICE?: YES
SETTING FOR SPECIAL 3xRVICE: STUDENTS W/VARLUUS HANDICAPS
IEF RELATED SERVICES: SPEECH THERAPY
INTEGRATED 4i/HON~HCP? : YES
HKS/WK ACADEMIC INTEGKATIOnN: 16-25 {OUKS
HRS/¥§& NON~ACAD INTEGRATLON: 11-1% HAURS
PARENT/CHILD PRUGRAM?: O
RESIDE AT SCHONL?: N0, RESIDZS AT HOME

ETHNIC BACRGROUNUL:

I8DIV. EVAL. CLASSICICATION:
JTUPALKHENTS /COND LTIONS:

STUDENT HEARING IMPAYEED?:
AGE AT ONSZT OF HEARIMNG LOSS:
CAUSE OF HEARLNEG LOSS:

DATE EXAM:
HZARING LEVEL:
ESTIMATE:
CURPEKTLY YEAR HEARILING AID?:

AUDIU. FINDING

DIACGHQSED USHZRS SYNUGR(OH4E?:

SICGH LAHGUACE USe:
VISUAL IMPAIRMENT?:

AGE AT OQNSET OF VIS104 L0OSS:
CRUSE OF VISUAL IMPALIPHENT:

DATE TESTED:
VISUAL ACUITY
(0.8 .):
(0.5.):
(0.U.)

RIGHT EY[
LEFT EYE
WEAK CLASSES?:
-LAST 3 YRS?:
READIHNG MODLS:

FIELD OF VIS10N

LOY VISIONM EXAM
EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

WHITE

HEARTNG TP AIRED
HARD=-0OF-HE LUING

Y&s

U \JO‘A

DATA HOT AVALILASLE 1IN STUBENTS R

01-82 A

035 0S50 055 035 050 060

MODERATE (41-5503 1S0).

Y&S .

D

N

YES

INJURY 0¥ ACCLOENT

09-11

DISTANCE N AR

DNR DR -= PT -

BLIND BLIND 65 PT 6
Ui -- PT -

DR

HOR MAL

NGT REPORTED
NO

NQ

RLCULM{ I’R INT

cCOk

IH
IH
I

o
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" CENTER OF ASSESSHENT AND DEHOGRAPHLIC STUDILIES ~

IA “J‘:).“‘.
d STANFURD ACHILVEHeST TesST SCHUOOL REPORT =
* FUR THE STaTE OrF LOGUILSTAUA ¥
4 1981-1982 SCitOUGL YEAR *

P T Y E 22 2 R YN N R S NSNS SN ESSSEESS NN

PEPOUTING SOURCE:  Anyusiac Pacish
S.A-T. STALED SCGRE SUMMARY
4GE GROUP

10 OR YOUNGER 11-13 14-16 17 02 OLDER ALL &GESs
NoOAVE N0 AVE . N AVE N RVE b AVE

an

{EAD LG
CUMPEREEHENSLON

5CHOOL : 16 134 15 135 7 147 7 156 45 140

STATE: 155 123 182 128 176 133 171 134 684 130

)
<
O
ts
oS
-2
LR

SCHOGL: 21 12% 1¢ 136 % 160 7 17 52 141
STATE: 159 118 183 127 175 135 170 140 "3 130

MATHEHMATICS
COMPUTATIUN

fad 3
S
N
)—‘l
(@)
[
(G2
>
cw
b
~7
i
~J
-
e
w
ps
tas
84
i

SCLEGOL: 1¢
181 144 175 154 170 159 683 148

—
o8
w

STATE: 167

CLEASE NUTE:
INTERPRET wITH CAUTION wrbEd THLRE ARE Suill. NUMAZRS OF
STUDENTS 11! 4 CATECGEY, BECAUSZ AVERACES MAY BEU
AFFECTED DISPRPUPURTIONATELY 3y SCURZS OF (KiIVIDUAL
STUDEATS

3.




DIsTeluuTions oF Desacaipile CuoiRACTRRISTICS

AGE GROUP

10 0% vyauNcLr  11-12 14-16 17 0Ok QLUER ALL AGES
N %
HEAFLNG LOSS
SCHOOL:
7008 Ok LESS 11 11 T 3 29 55.8
7106 TO 90D 4 5 2 i 12 23.1
9103 TO MURE 6 0 2 3 11 21.2
STATE:
70Ly Ok LESS < <3 4 33 174 25.6
7103 TQ $CDb 34 44 30 51 165 24.2
9108 TO MOKRE 73 87 9s 87 342 50.2
ETHNIC BACKGKIUND
SCHOGL:
WHITE 15 9 4 5 33 63.5
BLACK 5 5 2 2 L5 28.8
HISPANIC 0 G 0 0 0 0.0
OTHER/MULTI-ETH. 0 2 2 0 % Tel
STATE:
wWHITE 111 103 101 95 210 S59.3
BLACK 16 75 72 T2 265 38.4
HISPANIC 2 2 1 2 7 1.0
OTHER/MULTI-ETH. ¢ 3 1 P 9 1.3
AODITIGCHAL HANDICAPS
SCcul JLe
UNZ Or MOKE 11 9 H 3 28 53.38
NONe PEPORTED 190 7 3 4 24 46.2
STATE:
ONE OR MORE €5 62 39 59 ‘45  35.5
NONE KePORTED 94 121 119 112 446 64.5

HOTE:
THEZSE DATA REFLECT GYLY THOSE STUNENTS wn0 TUOK THE S&T-H1
Alod FOR w0 DEMIGRAPHIC LUFORMATEION WAS REPUKTED

3t
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B D T

L

0 14 o s 8 et 0w o e g

—— et e e e Ao,

T e e e e o

e e 1 b g et e g

T e — e

TAHLE

TOTAL STUDENTS

Louvisfans Schoo! for

the Deal

loulslana School tor the
Visually Rondicapped

Ascenslon Pacish
Avolurlles Parish
beaucegacd pacisn
Blenvilie Parlsh

Sogalusa Cley

Bossler Parich
Codo pactsn
Cilacsieu

Catahsula

Clafrborne
Concorata
DNesoto

Easrt Baton Rouge

East Carcoll

fase rellctans
Frankl{a

Crant

Ibarfa
theeviize
Jackson

Jeifeison

Lalayette

L/ncoln

Livingscon
oneoe
Merehoure

Cricdans

Plague=~tne.,

A Whmast e

BY FEICRTING 5

SENGCRY

WIRCE,

2002 100% !
7310 36.¢
27 7.3
2¢ 1.1
11 0.5
; 3 0.1
3 0.1
i ]
} 3 0.1 l
]
i i
: 9 .4 :
Y :
Yo s.1 :
! }
[}
I 61 2.0 |
i s 0.2
L
7 0.3
C ]
(1L 5.5
6 0.2
1 L2
: 0.1
2 3
b 0.6 i
g 7 0.3 :
| !
P 0.6 !
' i
Voo 2.5}
i 1
! : .9 1}
b
! < 1
{ i
15
4 c.1 |
}
. . {
£4 2.1
23 1.1
123 6.
7 0.1

T9AL-g2

HEARTNG
IMPAIRED

Loy
_Percent
16 rom
630 43.6
23 1.6
17 0.8
LT 0.7
7 0.1
3 0.2
q 0.3
o s
<1 2.9
3 Q.2
1 0.1
A o.s
7 0.1
85 5.9
1 0.1
13 0.9
A os
9 0.6
25 1.7
&1 {.2
T 0.2
a 0.6
2 0.1
Y 2
17 1.2
8y 6.2

SNBATRED CHILDREN

[M LOUTSTeNA

— -
VISUALLY :

H‘ARI 1(‘ A rD

: 1
! HANDITAPPLD VISUALLY :
i‘_ Oitr b IMPAIRLD i
! hquer Poercent \ Huﬁu» rLrCﬂvcl
lEe 100x 17 100x%x
- - 90 50.9
145 17,5 1 0.6
- — 1 0.6
2 0.5 - _—
H ‘ 1.0 } 1 0.6 :
Y - t
LY 7.2 ! 5 2.8 !
} }
l 18 <.6 | 2 1.1
s 2 e.s } -- -
26 6.7 1 0.6
)
5 i3 - —
- — 1 0.6
< 1-0 - -—
2 0.5 - -
P T T T
L 3 0.8 !} 1 0.6 1}
; !
! 1
LS 5.4 % 1 0.6
i }
b3 9.0 | 3 1.7
Do b |
! 1 0.3 b . S
| @
S 1.7 2 i.1
2 0.5 -- —-
: 0.5 -- .-
5 1.5 2 1.1
6 1.5 -- ---
25 6.4 g 5.1
1 0.2 > 1.1

(Table A continues on lhe followlng page)
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e o et s e 4 0 % = 1 8 £ oo s 1.

T e e e § e e e e 04 = 40 05 1§ 5+t 1 i 8 e e

j

Rapldes
Ret Rlyar
Rlckland

Bernard

. Charles
Landry

Martin

Tammaay
Tang (p2hoa
Te1sas

Terrebanae

Vernon

Washington

Webst=r

Fest Carroll
Hiim

Chiluchuba Instleute
for the Deaf

The Bright Pres~hooli for
Heating Impafred

MHorichwest=rn Stag»

Yniversity Lab Schocl
Pinecrest State School
Northwest State School
Lanneel TMR Center

Belle C ase State Scrool

e e ————— = =

* less than 0.7%

|
|
|
|
|

TARIE

A (Cnntinued)

[ T 7 P i VISUALLY HEARING ANS 7
IMPATRED HAZODICAPPED VISUALLY
. TOTAL _ __f__ o _oNLY o f oMLY IMPAIRED
Number Percent Wumber rercent _’ium,‘)er Percent —'N_l;mhe-r Fnr;rf
30 1.¢ 1e i.c 15 3.9 1 0.6
: ‘ ] 0.1 ! 0.1 - _—
1
3 0.1 3 0.2 : - — - —
s oo ! ; ar b —- - —
P e H t t
20 0.9  1s 1.0} 3 o.¢ } 2 1
! ! i }
! } } !
14 c.6 ! 11 0.8 | - S 3 1.7
N 1
10 0.4 9 0.6 l 1 0.1 | - -
} ! {
18 0.8 17 1.2 - - 1 0.6
14 c.6 10 0.7 3 0.4 I 0.6
: c.1! 2 0.2 - - ! 0.6
1 . - - 1 0.3 - _—
11 0.6 9 2.6 ' 1.0 1 0.6
2 . 1 0.; 1 0.3 - ——-
1 . 1 0.1 - - - -—
14 0.4 ¢ 0.3 6 1.5 - -
{
1 . ; 1 0.1 ! -- - 4 - S
_________________ | U SO S
2 . 2 0.1 -- - -- ---
fie .4 { / (.3 i .4 - .-
! Y 3
63 3.1 §1 4.6 -- —— - e
i l |
I ! g
16 0.7 V 1z 1.0 Y - —- 2 1.1
19 5.9 17 0.2 - ——- 2 I.!
30 1.9 12 0.8 -- -- 27 5.3
13 0.6 2 0.1 4 1.0 by 6.0
S 0.2 5 0.3 - --- -- ---
57 7.8 ] ¢z 3.3 1 3 2.8 7 4.0



TARIS B = NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBYTION OF
SENSORY IMPATRED CHILDREN BY AGE, 1981-82

Al1 Hearing Visually Hearing &

Trnsory Tmpaired dandicapped Visually

"parred Only R Only Impaired

ace? _ % » % N % N %
TOTr, Students” 1978 106.0 142z joo.c 381 100.0 175 100.0
Under 1 year 8 0.4 7 2.5 - -= 1 0.6
1 year £ 0.3 5 0.4 - - 1 0.6
2 years 1¢ 0.9 17 1.2 - - 1 0.6
3 years {6 2.3 41 2.9 3 0.8 2 1.1
4 years 87 4.4 75 5.3 5 1.3 7 4.0
v years 70 3.5 49 3.4 1s 3.9 6 3.4
6 years 82 4.1 60 4.2 18 4.7 4 2.2
7 years g0 4.5 67 4.7 16 4.2 7 4.0
8 years £1 4.2 62 4.4 15 3.9 4 2.3
% years 100 5.1 76 5.3 18 4.7 6 3.4
10 years 105 5.4 53 1.4 27 7.1 15 8.6
11 years 111 5.6 75 5.3 27 7.1 a 5.1
2 years 123 6.2 83 5.8 30 7.4 10 5.7
Z years 115 5.8 83 5.8 25 6.6 7 4.0
14 years 135 6.8 89 6.3 25 €.€ 21 12,0
15 years 140 7.1 95 £.8 32 8.4 12 6.9
16 years 126 6.4 91 6.4 27 7.1 8 4.6
17 years 132 6.7 97 5.8 24 6.3 11 6.3
18 years 180 9.1 145 10.2 19 5.0 16 9.1
19 vyears & older 223 1.3 141 10.0 55 14.6 27 15.6

¢ age s of Decenmber 31, 1981

Eomis excludes 14 children who uce only hearing ihpaired 8 who are oniu
visually handiczpped, and 2 who are both hearing and visually impaired

for whom data were not reported.




TABLE C.  PESCENT.CE DISTRIBUTION RBY SEx
OF SENSORY IMPAIRED CHILDREN, 1981-82

————— ————
Hearing Visually Hearing &
Impaired Handicappad Visually
Sac Cnly Only Impaired
Eoth Sexes” 100% 100% 100%
Hales 53% 62% 595
females 47% 38% ¢1%

4 Excludes 2 children who are only hearing impaired and 2 who have both
hearing and visual Impalrments for whom data were not recorted.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TANLE D

dearing Visualluy Hearinc &
RTENIC Impaired Handicapped Visvally
CRIGIN Only Only Impaired
Number Percent Yumber Percent Number Percent
1432 100.0% 363 .100.0% 176 100.0%
— ’ —_—
796 55% 208 54% 1C3 60%
Blacrx only 594 41% 168 44% 68 39x
Hispanic only 15 2% 1 0.2% - -
Oriental only 12 1% 2 0.5% 1 0.5%
American T-dlan only 3 0.2% - - - -
Other E_..nic 5 0.3% 1 0.2% - --
Multi-Echnic 6 0.4 3 1x 1 0.5%

WUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIOMN BY ETHNIC ORIGIN

DF SENSORY IMPAIRED CHILDREN IN LOUISTAHA, 17°1-82

2 Excludes 5 children who are only hearing impaired, 6
handicapped, and 1 child who has both visual and hear

data were not repnrted.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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who are only visuazly
ing Impairments for whom



TABLE E: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF
PRIMARY HANDICAPPING CLASSIFICATION ON
INDIVIDUALIZED EVALUATIONS, 1981-81

Primary Handizap Hearing Visually Hearing &
on Impaired Handicapped Visvally
Fvaluation Only Only Impaired
Number Percent Number Percent Humber Per.cent
TOTAL Studerts? 1394 100.0% 385 100.0% 175 100.0%
Aucism 1 0.1% - - - -
Behavior Pisorder I N.1% - - - -—
Deaf/Blind 2 0.1% 2 0.5% 17 2.7%
Educatioraliy Aandi- «
capped/Slow Learner 18 1,.3% 6 1.6% - -
Gifeed 4 0.3% - - - —
Fandicapped Infant 51 3.7% 7 1.8% 2 1.1x%
Hearing Impaired 1153 82.7% - -- 8% 50.%%
Learning Disabled 10 0.7% 4 1.0% 1 0.t%
Mentally Retarded 74 5.3% 19 <.9% 37 21.1%
Multi-Handicapped 77 5.5% 35 S.1%¢ 25 14.3%
Orthopedically
Harndicapoed 2 0.1% 2 - 0.5% 1 0.65%
Other FKealth
Impaired 2 0.1% - - - -
Talented - - - -— - ~~
Visually Handicapped e ——— 310 80.5% 3 1.7%

a Excludes 42 children who are only hearing impaired, 4 who are only visually
handicapped, and 2 who have both hearing and visual impairments for whom data

wers not repoerted.
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TABLE F: NUMBER AND PERCENTATGE DISTRIBUTION OF HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS
AMONG SENSORY IMPAIRED CHILDREN IN LOUISTANA, 1981-82

HANDIOAPPING HEARING VISUALLY HEARING AND
CONDITIONS IMPAIRED HANDICAPPED VISUALLY
ONLY ONLY IMPAIRED
Number Percent Number Percent __ Number Percent
TOTAL §tudentsa 1251 * 374 * 157 *
Autism 5 0.4 - - 2 1.3
Behavioral Discrder 11 0.9 2 0.5 3 1.9
R’ind - - 144 38.5 14 8.9
Cerekrali Palsy 31 2.5 10 2.7 3 1.9
peat 2 ez B 68 43.3
Deaf/Blind 5 0.4 1 0.3 44 28.0
Tlucationally Rindi~-
capped. low Learner 110 8.9 41 1.0 12 7.6
Emotionally Disturbed 6 0.5 — - 2 0.6
epilespy 3 0.z s 1.5 2 1.3
Gifend g c.6 5 1.3 - -
Hard-of ~Heariny 39s 31.6 3 0. 28 17.8
Neart DiSorder 4 0.3 2 s 6 3.8
fearning disabled 26 0 2.7 5 1.9
Miid s e race .
Meaot .. Retardation 123 5.8 72 i9.3 18 11.4
Orthopedically
Han< icapped Z0 1.6 11 2.9 11 7.0
Cther dealth Impaired 14 1.1 12 3.2 5 3.2
Poriizile Sigheed 7 0.6 215 s7.5 21 13.4
hrvere/Profouvni
Mont 2l Retardation 42 3.9 26 7.0 54 34.4
Speect impaired 304 24.3 58 15.5 32 20.4
salentad 4 0.3 1 0.3 - -=

a Exclules 179 childcéen who are only hearing impalired, 15 who are only visually
hendicarped, and 19 with both handicaps for whom data were not reported.
¢ pPerc=iats Jo Lot add to 100 as multiple handicaps were reported for some children.
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TERLZ G:  NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SENSORY IMPAIRED CHILDREN IN LOUISIANA
bY INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLAN PLACEMENT. 1981-82

INDIVIDUAL KEARING VISUALLY REARING AND
ELUCATION PLAN TOTAL IMPAIRED FANDICAPPED VISUALLY
PLACENAN? o ONLY oY TNPAIRZD
L Hunber _ Percent Number Percent  Mumber Percent  Number Percent
O Stdents 11l 0 e e 14l
Self-Contained 890 45% 585 41% 245 63% 59 %
Resource 257 13% 19] 13% 63 10% 3 2
Itinerant 83 4% 38 3% 43 1% 2 1%
Reqular Only 85 4% 59 4% 25 6% l 0.6%
Home Program 34 2% 32 2% ! 0,3% l 0.6%
Habilitation 7 63 38 3 6 % 7 1%
Special Zchools 41 2 0o 3 -- - 80 6%
Yo IZP on File 1§ 1% 14 1% 4 1% 1 0.6%

Excludes 16 children who are only hearing impelrsd, 2 who are only visually handicapped, and 3
childron with both handicaps for whom data were not reported.




TABLE H: NUMBEP AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
RECEIVED BY SENSORY IMPAIRED CHILDREN, 1931-82

4

Hearing Visually Rearing &
Impaired Handicapped Visually

EDUCATIONAL Only Only Impalired
SERVICES Number Percent Number rPercent Humbeyr Percent
TOTAL Students 1436 100.0% 389 100.0% 17 100.0%
Special Educatiorn

Services Only 846 59% 221 57x 121 68%
Special Education --

unknown if any

regular classroom

instruction 2s 2% 5 1z 7 4%
Regular classroom

Instruction only 50 3% 38 10% 1 *
Regqular classrcom —--—

unknown if any

special education 7 * - - - -
Both regular classroom

and special education ¢1s 29% 120 31% 21 12%
No regular classroom

Instruction and no

special education

services 74 5% 3 * 26 15%
No special education --

unknown 1f regular

classroom instruction 3 * - - - -
No regular classroom

instruction -- unXnown

1f special education 1 * 1 * - —
Unknown services 18 1x 1 * 1 *

*Less than 1%
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TARLL I: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRTBUTION OF SENSCORY IMPAIRED
CHILDREN ENROLLED IN PARENT-CHILD PROGRAMS, 1981-82

Hearing Visuvaliv Hearing &
Impaired Aandicapped Visually
Only Only Impaired
Number Percerit Number Percent Number Percent
TOTAL Students® 1357 100.0% 35 100.0% 163 100.0%
Enrc’lled ir
Parent—Chil: 291 21.4% 1¢ 2.9% 14 8.6%
Program
Not Enrolled in .
Parent-Chiid 1067 78.6% 340 G97.1% 149 al.4%

Program

4 Exciudes 79 children who are only hearing impaired, 39 who are only
visually handicappsd, and 14 who have both hearing and visual impairments

for whom data were not reported.

4. -
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TABLE J: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SENSORY IMEBAIRED CHILDREN
RECEIVING SPEECH INSTRUCTICN, 1331-82

Hearing Troually Hearing &
Impaired ‘ Handicapped Visually
only Only. . S ~--Impa1red~www-~::
Number Percent’ dumber  Percent  Number Percent o
TOTAL Students? 1197 100.0% 152 100.0% 13¢  100.0%
Receiving
Training 146 12.2% 2 1.2x 13 9.7%
tnt Receliving
Training 1051 87 .8x% 167 93.8% 121 20.3%

2 Excludes 239 children who are only hearing impaired, 227 who are only
visually handicapped, and 43 children who have both hearing and visual

Impairments for whom data were not reported.



TABLE K: NUMZEER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AGE AT JNSET OF
HEARING LOSS AMONG HEARING IMPAIRED CHILDREN, 1981-82

Age at Onset Hearing Impaired Only Aearing and Visvally Impaired .
of Rearing lLoss Number - - Percent - Number~ - Percent-+ ===
Total Childiren® 1123 100.05 157 100.9%

At Birth 690 61.4% - _. 128 81.5%

Under 1 vear 176 15.7% 11 7.0%

1 vear 161 9.0% 5 3.2%

2 years 72 6.4% 7 4.5%

3 years 31 2.8% I 0.6%

4 years 12 1.1% 1 0.6%

S years 17 1.5% i 0.6%

6 years 13 1.2% - ——

7 years & over 11 1.2% 3 i.8%

? Thi~ exciudes 313 children who are only hearing impairved and 20 who have
bo. . hearing and visual impairments for whom data were not reported.

4, -
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TARLE L: RUMIER AND DERCENTACE DISTRIRUTION OF CAUSE OF FEARING LOSS

AMONG HEARING IMPAIRED CHILDREN, 1281-82

Cause of Hearing Impaired Onlv  Hearing and Visually Impaired
Numkrer Percent Number Percent

Fearing Loess

TOTAL Children® 829 * 132 .
Causes at Birth
Maternal Rubella 188 22.6% 51 38.6%
Trauma at Birth 30 3.6% 5 3.7%

Other Complications

of Pregnancy 639 5.3% B 6.0%
Heredity 120 14 .4% 3¢ 22.7%
Prematurity 59 7.1% 5 3.7x%
Rh Incompatibility 13 1.5% -— _——
Other -— ——— - ——

Causes after 3Birth
Meningltis 175 21.1 9 6.8
Aigh Fever 79 9.5 2 1.5
Mumps 6 0.7 - -
Infections 62 7.4 < 5.0
Heasles 17 2.0 - _—
Otitis Media 30 3.6 1 0.7
frauma after 5iréh 35 4.2 S 3.7
Other 120 14.4 27 26.4

2 Excludes 607 hearirng impaired children and 45 hearing and visually handi-
capped children for whom a caus> of hearing loss was not reported or was

unknown.
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TABLE HM: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CHILDREN WITH
HEARING IMPAIRMENT BY RECENCY OF AUDIOLOGICAL
EXAMINATON, 1981-82

Year of Fearing Impaired Only Haaring and Visually Impaired

AUDIOLOGICAL EXAM Number Fercent Nuamber DPercent
TOTAL Students? 1300 100.0% 163 100.0%
133z 70 5.4% 3 1.8%

19¢&1 505 38.8% 59 36.2%

1980 305 23.5% 35 21.5%

1373 263 20.2% 45 27 .6%

1978 104 8.0% 14 8.6%

1377 or before 53 f.1% 7 4.2%

2 This excludes 136 children who are only hearing impaired and 14 who have
both hearing and visual Impairments for whom data were nct tepdrted.
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ARV EN ROy

WITH A HEARING IHPAIRMENT BY DEGREE OF LOSS,
128182

TABLE N: NUMILR AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF CHII.DRENW

Yearine Impaired Hearing and Visually

__ Only Impaired

Degree cf LoSss Number Percent Number Percent
TOTAL Studeats? 1401 100.0% 170 100.0%
Mild

(less than 41 dB) 129 9.2 19 11.2
Moderate

(41-55 dag) 137 9.8 13 7.6
Moderate-Severe

(56-70 dB) 210 2 16 9.4
Severe

(71-90 dgB) 342 24.4 28 16.5
ptrofound

(91 dB and above) 583 41.6 94 $5.3

Excludes 35 children who are only hearing impaired and 7 who
have both hearing and visual handicaps for whom data were

not reported.
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TABLE O: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AGE AT ONSET
CF VISUAL HAMDICAP FOR VISUALLY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN,

1981-82

Age at Onset Visually #andicapped Only  Hearing and Visually Impaired

of Vision Lcss Number Percent Number Percent

TOTAL Children? 335 100.0% 121 100.0%
At Birth 304 90.7% 109 90.1%
linrder « vear 11 3.3% 6 5.0%
1 year 2 0.6% - -—-
2 jears 2 0.6% I 0.8%
3 uears 1 0.3% —— ——
4 years 2 0.5% - -
5 years 4 1.2% -— ——
G years 2 0.6% 1 0.8%
7 years & over 7 2.1% 4 3.3%

@ Excludes 54 children who are only visually handicapped and 56 who have
both hearing and visual Impalrments for whom data were not reported.
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LEPr NUMEER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIRUTION COF CAUSES OF VISUAL
BANDIZAPS AMC..C VISUALLY HANDICAPPED CHTLDREMN, 1981-82

All Visually #andicapoed

Cause of Children

Visual Randicznr Number _ “srcentagqe

TOTAL® 468 200%
Cataracts 103 22%
Glaucoma 23 5%
Diabetes 1 0.2%
Maternal Rubella - 36 8%
Retrolentael Fibroplasia 33 7%
Optic Nerve Atrophy 51 11%
Albinism 42 9%
Nystagmus 87 19%
Retinitis Pigmentcsa 47 10%
Macular Degeneration 10 2%
Retinal Degeneration 11 2%
Amblyopia 13 3%
Other Heredity 44 9%
Injury or Accident 12 3%
Other 82 18%

2 This represents all students with a visual handicap but
excludes 98 students for whom data were not reported.
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TABLE Q: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTICON OF ALL CHILDREN WITH A VISUAJ.

IMPATIRMENT BY RECENTY OF VISUAL EXAMINATION, 1981-82

T vgar ¢& | VISUALLY HEARING & VISUALLY
EXAMINATION HANDICAPPEL ONLY HANDICAPPED
TOTAL Stidents® 100.0% 100.0%
1982 6.5% ig.3%
1981 57.7% 41.7%
1980 22.3% 11.3%
1579 10.4% : 7.0%
1978 1.5% 16.5%
1977 or before 1.5% 5.2%

2 pxcludes 53 children who are only visually handicapped, and
62 who have both hearing and visual imps -ments for whon
data were not reported.
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TABLE R: DISTRTEUTION OF DISTANCE VISION RESULTS

FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH VISUAL FANDICAPS, 1981-82

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

i |
LEFT EYE | T0TAL Near Normal | Hoderate Severe Profound Dita Not
stupENTs | Vision Impairment ‘mpairment Impairment Reported
RIGAT EYE R 20/10-20/601 20/70-20/160 1 20/200-20/4G0 1 20/500-20/1000
| TOTAL ]
| stupenrs 28 2 & us 4 2
Near Normal
Vision b 39 5 6 4 2
20/10-20/60 f ,
-] “ L]
Moderate :
Impairment 8 8 49 ' 6 4 I
20/70-20/160 . i
|
Severe :
Impairment 119 2 10 88 14 5
20/200-20/400
Profoun” ‘
Impairment 118 8 1 16 87 6
20/500-20/1000
Data not 205 3 )i - 4 197
reported e
Q
ERIC -
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TABLE S: NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTICHN OF FIELD GOF VISION
RESULTS FOR VISUALLY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN, 1981-82

VISUALLY HEARING & VISUALLY

FIELD 2F HANDICAPEED ONLY HANDICAPPED
VISION Number Par.znt Number Percent
TOTAL Students® 193 100% 41 100%
Normal

both eyes 47 24% . 5%
Restricted

both eyes 122 63% 28 71%
One eye restricted,

other eye normal 13 7% & 15%
One eye restricted,

other eye unknown

status 7 4% 3 7%
One eue normal,

other eye unknown

status 4 2% 1 2%
2 Excludes 196 students witi: cofv . sisual handicap and 136

students with both hearing and visual impairments ror whom
dats were not reported.
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TANLE T NUMRER AND PRZTENTS DD I TANTION OF PEADING MODES

X VISUALLY FANDICARD 2 CHITLDREN, 1981-82
VISUALLY HEARING & VISUALLY
BANDTCAPRAD “NILY HANDTCAPPED
READING MGDES Junbher frorconk Numher Percent
TOTAL CHILDRIN® 323 * 91 *
Braille 68 21% 3 3x
Larqge Print 214 662 15 1
Rrcorded
Haterials 956 17% 2 2%
Regular 93 29% 82 S0%
Other 9 3% 1 1%

? pxcludes 47 children for whom this item was left blani and
105 who were non-readers.

* percente do not add to 100 as multiple modes were reported
for some children.
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s PEPCENTAGE DI TRUTION OF W VIS TON BXAMINATI O

FOR VISHUALLY HANDICADDPED (7 nwisr 1081 -3D0

SOV TS TOH VISUALLY HEs T NG & VISUALLY
FxAMINaATINN PANDYCADDEDY (ONTY PANDICAPDPED

TOTAL Stud~nts? 100.0% 100.0%

ot Testad 63.7% 38.9%
Tested 36.3% 61.1"

TOTAL TESTED 100.0% 100.0%
Alds Prescri’

Not Prescribed 31.3%

Informatinn
Not Repcrted

Excludes 36 students who have onljy visual handicaps and 64

students who are deaf-blind for whom data were not renorted.
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