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Outreach Services Have Expanded 
ISDB provides various outreach services to school districts and families through 
seven regional offices around the state.  This program served an average of 660 
students and children during the 2004–05 school year, a 25 percent increase over 
the past ten years.  Although each student or child has an associated case on file 
that is coded by type and amount of work required, numbers reported to the 
Legislature treat all cases equally and do not reflect actual workload.  Regular 
assessment of workload would allow ISDB to provide more useful information 
to policymakers (the State Board of Education and the Legislature). 
 
One of ISDB’s more recent outreach efforts is a partnership with the Meridian 
School District to provide auditory-oral communication instruction to pre-
school, kindergarten, and first grade students from Meridian and surrounding 
districts.  ISDB also provides an instructor for a pre-school total communication 
class that has been functioning for many years.  During the 2004–05 school year, 
these programs served 21 students who have cochlear implants.  Cochlear 
implants are surgically implanted devices that allow individuals to detect sound.  
Implants are approved for some children as young as 12 months, and successful 
use of these devices depends greatly on the availability and use of appropriate 
habilitative services. 
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Exhibit A: Idaho School for the Deaf and the Blind  
Campus Enrollment, by School Year 

a Enrollment count of 75 students was taken September 20, 2005.  All other data points are 
based on an average of enrollment counts for that year. 

 
Source:  Office of Performance Evaluations’ analysis of the Idaho School for the Deaf 
and the Blind enrollment data. 

a 
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ISDB currently provides three instructors plus some classroom aides for these 
programs, and the district provides classroom space.  However, this 
arrangement, including staff responsibilities, has never been formalized in 
writing, leaving both parties vulnerable to legal and/or fiscal disputes. 

Satisfaction with ISDB Services Is High 
Parent and school district survey responses reported high satisfaction with ISDB 
campus and outreach services.  In addition, many school districts reported they 
were poorly prepared to provide services to sensory-impaired students without 
the assistance of ISDB.  Districts reported a declining demand for residential 
services, but increasing use of, and desire for regional outreach services.  
Dissatisfaction with ISDB services comes primarily from parents of children 
who have cochlear implants and feel more auditory-oral services are needed. 

Other States Have Faced Similar Challenges 
In recent years, other states’ schools for sensory-impaired students have 
experienced enrollment declines and have adapted and incorporated different 
approaches to serving students.  Michigan, Nebraska, North Carolina, and 
Wyoming have closed residential schools and focused resources on regional 
outreach efforts.  Some states have entered into partnerships with local school 
districts to share costs, while others have incorporated new technologies to better 
serve their students. 
 
In the final chapter of this report, we highlight how ISDB is at a turning point 
and policymakers can choose essentially one of two options for the school.  One 
option is to maintain the current model of service delivery at the same location 
and implement our recommendations.  The second option is for policymakers to 
choose a different model of service delivery, possibly at a new location, and 
implement relevant OPE recommendations.  Any new model considered should 
be accompanied by detailed analyses of how well students will be served, fiscal 
tradeoffs, facility use, and logistical constraints. 

Recommendations 
Should policymakers decide to continue with the current service delivery model, 
we offer nine recommendations to improve services to students and management 
of ISDB.  Some of these recommendations will also be applicable if 
policymakers choose a new option for ISDB.  The recommendations are listed 
by chapter where additional details are discussed.   
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Chapter 2 
2.1: To ensure ISDB is operating according to legislative intent, and to provide 

accountability for ISDB services and functions, the Legislature should 
clarify the following areas of ISDB’s authorizing statutes: 

• Responsibilities 
• Populations to serve and eligibility requirements 
• Service models 
• Compliance with federal requirements 

 
2.2: To further clarify ISDB’s responsibilities for providing education to 

sensory-impaired students, ISDB and cooperating agencies should revise 
their interagency agreements according to federal law and any changes in 
state statute. 

 
2.3: To help ensure all students with sensory impairments in Idaho are provided 

a free and appropriate public education, the State Board of Education 
should ensure that school districts follow statutory requirements to 
annually report the number of sensory-impaired students in their districts to 
ISDB. 

 
Chapter 3 
3.1: To assist policymakers in making future decisions about the operation of 

the Gooding campus, ISDB should develop the following processes: 

• Establish an ongoing process for tracking campus enrollment 

• Use enrollment trend data and other available information to 
regularly project future enrollment 

• Report enrollment trends and projections to the State Board of 
Education and the Legislature on an annual basis 

 
3.2: To improve economic efficiency, ISDB should work with the State Board 

of Education to develop a plan that identifies opportunities to address 
rising costs per student and share the results of these efforts with the 
Legislature.  For example, a plan should address appropriate staffing levels 
for administration, instruction, maintenance, support, student-teacher 
ratios, number of cottages in operation, and use of the facilities for other 
purposes. 

 
Chapter 4 
4.1: To improve ISDB staff’s ability to educate parents on communication 

options for their children, ISDB should take steps to ensure its staff 
understand the various options and can effectively communicate this 
information to parents. 
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4.2: To avoid potential legal and financial disputes, ISDB should formalize its 

arrangement of providing instructors to teach classes within the Meridian 
School District in an interagency agreement pursuant to Idaho Code  
§ 67-2332. 

 
4.3: To better understand resource demands, ISDB should separately measure 

caseload and workload and report this information to legislative 
committees. 

 
Chapter 5 
5.1: To clarify ISDB’s intent to provide auditory-oral training to students with 

cochlear implants and to address parent dissatisfaction, the Idaho State 
Board of Education should develop policies and procedures for the school 
that address program vision and administration, teacher qualifications and 
training, and curriculum development.  Input from parents and ISDB staff 
should be sought during policy development. 

Fiscal Impact and Implementation Timeframe of 
Recommendations 
The costs of implementing recommendations 2.1–3.1 and 4.1–4.3 should be 
minimal or none because these are typical functions of the Legislature, the State 
Board of Education, and ISDB.  Implementation should be complete by July 1, 
2006. 
 
The costs of implementing recommendation 3.2 should be minimal because this 
process is already underway by the State Board of Education.  Results of this 
recommendation should be shared with the Legislature during the 2006 
legislative session and later as more analyses are completed. 
 
The costs of implementing recommendation 5.1 could vary depending on the 
extent to which the State Board of Education solicits information from parents, 
ISDB staff, and other experts.  Implementation should be in place prior to the 
start of the 2006–07 school year. 

Responses to the Evaluation 
We requested and received written response to this report from the Office of the 
Governor and the State Board of Education.  Those responses are included at the 
end of this report along with our comments. 
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I would like to see a little bit more excitement for the oral class and the 
benefits it can provide for these kids with cochlear implants.  I would like 
to see these teachers become experts on how to teach kids with implants, 
but I feel you have to be a believer first. 

 
An additional point of dissatisfaction voiced by parents during individual 
interviews was the limited educational opportunities provided by ISDB for 
parents of children with cochlear implants.   

Some Neighboring States Have Private Auditory-Oral 
Communication Schools 
Other states and private schools offer programs that provide auditory-oral 
education and related services.  The arrangements include early childhood, 
preschool, and mainstreaming services for students and can serve as models for 
ISDB to consider.  Currently Idaho does not have a private school for auditory-
oral communication, but this type of school is found in neighboring states. 

Listen and Talk, Washington 

Listen and Talk, based in the state of Washington, is a private, nonprofit 
educational program.  It provides a parent-infant program with home visits and 
play groups, a blended preschool program (includes both deaf and hard of 
hearing students and hearing students), one-on-one services to students, and 
consultations with mainstream teachers and service providers.  The focus of the 
program is auditory-oral training and mainstreaming.  The Washington School 
for the Deaf is in process of developing an agreement with this organization to 
provide auditory-oral education and serve children with cochlear implants. 

Tucker-Maxon Oral School, Oregon 

The Tucker-Maxon Oral School located in Portland, Oregon, offers a parent-
infant program for children birth to three years old, a preschool program, an 
elementary program, and a mainstream program in which the school helps 
students transition to a neighborhood public school.  The school also offers 
audiological, cochlear implant, speech and language, and assessment services.  
Tucker-Maxon is a private school that charges tuition to students who attend, but 
financial aid is available.  According to the school’s website, “no child has ever 
been denied admission to Tucker-Maxon because of financial need.” 
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Recommendation 
5.1: To clarify ISDB’s intent to provide auditory-oral training to students with 

cochlear implants and to address parent dissatisfaction, the Idaho State 
Board of Education should develop policies and procedures for the school 
that address program vision and administration, teacher qualifications and 
training, and curriculum development.  Input from parents and ISDB staff 
should be sought during policy development.   

 
The costs of implementing this recommendation could vary depending on 
the extent to which the State Board of Education solicits information from 
parents, ISDB staff, and other experts.  Implementation should be complete 
prior to the start of the 2006–07 school year. 
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Chapter 6 
Future Directions 

Many changes in recent years including decreased campus enrollment, 
increased demand for outreach services by school districts, and new 
technologies have placed the Idaho School for the Deaf and the Blind (ISDB) at 
a turning point of deciding how to best serve sensory-impaired students.  
Policymakers could choose one of two options for the future direction of the 
school: 

a. Incorporate OPE recommendations into the current service delivery 
model 

b. Take a new direction requiring a different service delivery model 
 
Any significant change to ISDB’s method of providing services should be 
accompanied by detailed analyses of how well students will be served, fiscal 
tradeoffs, facility use, and logistical constraints. 

ISDB Is at a Turning Point for Many Reasons 

ISDB is currently faced with many changes and challenges: 

• Idaho statutes pertaining to ISDB need to be re-written to authorize 
needed programs and clarify ISDB’s responsibilities. 

• Enrollment at the ISDB campus has declined in nine of the last ten years 
and could decrease to approximately 60 students within three years. 

• ISDB’s 2004–05 school year cost per residential student was $82,000.  
This cost will likely exceed $100,000 within two years if enrollment 
continues to decline. 

• ISDB currently has more staff than students on campus. 

• ISDB campus facilities are being used at less than one-half capacity. 

• Location of the ISDB campus has been identified as a barrier to teacher 
recruitment and retention. 

• School districts report the demand for outreach services is increasing or 
about the same, and demand for residential services is decreasing or 
about the same. 
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• The demand for instruction of students with cochlear implants is 
increasing. 

 
These changes and challenges have brought ISDB to a turning point of deciding 
how to best serve students in light of rising demand by school districts and rising 
costs per student.  Exhibit 6.1 illustrates two options that include incorporating 
our recommendations into the current service delivery model, or choosing a new 
direction requiring a different service delivery model.  Each of these options 
create several considerations for the Legislature and the State Board of 
Education as to how these options will affect students, parents, and ISDB 
administrators and teachers. 

Current Practices with OPE Recommendations 

Policymakers (the State Board of Education and the Legislature) may consider 
for ISDB to continue its current model of residential, day, and outreach services 
and implement our recommendations for improved services and management.  
With this option, we could expect the high satisfaction among parents and school 
district officials to remain stable or even increase.  As reported in chapter 1, 
Idaho is one of 42 states funding and operating a school for sensory-impaired 
students and the model used by ISDB is common.  However, this option does not 
address the issue of declining enrollment. 

Potential New Directions 

Policymakers may consider taking ISDB in a new direction of how to provide 
services to Idaho’s sensory-impaired children.  Other state schools for the deaf 
and blind have adapted to changes brought on by federal laws and declining 
enrollments, and their decisions resulted in new service delivery models.  The 
four new directions outlined below have been identified by stakeholders during 
the course of this evaluation or have been considered or implemented by other 
states. 

Day Students Only 
Policymakers could close the residential portion of the school with an emphasis 
on educating day students only at the campus.  This approach would reduce one 
of the more costly aspects of the school but would also eliminate a placement 
option for parents and school district officials.  The former residential students 
would either need to be served in their home school districts or served as day 
students if the family lived close enough for daily busing.  As of September 20, 
2005, ISDB started the school year with 37 residential students from 25 different 
school districts.  Fifteen of these students were from eight school districts in the 
Treasure Valley.  
 
Some South Dakota policymakers are advocating this approach due to declining 
enrollments and are looking at foster home placement as a solution for the few 
remaining students who require residential services. 
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Multiple-Disability Students Only 
Policymakers could choose for ISDB to provide services only to sensory-
impaired students with multiple disabilities.  Services could be provided on 
ISDB’s campus, or other placements providing necessary care and education 
services could be explored.  This approach would focus on those students who 
are most challenging for school districts to serve.  As of September 20, 2005, 
ISDB reported serving 11 multiple-disability students on campus, including nine 
day students. 
 
Providing services only to students with multiple disabilities would eliminate the 
campus option for the remaining 64 students who would need to be served by 
their home school districts with assistance from ISDB’s regional outreach 
program.  An official from the Wyoming Department of Education reported 
there is a national trend for state-operated schools to focus on students with 
multiple disabilities and mainstream other sensory-impaired students in local 
school districts.  In Wyoming’s case, the few deaf students needing residential 
services attend schools in either Colorado or Montana. 

Outreach Services Only 
Policymakers could choose for ISDB to focus its efforts only on outreach 
services to school districts from its regional offices, and eliminate both 
residential and day use options for individualized education program teams.  
This approach has the potential to shift state funds to many more students 
statewide, but would in part also be a cost shift to local school districts.  It could 
pose significant challenges for some districts that are poorly equipped to serve 
sensory-impaired students.   
 
A sufficient timeframe would need to be established for shifting the emphasis 
from campus services to ensure qualified educational sign language interpreters 
and teachers of Braille and orientation/mobility for visually-impaired students 
are available to districts. 
 
Michigan, Nebraska, North Carolina, and Wyoming have taken this approach in 
recent years.  Nevada has never had a state-operated school for the deaf and/or 
the blind and Alaska has never had a state-operated school for the blind.  As 
explained in chapter 3, federal law does not require states to operate a residential 
or day-use facility for students who are sensory impaired. 

Relocation of ISDB to an Urban Area 
Relocation of ISDB to a larger population center is an option policymakers could 
consider.  This option has been advocated by former ISDB students, the Idaho 
Council for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing, and the Idaho Commission for the 
Blind and Visually Impaired.  These stakeholders believe a larger population 
center would offer more educational opportunities for students and possibly 
increase enrollment. 



Idaho School for the Deaf and the Blind 

67 

Advocates of this approach say students who are blind and visually impaired 
could benefit by additional opportunities to learn orientation and mobility skills, 
such as public transportation.  Others said there are opportunities for students to 
visits museums, zoos, or the State Capitol more frequently than an occasional 
field trip.  Some ISDB staff and special education advocates have said a larger 
population center could help improve recruitment and retention of quality 
teachers. 

Further Considerations 

This evaluation does not recommend a specific new direction for ISDB, but 
provides detailed assessments of its enrollment trends, current operations, and 
stakeholder satisfaction.  Because sensory impairments are low incidence, vary 
in severity, and affected students are spread throughout Idaho, any new direction 
will include educational, fiscal, and logistical considerations.  Therefore, we 
strongly encourage policymakers to first consider student needs and how well 
students will be served under any alternative model.  Additional important 
considerations include uses of campus facilities, suitable alternative facilities, 
costs associated with different options, and school district capacity to provide 
appropriate services to sensory-impaired students. 
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Appendix A 
Warranty Deed for Land Given  
to the State of Idaho by Former 
Governor Frank R. Gooding 

Source:  Idaho School for the Deaf and the Blind. 
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Appendix B 
Project Scope 

Idaho School for the Deaf and the Blind 
OFFICE OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS 
Project Scope 
May 2005 
 
 

In March 2005, the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee directed the Office of Performance 
Evaluations to begin an evaluation of the Idaho School for the Deaf and the Blind (ISDB).  
Idaho Code authorizes ISDB to serve deaf, hard of hearing, blind, and visually impaired 
students ages 6–21 at its residential campus located in Gooding.  The State Board of 
Education serves as ISDB’s board of trustees and provides general oversight.   
 
As of February 2005, ISDB reported serving 80 students at the campus and over 600 hundred 
students in school districts through its seven regional outreach offices throughout Idaho.  The 
Idaho Legislature appropriated ISDB $7.88 million for fiscal year 2006; approximately the same 
budget as the previous year.   
 
This evaluation will focus on the following questions: 

• What are the current roles and responsibilities of ISDB?  Are they consistent with state 
and federal laws, State Board of Education policies and procedures, and interagency 
agreements?  How does ISDB’s role compare to similar schools in other states?  

• What are the enrollment characteristics and trends at ISDB’s residential and outreach 
programs?  What are the national enrollment trends?  

• What residential and outreach services is ISDB providing and what are the annual 
costs of those services?  What ISDB programming exists to prepare students for life 
following graduation? 

• What services are other states providing for deaf and/or blind students?  Do other 
states offer best practices or models that could benefit Idaho? 

• How is ISDB addressing technologies such as cochlear implants and digital hearing 
aids?  What are the costs and educational benefits of these technologies? 

• What input can parents and school district officials offer regarding ISDB residential and 
outreach services? 
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Appendix C 
Evaluation Methodology 

We used various methods to address the evaluation objectives: 
 
• Reviewed applicable state and federal statutes and rules, State Board of Education 

policies, and interagency agreements ISDB had entered into with the State Department of 
Education and the Department of Health and Welfare. 

 
• Surveyed 125 special education directors (105 school districts, 2 cooperatives representing 

9 districts, and 18 charter schools).  We received 107 responses resulting in an 86 percent 
response rate. 

 
• Surveyed parents of students served through ISDB’s campus programs and preschool, 

kindergarten, first grade program in Meridian to determine their level of satisfaction with 
services.  We surveyed parents of all 77 students enrolled at ISDB’s Gooding campus at 
the end of the 2004–05 school year and 21 parents of all students participating in the 
preschool, kindergarten, and first grade classes ISDB offers in the Meridian School District.  
We received 43 responses from campus parents resulting in a 56 percent response rate, 
and 13 responses from preschool, kindergarten, first grade parents resulting in a 62 
percent response rate. 

 
• We generated a random sample of 208 parents from a total population of 441 parents 

whose children were coded as receiving ISDB outreach services on at least a monthly 
basis or more frequently.  Of this sample, we could not reconcile 11 addresses for parents 
who apparently moved and left no forwarding address.  Therefore, our total random sample 
was of 197 parents, or 45 percent of the population.  From the random sample, we 
received 101 responses resulting in a 51 percent response rate. 

 
• ISDB identified parents in our sample most likely to speak Spanish as their first language.  

For those parents we had surveys translated into Spanish with the assistance of ISDB and 
the responses were translated by an Office of Performance Evaluations’ consultant. 

 
• Interviewed many members of ISDB staff and conducted group interviews with ISDB 

teachers and outreach workers. 
 
• Surveyed neighboring and other states, including states with large geographic areas and 

populations of approximately two million or less (similar to Idaho), to obtain information 
about alternative approaches for serving students with hearing or visual impairments.  We 
also reviewed literature regarding education of students who are sensory impaired. 

 
• Reviewed information regarding cochlear implants and other assistive technologies, and 

interviewed a physician who performs cochlear implant surgeries in Idaho and other 
professionals who are knowledgeable about the technology and services needed for those 
receiving implants. 
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Responses to the Evaluation 
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Insert Governor’s response 
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Insert State Board of Education's response 
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OPE Comments to the Response 
of the State Board of Education 

We agree that information in chapter 3 about ISDB’s costs per student is not 
comparable to information about school district costs presented elsewhere in the 
report.  We did not attempt to make such a comparison.  This would have 
required a detailed review of school district services and accounting information 
that was beyond the time available for this project.  Anecdotal information about 
costs specifically relating to serving sensory-impaired students is provided solely 
to demonstrate that district costs can be substantial and vary depending on the 
extent of the disability. 
 
ISDB’s suggestion of a true comparison of costs is limited for two reasons.  
First, it does not take into account costs for administration, food services, 
maintenance, pupil transportation, or residential services.  At ISDB, these costs 
account for approximately 48 percent of total campus expenses.  Second, its 
approach focuses on a single school district that may not be representative of 
district costs in general. 
 
We acknowledge ISDB’s recent case code definition change and have 
incorporated it into the report. 
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