Public Comment Attachment 3

ELA/ELD SMC

April 21, 2014


April 17, 2014

MEMORANDUM
TO:
Instructional Quality Commission

ELA/ELD Subject Matter Committee
CC:
Tom Adams


California Department of Education

FM:
Janice Orton (ELA/ELD CFCC Member)


Rory Osbrink (California Deaf Education Resource Center)

Dr. Sean Virnig (Superintendent, California School for the Deaf) 
RE:
Response to Comments from CCOS and CEID

Chapter 1

Introduction to the Framework

COMMENT FROM CCOS AND CEID
· Amend Footnote 1 (page 3 of 19) to include the following:
As noted throughout this framework, speaking and listening should be broadly interpreted.  Speaking and listening should include Deaf and/or Hard of Hearing students using American Sign Language (ASL) as their primary language.  Deaf and/or Hard of Hearing students who do not use ASL as their primary language but use amplification, residual hearing, listening and spoken language, Cued Speech and Sign Supported Speech, access general education curriculum with varying modes of communication.
RESPONSE:
· We suggest that this extensive footnote would only add confusion.  In this circumstance being inclusive is not always the best approach. 

· Deaf and hard-of-hearing students who use residual hearing and amplification for speaking and listening activities use the same classroom techniques as students who are hearing.  These students may use different technology to access the spoken word, but they are not using a bilingual approach. The information regarding amplification and use of residual hearing may belong in Chapter 9 instead of in this footnote.  
· Agreed that not all deaf students identify with Deaf culture YET.  A few never do.  We can accept “deaf and hard-of-hearing” for the purposes of this document.  (However, we would like the term Deaf to remain in the Glossary.)
· We are aware and recognize the fact that many deaf and hard-of-hearing students are bilingual, trilingual, and members of various cultures.  We do not see how this relates to the proposed footnote.
· AB 455 (Medina) has not yet passed the legislature, so using wording from it may not be relevant. 
· The footnote was intentionally written for bilingual deaf and hard-of-hearing students as they are developing proficiency in two languages (English and ASL).  We want to be certain that teachers of bilingual deaf and hard-of-hearing students understand that these students do not access English through “speaking and listening” as described in this document. Bilingual education in a written language (English) and a signed language (ASL) requires a very different pedagogy than a monolingual approach.
Chapter 9

Access and Equity

 COMMENTS FROM CCOS AND CEID:
· Amend all references, including footnotes within the Section “Deaf Students Bilingual in ASL and Printed English” to read: Deaf and/or Hard-of-Hearing:

RESPONSE:
· We agree to “Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing students Bilingual in ASL and Printed English” as the subheading.
· We also agree to deaf (not capitalized) and hard-of-hearing students for the purposes of this document.

COMMENTS FROM CCOS AND CEID:
· Amend Chapter 9 by adding a section for Deaf and/or Hard of Hearing students who do not use ASL as their primary language, who may not identify with the Deaf culture, who are cross-cultural or bilingual in other languages.  This approach is more inclusive and allows the section titled “Deaf Students Bilingual in ASL and Printed English” -- for students who do identify with the Deaf culture and whose primary language is ASL and who are bilingual in printed English --  to remain as currently drafted. 
· The title of the new section would read: Deaf Students with Hearing Loss Who Communicate with Spoken English or Simultaneous Communication, including Sign Supported Speech 
· The new section would read:  Students who are Deaf and/or Hard of Hearing who communicate with spoken language or a form of total communication (sign supported speech, cued speech, Signing Exact English, etc.) use individualized supports and services, determined by their Individualized Education Program (IEP), which enable them to access the general education curriculum and achieve the same high standards required of their peers. 

Linking the Individualized Education Program (IEP) activities to content standards helps ensure these Deaf and/or Hard of Hearing students the opportunities to fully access and reinforce the common core content standards addressed in their education settings.

The efforts of the IEP team are to be guided by an understanding of the student’s hearing loss and overall developmental and social needs. 

RESPONSE:
· We are aware of the different approaches to educating Deaf and hard-of-hearing students in the state of California.  We are also aware that the polarities of the various approaches have existed for centuries.  
· We strongly believe that ALL Deaf and hard-of-hearing students have the right to language from birth.  Because American Sign Language is a visual language, Deaf and hard-of-hearing students have complete access to ASL.  We would recommend the committee view the video of a lecture given by Dr. Gulati at Brown University on April 1, 2014 on the topic of Language Deprivation Syndrome.  This lecture has been archived at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8yy_K6VtHJw.  
· With the above being stated, if the committee members and commissioners believe the various approaches should be added to Chapter 9 under a new heading, so be it.  We only ask that the writers are selective in their wording and do not confuse various manual representations of English (Signed Exact English or Manually Coded English) with actual languages.  Deaf and hard-of-hearing students who use these codes are not bilingual – they are monolingual in English and for the most part are taught using the pedagogy already presented in the ELA/ELD Framework for hearing students.
COMMENTS FROM CCOS AND CEID:
· Consider deleting footnote on page 15 of Chapter 9 due to its inaccuracy:  It reads: "Deaf children can most easily learn spoken English after acquiring written English skills.”  There are profoundly Deaf and/or Hard of Hearing children who demonstrate listening and spoken language skills commensurate with their hearing peers by age 3, which is much earlier than when they acquire written skills. 

Also in Attachment 1, the research cited indicating that the new technologies (newborn hearing screening, advanced digital hearing aids, and cochlear implants, BAHAs, and auditory brainstem implants) allow children with even profound hearing loss to receive early identification, early intervention, and early access to listening and spoken language, thus, creating a "new population" of children with hearing loss, completely different in their ability to access the core curriculum areas. 

These children do not need to learn spoken English after acquiring written English skills, but will function much more as hearing children do in learning phonologic rules and phonics for reading through listening and speaking. This highlights the need for the state to use inclusive language to recognize the heterogeneity of the population of Deaf and/or Hard of Hearing students.

RESPONSE:
· The emphasis in this sentence is on the can as in the deaf children can acquire spoken English well after they’re beginning to learn the written English.  With this realization, we can confidently proceed with a bilingual approach, and if accessible to spoken English acquisition (which is dependent on many factors: residual hearing, technology, intrinsic motivation, and parental involvement), a bimodal approach can be employed where deaf children can acquire their spoken English skills.  Again, we are not advocating bilingualism to the exclusion of deaf children who have hearing technologies or who wish to learn spoken English.   It is proven that the bilingual approach is the most successful approach to develop literacy skills in all three: ASL, written English, and spoken English.

· Again, deaf and hard-of-hearing students who use technology for access to English will use the same methods as hearing students to gain access to the ELA/ELD standards.  Therefore, they were not identified.

· In response to paragraph 2: These research results are often flawed and done in small numbers.  We know this because we’re on the recipient end of the “failed” students that have gone through these “experimental” approaches.

TESTIMONY FROM MARY McGINNIS: 

Since more than 95% of parents of children with hearing loss are hearing themselves (Mitchell & Karchmer, 2004), most parents choose the language of the home—a spoken language, whether that is English, Spanish, or any other spoken language—for communication.  Hearing parents are choosing spoken language options more than 90% of the time (Alberg, et al. 2007 the preceding link is no longer valid.), so communication options must be made available for children from various backgrounds to access Common Core standards.  

RESPONSE:
· This is true, but does not automatically mean it is the best approach.
TESTIMONY FROM MARY McGINNIS:
Mitchell and Karchmer (2006) noted that the percentage of deaf and hard of hearing children who attend special schools nationally, which typically use sign language, has decreased by half.

RESPONSE:
· Yes, but this is not the case in California.

TESTIMONY FROM MARY McGINNIS:
Thus, 5.8% of homes use ASL as the home language, while 63% use spoken English, and 47% use spoken Spanish.

RESPONSE:
· This is why we cannot continue the inclusive approach (one student in a classroom with an interpreter) because parents aren’t getting support in ASL.

TESTIMONY FROM MARY McGINNIS:
They have better outcomes in vocabulary development, receptive and expressive language, syntax, speech production, and social-emotional development
RESPONSE:
· Better outcomes compared to whom?

TESTIMONY FROM MARY McGINNIS:
It is even possible for children to have developed language within the typical range of development by 5 years of age
RESPONSE:   
· Possible – this is a gamble.  A bilingual approach is a guarantee and does not exclude speech.
TESTIMONY FROM MARY McGINNIS:
With the overwhelming number of DHH children who are learning to listen and speak in California schools, we request that the Instructional Quality Commission consider CCOS/CEID’s recommended changes so that the ELA/ELD Framework meets the needs of everyone, including students who do not use ASL as their primary language, who may not identify with the Deaf culture, who are cross-cultural or bilingual in other languages. 

RESPONSE:   

· Add this as a separate section if needed, but nowhere in this letter does it support SEE, Cued Speech, SimCom etc. – just AVT, listening and speaking which strictly speaking does not constitute as pedagogy and therefore does not belong in the ELA/ELD Framework.
TESTIMONY FROM MARY McGINNIS:
The knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed to provide the potential for children with hearing loss to develop communication and language skills commensurate with their hearing peers is made possible in California through the Commission on Teacher Credentialing, which has approved two graduate programs to prepare teachers of the deaf in these technical areas.  
RESPONSE:   

· Deaf and hard-of-hearing students who have been exposed to a visual language since birth also develop communication and language skills commensurate with their hearing peers.  In addition, these students are bilingual.  (Given the advantages found in bilingual brain development, bilingual Deaf students’ may surpass their hearing peers.)

· Dr. McGinnis mentions technical training . . . the ELA/ELD Framework is about educational training and pedagogy.
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