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. ' ABSTRACT .

\\ The purpose of this study was to determine the degree of
congruence betwéen the procedures followed in Special Education anq

Adjafted Programs in two school systems®, one urban and one rural, in

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotla Canada and.the Nova Scotia Department

4
.

of Educatlon d1nect1ves and gu1de11nes goverhing such programa, as a
first step in bring1ng about constructive program change. The study,
primariiy a context evaluation was carried out in the 1981-8Z school

.year by one ‘evaluator. Department of Education off1cials adminis-

gfators and personnel of the two 'school systems and parents of children™

in progr‘ were surveyed by means of interviews “and questionrta'ires.

‘e
Spec1al education classroom observations were conducted and-students'

records were examined, Y, Kﬁ__ - :

- v

The study results indicated that statements of polfcy and 4

«

t
procedural structure for spectal, educatlon at the school gystem level-

were -limated. Procedures such as those related to diagnostic assess-
ment, perlodic re-assessment, parént consultation, parental consent
for student placement 1in Special Education and Adjusted Programs,

administration of fedication to students, periodic evaluation of TMH

~ 4 » - “.
students, teachers ang curriculum, and student record-keeping did not

appear ‘to be congrdent with the directives and guidelines. It wa¥

found that thirty percent of Junior 3chool Adjusted Program
students had left school on completion of\gfade mine with pa training

-
’

,or employment. . -

[}

Study results raised questions related to the aééquacy éf‘
’provincial directives and gpidelines, school system polisy:apd

‘admfnisgrative'procedures, communication between schools and parents
of chiidren w{th special needs and special education programmf;g
beyondqjunioﬁ hlgh schpol. A series of recommendations were made

related to each of these issues. -~

-

v

ad
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-
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i
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v
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-
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-

.
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e
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-
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LY

-
’

e
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-
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/\Grade 9 inclusive thus far 1m their operation.

- Introduction

-

IS

-

¢

-

5

. N Chapter 1 .
co k ¢ DI t. ,‘.'\
- - THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY
Do, o ,
) ’ (. M s L
. “ . - . . 'ﬁ

THe Special Educatien Programs of the School Syktems of the

.

. . L -
~ Town of Yarmouth and thé Municipality of' the District of Yarmouth
¢ v

» ’ - ]

wete developed 1p accordance with the newly déveloped requiréments

a
~

o

of the Education Act of the Province of Nova Stotja. Conseqhently{'
. T .

the programming for special education was still in the earl} stages
13

N .

#

'S
4 .

X - .
of implementation.” . .

14

% A [ -

In vieQ of this, 1t-'was censidered timely to gather such
- *

.3 .

* N . - -
data as was accessible Tegarding the Yarmouth Town and District,

X
.

., - - \

School Sysgtems' “Special Education Progrﬁhs for Grades Primary to_ .

IS

]

* -7

stated guideltnes. If there.were vdriances from intended procedures g
* - LY - -
and objectives, the consgquances

[ - - n
made. It was judged that sych a study, which was primarily a context

. b
v 1 - N

»

0

= 4

» Jhe study was intended té& learn the extent to whigh the systems'

.

¥

i
<
existing

*

[y -
R -

-~ X
§° s o [ 4

* A o o« 4

- M - e - N .

v s
. s - as . *

evaluation, could contribute to‘&mprq&emen; of short and long-tetm

~ .

programming thrpugﬂ 1déntif1catioﬁ of pbssible areas of weakness in
H s S

-

.
soa A

the guidelinés.o} in administfatiye dr other precedures.

~

-

-

*

N N -

THe provision of special education programming involves,the

*

feedugetional‘fdministtdfor in such g?sks as ident}iﬁiftion bf needs,

x

provision of appropriate facilitlei and adequate teaehing'skills.

'

.

Special»Edgcation’Programs'Met the lggal requirements under

would*be examined and recommendations

-

.

which they. functioned 'and to wpat extent, if any, they failed to follow

*

rot
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. Program evaluation prgvfdes & means of ensuring that the needs of

' K ~

¢ - ~

- »

exceptfonal students §ge being idgntified and'sugtable remedfation .
’ ‘ . «

programs provided. For_pﬁrp&ses of provisicn of speeial education, L.

’ . e >

exceptional children, whether categorized as learning disabled, .
N [S . L e
X 4 a -
behaviourally or emotionally distyrbed, educable, trainable or multi~ .

handicapped present the common characteristic of being learning .
v 4 3

disordered in varying degrees of severity. ' .
- ’ . « . .

. The criteria and methods used in speéial education for the - -

- + -~ \

V. o ¢

purpose of identifying stydents' learning disorders, assessing their .
’ s . ’ , . P ’

needs, and @evelopfng programs’ of remediation are based on various .

~
2 R . \k l A

. theoretical appréaches which will be discussed 1in,this chapter. Also

- -

1 ' 1
relevant program evaluation literature will be reviewed and definitions ,
y L -

df significant terms used inm the study will be é??gé::ed._ ;' &) .
2 I . PO a - " *

Theoretical Approaches to Learning Disorders ‘ - .
—— ey ﬁ L -7

1 - N

s Vighai perceptual appraaches.’ Each theor{st who proposes or N .

v . v

« €8Pouses a particular defjinition of-the probleﬁs of children w1£h .

‘

learning disorders reflects‘a certaim kind of appréachl;o the reme- ‘

“ .
N -

diatian of the dis:urbancés. ; .

M

. v d A\
“Strauss and Lehtinen (1947), Strauss and Kephart (1955) . .

- ’
SO, -

emphasized the visual-perceptual orientation. Algo stressing 3 -

’
\ [N

ﬁerceptual processes, Cruickshank et al (1961) argued that structuring -

" and intensification of the .stimylus are critical to improvement in

learning of the child with perceptual disturbances. Dunsirng angd N .

~

Kephart (1965) emphasized "ocular" features; spatial orientatian, .
. [} B .
1 i - )
and motor patterns for developing visual perceptual abilities. .

‘
’ . 4
: \ ¢
1




. ’ ' ‘ ) ) 3
‘- Getman et al (1964) degsloped a visual-motor madel for the
. streatment of learning problems. Getman and his associates developed

~ * -

a "physiology of readiness' program based on visual-motor.stimultatien.

Their program of visuo-motor training is based on the principle that

.

vlsual,pgrceptloﬁ 1s learneq, that 1s, visual perception has 1ts‘b3813
1n developmental sequences of’phy31qlog1ca1 actions, and stems from
actions of the entire organism. This method emphasizes body balance
and control, form recognition, and visual memory. Ge trhan p{?posed a

visuo-motor complex moedel to demonstrate development of perceptusl
skills and to provide a guideline for training the child toward

maximum cognitive growth. With his assoclates, he developed six

-

programs for developing perception-_practices in general co-ordindtion,

balance, eye-hand co-ordination, eye moveménts, form recognition, and

visual memory (1magéry).

"

Frostig and Horne (1964) also took a wvisual-perceptual approach.

Frostig's orientation derived from the developmental theories of Piaget

(1969) and Werner (1957), from learning theories, and from psycho-

analysis. Her Developmental Test of Visual Perception (1964) resulted

-

,
from observation of children with learning problems in a clinical

i N ’h

setting. Deficits identified by the test provide a possible basis for
treat;ent using tr?inlng materials for the amprovement of visual
perception as designed and developed by Frostig. The Frostig method
"involves evaluation in six main areas of development sensory-motor,

perceptual and perceptual-motor, language, higher %hought processes,

emotional development, and social development, The initial diagnosis

L T



~

'
- -

ig based on four standardized test instrumgnts.. Marianne Frostig's
Developmenta& Test of Visual Perception (1964), the Wepman Auditory *
Discrimination Test (1973), the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for -
Children (1974), and the Iliihois Test of Psycholinguistic Abiiitigf‘
(1968). Frost}g also developed a comprehensive program for the -

' developmént of gross motor sk111§. The aim of the Froa£1g procedure
is (1) to a%eliorate specific developmental lags through specific
practise activities, (2) to Feduce impulsivity and distractibility

through techniques of ¢lassroom management, (3) to teach:.subject matter

and skills, and {4) to enhance social and emotional development.

Motor déficit approaches. Among theorists who, perceive
learning disorders as'being due primarily to motor deficits, 1s

Barsch (1965, 1967, 1968), who proposed the movigenic theory of
T 1} 1

’

learning disturbances.' Barsch held that human léarning is closely

related to motor efficiency. Consequently, a remedial program for
\ o '
childré&n with learning disorders would have asg its goal to corsfct

4

whatever/perseptual impediments stand in the way of the child's taking

1l
H

full advantagg of the regular curriculum. According to Barsch,
N R '
perception is movement and movement is perception. In the curriculum

Barsch has design?d, the’ child with a learning difficulty ls given
'opporﬁﬁnities to explore and experience himself in space and to
integrat; his exp;riences intovincreasingly more complex relationships.
Anoth;r motor-based theoretical position is that of Doman and
Delacgto, Delacato 11963; 1966). Doman and Delacato developed the

patterning' theory of neurological organization which presented a

neurological reorganizational model. The method aims to establish

|

™
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. v ) ‘ * ’ . . . . N ‘* .
in, the impaired child the neurological developmental stages observed LA .
. in normal children. With this approach, after diagnosis, the‘néuro‘ ’ o ts

hd \ - - ¥

“loglcal stages found tb4 be under-developed are remediated by engaging -

[}

¥

- S
the child 1in aCtiVitliF intended to develop those particular levgls - . J

) ™

of neurological groyth. The stages towards attainment -of mobility aré.

1) rolling over, 2) crawling in a circle or backwards, 3) crawling’ /. .
) - L]
' with a pattern, 4) crawling homologous, 5) crawling homolaterally, ) "

6) crawling cross-pattern, 7) creeping without pattern, 8) creeping

‘

homologous, 9) creeping homolaterally,” 10) creeping cross-pattern,

1) cruising (walking, holding), 12) walking withput pattern, and -

% v - .
13) walking crqss-pattern. . . : :
- »
- Multi-sensory input approaches. Fernald (1943) applied tactual *
_ techniques to alleviate learning disorders. This method involves N -

simultaneous stimulation of all input modalities to reinforce, learning.
Thus, in order-to learn to read a word, the eyes, ears, touch and .o -
- ¢ - N » - ’ 14

’
motor avenues would be simultanesouly involved as well ag speech (i.e.

in spelling) in order to effect learping. Fernald drew attention to

the link-up of emotional and learning disturbances and suggested four - ky s

o

conditions to help to alleviate tHe problem. She cautioped teachers

not to call attention to emotionally-lpaded Edﬁttons, to discard -
‘ - ‘ -
methods by which the imdividual cannot learn avoid subjecting & .

s or embarrassed,

v

child to conditions which cause him to feel conspiéu

-

and tq try to direct the.child's attention his piogrgss rather than

to what he caanot do. In the Fernald method af teaching. beginning .

°

avithmetic, emphasis is placed on learning number combinations, use of

. T ~ M

’/' ) \/ ‘.
‘i .
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. ' corrcreté’ o‘b;ecta ian the teach“ing of facts;, arfd a'graspwﬁ, meaning .
- « i -

- ‘lw -

ratlter. than rote memorizatiom, . .. e e -

- - -
- 4
- . - - .

- - -

> - -

. ) <t Psycholinguistic gppxoacheSe “Batgman (T965) ‘Eo?ak ‘a psycho-— -

- - -~ - ]

M “
. ..

. . ‘"‘lingu’istie ‘approach based on\a psycholinguistl.é ?ﬁaﬁno,sis as~detet:mined» ‘“w* e L - .
- - ‘ Y a "rm « -

- - v

LT y means ‘of the. Iumols Teat of P’sycholingulstic Agﬂgchs (1968) ; ST T

- » - - .

- . Babem\an proposed a séxnes of stages in the -d].‘aghost* nemedi&'l process._ Lo T

y

- - L

P Bateman argued for giving ~ptiorm:y to the c.hlld ‘s, weakne!wes {p the \ -e 0 I

- . T ¢ ] -

remed;la’i prq:ess. A‘écording t;o tgman, the primary focus shbuid be “ .- <
= - - A} . ) .o, El

or; teaching the child r.o 'do what he cannot presen.tly do and usiﬁg N -

- - LJ
“' - - - -

v . those- techniq es which assi“st tn- eliclting.and sr.rengtheni-ng those . ..

X

‘ e . e . .

o be‘ha.,v,{aura. She peréelved two~possib1ekfoqrces of diﬁfi‘culty‘ iﬁ’ ’ ) / -

- - - . —

l

reIativeiy strong N

-

. ) allowing tfie child to more fully devel-op his al
~ P e

. oo, abiLitLés* (1) by 80 doi‘n “we increase the discr ) *among his .

. .- 5 . - . f
- “e

own levvels pf development and.,(?) the day ; ‘er the taek may c‘ome then the a

e -l -

disgbl?itt a;egél can no longgr be circumvénted ox-— ¢umpens:ated for- ' - .
(p..237). C e e R 4 ’~' L . o R — ,
( B y - . . - ., . . T

‘

i

i

"~ *

. Emotional‘ disorrder aﬂn‘oaches. .Some theoretical orieftdtfons -. . é
.

+
p

i

o ) » . - - N tyw g
. - . - -

- Are, cen.tere& on' psychogyna}nic development nersona'lgty stricture and J' - - .

. Y . N - 4 v A . - - T e
. : \ ego fguction}ng,,:all of which bear ory how a child will approach a - . -

- . N v
“ - ~ . - .. - ’
~ - - -

- : ieanihg task and the-degreé"of léarning'wﬁiéh will occur . Amongst cee T, e

- - . - -,

JLthose thgorists who‘bave t&ken a psychodynan’fié View of ths ‘1earnirrg ’ . - -,

~
& R - ar -y - - oy

digordered chilﬁ” are Bgtr.elheim (19557 Rappaport (1»966) Eisenberg .. .

- - .
- - - - - -

R w>cuﬂnU%w.m¢mnm(mm) Tl 'm;jfv

1 -
v v - - PR . - -
[ 4

he 3

Bettelheim (1‘955) noted that d‘.he’ blogkin th&t'p;:'eve_nts‘. . . - -y

"y - z
. Fl - - a - .
-

e o learning is closely relatq;i to the imp%rm&nt q{ intelli&ence by . T .« °
: » ..4 .. - -~ -

A‘cvl * - -

. . emotional disturbance (p. 497). Bettelheth's qMIHrgn'wcre c].aaa-ed - LT

- - 5 J -

. - -

g et o5,



as disturbéd but the close relationship between Iearning diaturbanceé : '":1:

. P . - .

and emotional disturbances’ hag heen noted by ethers, Cordon CLQ]O),,, "::}~

e Wy
- - LIRY -
s -

Griffin (1971), Rosenehal (1973), SiIver (197&) Deshler €t9783. -

< ‘- x

Rappaport (1966) expressed the vfew that ego functions an the et

.
s or . ~ -

learning disordered child are advetsely qffected betause .the central Lo~

R .. . L

nervous system is not maturing in a ndr@al magpgx, If the mgter and wn o et K

' ,‘. ¢ I ,: +
perceptual functions are disturbed the,child's efforts toﬂmaster Ve - e YT

age-appropriate tasks tend to be unsuccess'ful !nd as a: t:thequen'ce ) . -

N - -

the child experiences feelings of frustvatian and dimlnished selj» - -

“ 7.

esteem. His efforts do not elicit the‘reward of pareﬁtal pridé 1n him..~ ' C .

- -

Instead, his behaviours tend ta cause pgrental anxietyfand frustrations

- e oo . LT .

which in turn lead to te;ection or over-prntectien eﬁ'the child. Thus - .,

¥ k3
“ P -

the child's contacts with the environmenx-afe unrewarding and lead- to ’ ST

- \
- - v
P

feelings of insecurity and wiﬁhdrawal sfnce.he‘id not teceiving .- o
. ‘: > q ! t - *

affection or praise for achievement.”'The sghoor experience then". . . . . -

3 .
.
- S - . . N

becomes increasingly destructive to. thé personality.' With repeated - ~~'—"' -0
lack of success in daily efforts,,the child's helf-concept cannot '/f ) s
o e S
develop adequately. Since children with leavning dtsturbances frequentiy e, 0T
A . N R 3 ’

tend to shaw erratic, school performance, thefr ﬁucoeasful efforts tend

.y - L

to be misleading to the teacher who mighﬁ conelu&s'that the child is LT

capable of performing at a coneistently higher level.~ Cohsequently‘ "

'(¢. i - .
. - -

the learning-disordered child might be chast{sed beCause of his . , . .-

v 0 1
« . - +

occasional successes. 'Siﬂce such a chilq'could,bécome the zecipteﬁtm . ’

. 2 . N . - N

of many impatient remarks from the Qeébhe%'reéerﬁing’hié poor behaviour - -

- . - »

4 - -

and attitude, the child's'personality.could guffer a&ditionel damege.
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* - E1senberg (1969) noted thet if | thé teacher displays, K increasin

) 1mpat1énce and 1nd1cates to the child that 1t is bhe child's poot

attitude to learning that causes his.classroom difficulties, the

teacher” will only elevate the levels of anxtety, frustration and

]
4 - >

conifysion 1inm the child.

- 4 . \
Lo Giffin (1968) suggested thdt many df' the learning disturbance

‘-

that- become evident when the child enters the'school~sysfem ptohably

-~ -,

[ - N -~ L

The only reasonafor their not having been noted in the earller period

- ' w

is that the J}Pme is a more tolerant, accepting environment than the

-school. He argued that the school makes no_pIIowance for ‘the child'

- shortcomings and frequently the teacher simply does not understand th

v - £

2 v

. -

g

8

beéan to display thgmsel&es 1n less severe form-in>thé preschool period.

e

thild's difficultiess ‘ , -

PR

’ The forms of émotiondl disturbance related. to pfoblems of
learning tend to vary depending on the individual child's unique way

-
’

of responding to the environment and the nature of:the environment,

-that is, whether K it is supportive or hostile. Harris (1970) reported
a variety of emotional problems associated with learnihg disturbances

conscious refusal to-learn, overt hostility, negative conditioning to

% -
& .

learning, displacement of hbstility,,resistancé to pressure, clinging

to dependency, quick digcouragement, the attitude that success is

- . \

N

dangerous, extreme distractibility or reétleSSness, and -absorption. in
' e + ~

a private world. ' - r

Aylward (1971) expressed the view that it serves no useful

J -

3

purpose to attempt to determine whether the learning distyrbance caus

LY

the emotional disturbance or if the reverse is the case. He stressed

-

1 . .

ed

a


http://whether.lt

\ v

.

that the immediatg céncern is to provide the chi}d/élth ppropriate
academic support 1n order that experiences of success could result

which will contribute to the child's improved self-esteem d feellngs'
LY [ ~

of worth. * ’ -

Patten (1983) concl from her statistical 1investigation that
the i1ntegration of academic¢c and emotional remediatidn programs 1s
appropriate for young learning-disordered students.

,

Behaviour modification approsches. McCarthy and McCarthy (1969)

noted that 1in the field of special education and learning disorders,

' 3 4

behavioural modification techniques 1n remediatiph and assessment are

- .

being used increasingly. The behavour modification approach developed
out of early behavioural theory as presented by Skinner (1963). The
concept of operant conditipning 1nvolves the technlquérof causing a

desired behaviour to persist in a suéﬂect by the provision of positive \

’

reinforcement immediately following the display @f the desired behaviour.
Such techniques have been used to modify and shape human behaviour,
“
\ 1)
particularly jn relatién to unacceptable social behaviours. In the

.

application of behaviour modifidation to learning problems, the teacher -

\

determines the antecedent event of stimulus, behaviour of interest or

desired behaviour, and SUbQE?ueht event or reinforcement. The strongest

effects are obtained by immediate, positive scheduled reinfqrcements.

" -

The teacher sets out specific behavioural goals for the child and, for

each such goal, it should be possible to observe that the desired

learning accurs. Underlying causes are not the concern of the

;

pggctitioner of behaviour modification. Instead, the behaviours

R

which interfere with learning are i1dentified. Then the technique is !

: ‘ 3
s L ' .
™
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L)

’ ' ’ 10

'
~ -

determined whereby the environment of tHe child can be manipulated so

I3

as to eliminate the undesired responses and elicit the desired 4

.

responses from the child. To eliminate the undesirable behgviour,

.

a negative reinforcement 1s introduced. Extinction of the uhdesirable

2

- -
behaviour occurs when positive reinforcement 4% eliminated for that

behaviour and only négative reinforcement 1s experienced. Schedules

of reinforcement set out the plan for conditions under which reinforce-

ment will occur. The desired behaviour 1s shaped through a set of

s
/

orderly tasks. ~ .

v

14

Premack (1959) stated that preferred activities could be used

to reinforce less preferred activities. This notion 1s 1hvolved 1in

7

contingency management (i1.e. 1f a child prefers to read a stiory bogk

e
rather than complete a math task, the story book would be contingent
I3 - f

\ st
-
.

upon his completing the math task).

1 P ,
A}

v .

: Behaviour mpdlfii;;¢Qn techniques provide a practitioner with

[N

a method of assessment and remediation which does not i1ryolve assump-

s 7 - +

tions as to etiology (Lovitt, 1967, ,Trieber and Lahey, 1983). The

~

goal in~behavxour‘modifhcation,ls to gradually reduce the need for

reinforcers. Hewett (1967, 1968) proposed-a seven-level hierarchy of

behaviour which demonstrates this gradual independence from reinfarcers

(1) primary levelz-de51red behaviour is displayed on;y'for the purpose
\ A
bf recelviﬁgwlmmedlate reward, (2) acéeptance leyel--tea?her
communic;tes complete acceptance ofwéhe child, the child works without
¢ . ’ R
reward on a‘one-ﬁb-one basis with’the‘teachér, (3) order lewel--the -
child acce;ts the spec1fied‘copdition; for learning such as structuré,

' - - .

£



a Y
—

routine, and the set 11m1tsk9f the learming situation, {4) exploratory’
Y ¥ -
Yevel--the child 1s ready to investigate the environment through motor,
. sensory and perceptual exploration, (5) relationship level--the child

‘ >

- ' . T -
-perceives the teacher's approval and recognition as social reinforcers, .

- .

\
(6) mastery level--the child 1s now ready for academic learning and
learns the basic skflls of reading, writing and arithmetic, and (7)

achievement level--the chi1ld 1s now self-motivating through his o

behavgpurs, achreving and eager for new learning experignces without
» ) g 8 8

outside reinforcers. .

Educational strategies®approaches. Precision teaching developed

» ‘

ot of hehav1our modification. Ptecision teaching offers a standardized

system of monitoring behaviour and charting daily improvement  and change

s

* (Bates and Bates, 1971). According to Bradfield (1971) there are four

%bmponehﬁs of precision teaching (1) a specific system of recording
. . :

and charting data using a standardized six-cycie daily behaviour chart,
’ ’ r
(2) a precise definition of behaviours to be changed, (3 an emphasis

on the total learning process rather than.on reinforcements, and _ (4) .an ., .
4

-
organized attefipt to collect and distribute projects that "have used
. -
N

the precision teaching system. In precision teach1dg, improvement 1s ¢

\

, considered to be ‘the 1nErggsed frequency of the.desired behaviour.
- , },-‘ T ~
Moyer and Dardig (1978) reported that a behavioural approach is
v - W 0 ’ ' .
P%rtlcularly‘helpful in teaching severely handicapped ¢hildren. ‘'They

noted that task analysis setves two purposes, both as a diagnostic

'

:

function in helping teo pingoini the student's épecific fynctioning

level on the target skill, and in providing a basis for sequent1a1~

'

1
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Social-cultural approaches.. The ecological orientation to .

.

! remediation of Ie%Enlng disorders 1s socirally or gulturaliy oriented.
' - v B +

* Theorists who %eveloped this approach consider the child only 1in.the -
. 1

cpntext of the €cosystem 1n which he operates, that 1s, the culture in:

which he functions. The ecological approach 1s based mainly on the

- work of Rhodes/(l970) and aims tg restructuré the interactions which
11 -

- . dccur between the child and his cdlfure. *In tRis technique much
" N . . i

attention 1s given to 1dent1fy1ng the nature of social sanctions and

< ~

inhibitions, cultural tdeals, anff the sub-units within the child's ’

ecosystem (1n some- 1nstances possibly interaction with one other

P}

-
.

person). - o _ J .

y : ’ In applylné.tth approach, teachers use various specific

. »

v > o,
. techniques similar to other approaches,” such as behaviour management

. programs, group activities and i1ndividual goal-setting behaviour.

’ <

The schoél carries out ‘two functions according to Rhodes, attending to

- the cognitive development of the child and his mastery of skills, and

‘ , A

I3
becoming familiar with and‘commun1cating with the child's ecosystem,

s - Ld

(fris environment), in order to-make modifications to that_environment
' when necessary. ' d

>

¥
A succesgsful program using the ecological approach, Project

- ¥ " "

, Re-Ed, was developed by Hobbs (1969). Hobbs listed twelve important

- v

principles of the ecologlcai approagh. Amgngst these are involvement -

:of the student in purposeful activities with high success probabifity,



1

&

\

»

.
) - ) . 13
~ v
.

“«
‘ - L_J
[

maintenance of family contact, establishment of mutual tfust,
encouragement of, emotional expression and emphasis on physical R

adtivities and group relationships (p. 230, 231). ' .-

r

. .
Johnson and Morasky (1977) noted that the environhental-

’

écolog{cal approach differs from the behaviour modification and .

leducational strategies approaches primarily in that the ecological

[}

- r
v r”

gpprdach'puts strong emphasis on social interaction and group

structure:for the purpose of helping the child to. become a successful p

.
“

participant-in his culture. Therefore, the importanf reinforcers ’ ’

applied are likely to be of a social nature rather than material or

4

n ™

personal. * , . ’

- 1
S

Psycgpsoc{al approdches. The psychosocial approaches {end to; .

7

contrast w1t§ the traditional views and approache% to the‘Qr lems of
the learning-disordered child.. Theorists wh; have adégted a psycho-
sociai(approach have tfended to‘question, not oély the di;gnostic

téchnique§ and remedial methbds developed and used widely, but also * v
£h: very definition of the problem as somé form of learning disorder. .

R -

’ & .
These theortsts, in general, express alarm regarding the increaéin& %

>
-

numbers of children labelled as ‘ledrning disordered or mentatly

‘retarded, the increased use of tests, the questionable competence of

diagnostic perdonnel, the doubtful value oé s!‘2d¥31 techniques, and A
the possibly detrimental effect of the current wid;;;anging system of
1dent1fica}ion and t}e;tment ;n tge future ;ell-béiqg of today's

children. .Among thege theori;ts are Schfag and Divoky (1975) who /
q;estioned the pr;Etises in specialjéduc;tion, suégesting that

techniques used are primarily a means oflcontrollfng and managing

Es

P

-



children, and of reshaping their persgnalities for the convenience of '
n [ (S \ -
"institutions (p. 225). - ‘

’ : -
.

, ¥
Schfag and Divoky (1975) advocated strong parental 1involvement

- A

3

1n order to ensure that the individual -rights.of the child. are

’ '
recognized, to limit or qlxminatelunde91rab1e screening and testing,
, 4 ’ ¢ i3
to avoid special class placement, and tp prevent improper.labélling

. A .

of the child. They suggest to parents certain techmiques and
resources (1) parents should quéstion procedures that authorities

- . -

plan to" folldw with regard to their child, , (2) pareats should not

. -

allow themselves to‘feel awe of the community or school authorities,.

N p

\

(33 parents should demand written statements of intent'and recqrds

of testing and interviews, etc. regarding their child, (4) parepts

- v

should seek support of cemmunity groups when dealing with schools,

\

welfare or police authorities, (5) parents should not relax their
' PRV .

\

suspicion of authorities even if first experiences with them indicate

’
'

1 ’ Ll v
genulneness, (6) parentés should act first letting the school know .on

’

N N

initial enrolment of their chrld that they will be checking fréquently,

\ '

-

l'every Pzw’months,” on his recdrd,'and that no testing 1s to be

N
]

carried out without barentgl written approval in each jndividual
NE [ . . ’
instance, (7) parents, not the school, should ‘choose the specialist
s [ - ’ .
who will examine their child if such a procedure proves necessary,

(8) parents should seek legal advice ' »n all formal disciplinary

’

- \

confrontations with institutional representatlves;_ (9) parents should

~ ' s

familiarize themselves with all local statutes, regulations, and locgl
4 5

practices which may affect their child in ;chqol placement’ or

-

- ' . ’
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+

\\\\\\ disciplinary issues and (10)- parents should make every effort to act |

v

to prevent any formal *legal action rather than allow 1t to occur and
)

- ' .
» v

then attempt to plead the injustice of the decision since court

4

actions tend to result in limited restitution for the famlly. -
% Schrag and Divoky (1975) spoke out against the political .

implications of thé remarkable rise in.ingidence of learning disorders,

o

of labelling ¢of children, of special class placemenht, af high incidence

- amongst lower socio-economic groups, -of drug use for treatmeﬁ}, of the

»
o

helplessness of pdarents against authorities, and of the pressure

. . .

groups' involvement in the 1increase in idence, labelling and

. ‘

placement. . . ’

Also questioning the techniques of 'testing, evaluating and

treatment, Rubin and Balow (1978) noted that etassroom teachers acting

i
- 4 1

. - on their own judgement as to what constitutes problem‘behaviour are

the most frequent initiators of referrals for special services. They

argued that, 1f the teacher sees the ¢hild as a problem,*‘for that *

school year al} interaction between the teacher and the child will _

probably be affected by that interpretation with negative consequences

“

for the child. They suggeéted that the common belief of teachers thét
children are problems, as indicatqﬁ by their study, might partially -

*  explain Morsé}s (1963) finding that children's self-esteem drops

- sharply from Grade 3 to Grade 11. Balow (}971) also duestipnqd the

s v efficacy of perceptual-motor activities in the treatment of severe

. .
.

learning d1sab}11ties. He pointed out that the ,benefit of sugch

s
\ '

treatment is, nof indicated by research in the field, Balow, in fact,.

advocated careful research of techniques now in use in special

v
[



.

.

i ) . . i6

- o - .

education, of diagnostfc methods, and of recognition that there is no

substitute for éood teaching of skills. Balow, likeSchrag and Divoky,

-
\

directed attention to the fact that a 1arge‘portion of serious cases

of learning disorders come from the economically ard secially under-

-

privileged sections of the totdl population. He suggested, therefore,
that any techniques which tend to ensure coptrol eof groups which might
otherw1se‘dlsrupf the status quo of established power groups must

always be questioned carefully to ensyre thé integrity and validity of °

their practices and stated goals. b T

¥

-~

Coles (1978) was highly critfcal of the methods of identifi- .
cation of the learping disordered population by the use of the

. ‘ ) , |
generally-accepted standasrdized test battéry. He quoted extensive

. .
[

research which tended to indicate mixed findings for the valadity of

-

guch'tesg 1nstruments as’the Wechg}er Intelligence Scale for Children -
Revised (WISC-R) (1974), the Illinois Test of Psycholinﬁuistic

Abilitieé, (ITPA) (1968),:the Weépman Auditery Discrimination Test (1973),

the Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test (BVMG) (1946), the Graham &

~ .

) . . -
Kendall Memory-for-Designs Test (MFD) (1968), and otﬂhrzf as discri-

minating instruments for identification of learning disorders. He

‘questioned, not only the test battery, but also neurological tests for

soft gigns and the EEG. None, he argued, appear to be good identifiers

of 1eérning disorders. Coles held that the mqtiggt{on for-the

tpﬁditianI approach is, in part, political. The real direction to be

followed as indicated by the problems, in his view, is the modffication

4

of the general educational process, institutions and -social conditions
-

¢
’

< v R ™ T W LS,
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affecting the child, and the appropriation of more resources for
social use. ’ .
Coles suggested that another motivating factor for adminis-

tratidon aof the test battery is to allow for the prescription of such

drugs as Ritalin, the use of which, he noted, had reached alarming

proportions (1.e. in 1977, 463,000 prescriptions of thalln'were filled

3

by pharmacists in the United States, according to IMS America as quoted

by Coles), Coles also held that educators may seek to enhance their

profession by aligning themselves with the medical profession. -

/ AN
The questioning of the underlying motives of the traditional

- -

orientations tq the problem of the learning disordered child emerged
.
as a trend in the 1970's and continues. In general, 4at}ention was

-

being directed to social factors as the real underlying causal condi-

4
I

tions. Careful scrutiny of the environment, as represgnted by the
family, the social sub-group, socio-economic status of the family, and
comparison of the smaller group standards with the main social group

‘

standards Wwere recommended as techniques to elicit the most pertinent

- *

data for‘remediatlon of the child's diff;culties. Ames (1983) argued
that the label of learning disability is too often applied when the
problem 1s one of immaturity and unreadiness.

In the case of mindrity children, Schrag and Divoky (1875)
pointed out that studies indicate that a significantly larger number

of minority-group children appear in the claésif1¢ations of borderline

retarded and delinquent. They drew attention to a need for improvement

of education for minority-group children, arguing that existing

educatiorial offerings tend to point up the differences and negatiwve

S
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’ K N

-
characteristics of minority-group children, ‘that’1s, those character- ‘
f

1stics which tend to-be different from the accepted behdviours of the

larger population of children. o ) e V-

t ° -
Chi1ld advocacy approaches.‘ Since the 1970's, there has been

¢ -

an 1ncrease 1n court actidbns which have been brought by parents and

~

parent groups 1n the United States against the school systems for

-
v

perceived i1njustices 1in the meeting of the educational needs of their

¢hildren. (Brown, 1979: Townsend and Mattson, 1981; Bateman, 1982,

_Bersoff et al, 1982, Strickland, 1982). The introductiom 1n the
United States of Bill 94-142 (The Educafion of alllhandicgpped Children

Act, United States, 1975) and in Canada the Report of the Commission on
» » ¢

Emotional and.Learn1ng Disorders in Children, One Million Children,

(CELDIC hepprﬂ; 1970) resulted from the growing publlc'concern as to

)

the p0331bbe unmet needs of exceptional children:in the schools. As a

consequence, new legislation has been introduced in the United States

and 1n some ances in Canada. In the United States the educational

“ /4
systems must now provide appropriate testing for,bilingual children 1n

both their primary and secondary languages,.and test instruments Which ‘

N ~

are not ,predominantly verbal. In aaditioh, the minority group children -

1n special clasg'ses must be re-evaluated to detérmine if they’have béen

correctly placed. The reasons for high minerity group populations in

special classes must be questiened and investigated. Test nhorms (for

-

*

minarity group\ populations must be specially developed and speéial .

A~

transitional programs develéped in order to return tmproperly placed

minority group children to the regular classrpom. TParental partici- "~

J \
pation in educational decision-making for their handicapped children

1 v v



has been legally recognized while-the developmenl of appropriate
- - . AY . f .
»” community services to improve special educatjon is another aspect of
children's rights which has come before the courts. - v

- -

/Malnstreahlné approaches. ~ Out of legiglation in U.S. Bill 94-142

which stated 1n part that the child should -be provided wiEh the least
' \

restrictive educational enviornment; the model of service delivery ~
> - \ R

‘termed 'mainstréaming’ has deveiopéﬂ. The term 'mainstreaming' refers

- -

* to the process of ad&ptioﬁ and -assimilation of the-special education

’ ! - ' ‘

student into the regular education clagsroom. Those, advocating T
' * . i b '
mainstreaming argue that- 1) categorizing children by gross-diagnostic

1

labels 1s couﬁter-productive, 2) evaluatiﬂg children's strengths and
\

-
- [

weaknesses should be more related to specific fnstructional objectives

v

than to academic skills, 3) grouping childTen should be carried out

+ "t

according tp defined needs rather tban diagnostic classificatipon,

> ~

4) 1nvolving spec1q1ists ané consultants i1n the child's: remediation
program should only be allowed where direct student need was demonstra-

4

ted so that whenever .possible diagnoétic, prescriptive and remedial

activities should infolve common personnel and 5) segregating éevgrely

:haqdlcapped children should only occur when necessary because of

. performaqc? ability criteria not their hanéiéap classificatioﬁg

‘(johnsoq and Morasky, 1;77,‘p;‘127). ot e . -
co D;nn (1973)‘definéé four classes of ex;eptional children in

‘.isliflon to iptegrated'bpecial educaticon strategies }2 the mosg
integrated--those enrolled in the ;ééuiar grades and providsg only . -

-

needed special instructional faterials, equipmenthzi/;QggEltative
services, 2) the nex;.host integrated--students r ve all or,-

rl

:
%
g

.
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+ at least, part of theiL academic instruction in the mainstream but

-

. »~

" <their ihstrucéjon is supplemented with spegcial education tutors who

i4

. -
.- derve as-helpers to the regular instructors or who are resource room

~

B

or Special class teachers, 3) the quite segregated--students attend

- - -

self-contained special day schools arl classes and 4) the most
segrégated--student; are‘£n.boarding.@choolq, hospitals and/or receive
homebound instructf;n (p. S;I. - ~
¢ #
- “fﬁtegrating exceptionaIﬁéhildren into the %ainstream requireg

- ' L3

that teachers be flexiﬁle, }nowledgeable regarding exceptional

o~

™

children's probfems ard aware ofwxthe alternative solution& available

- o«
for thelr resolution. Heron (1978) described rescurces available to

-

'Y ., . [N
the schools* 1) personalize the leartiing enrvironment so that
individual learning ‘Style or behaviour are accommodated (provide a

model, incrtase teacheffgspdent cd&munication by seating arrangement,
> .
provide peer tutoring), 2) reteach basic or prerequisite skills if

om

necessary, 3) if academic and /or social problems are still +resistant,
- - . N
implement behavioyr modification- techniques, 4) if techmiques are'

- »
atil]l ineffective, ensure that 'notmaliﬂclassﬁates are understanding

of individual differences in their exceptional classmates by integrating
- -

- b " -
ghe_exceptional student in workirig groups, 55:retnforce-appropriate

A bl

soclal interaction by classmates towards the exceﬁi&onal student through
class or individual -student.gewards (i.e. free time). -
\ Heron noted that teacher behaviour cah be a factor in successful

s

i"‘rr;ainstreaming. To enhance the quality of teachi‘-student effect,
} . -y . , ,
teaching should demonstrate productive rather than reactive teaching

behaviour. Therefore, téacherg need to be provided with feedback or-‘»

i 4




cues from- supervtsers, principdls, parents or vefqnteérs in‘ rder to':’~

.
4 PP - 5

change. Teachets tieed the opportunity also to mddal ori skilled teaphers*’

. *
s - .o
- ’ - -

and to perform ‘the teaching task ynder the model* a,thervat}on in order .

a ¢ - -
i .. N ¥ N

to obtain feedback regarding.their'perfofmgﬁce.«,Léstlyfvﬁeacpers also

A

-

/ - b -0 “ ’ v: ' e
need in-service to provide them with Qpécific'fdnctidnal tegeh{ng ’ “:
» o, . - )
t .
skills in order to meet thé needs of ‘a heterbgenequs classroom student,
N 2" o, 0w . te o __" “'v
population. O R L N - %

» - . 3 .y - »
* . N F » -

Salend (1984) outlined six §a§tor§:which,heeﬂerceiyed‘ae - .

contributing to develdbment'of'successfﬁi'mhinstreaming. 1) developing
4 * - e > N
criteria for mainstreaming, 2) preparing Uandieapped stndents for -

-4 ,.. -

integration, 3) preparing non-thdicapped stu&en;s, 4y ﬁromothg o
; R .

communication among educators, 5) evaluating sﬁudapt.groggeps‘and "y

- . s
s > * ~ . <%
.

6)prqviding in-gervice training.” | L -

Current approachés. More precisg knowledge.bf the fuhétlon of

- - .

the brain has led to development of a heuxopsychologicel,gpproach to,

~

. T W

learning disorders (Obrzut and Hynd,~1983) ands to aagessment techniques -*

. - -
.

which provide a basis for individualized egpcatidh'programg (Hartlage

\

and Telzrow, 1983). . o T .

[ ‘ » . N T r -
Another emerging development resuLting frém: the Yapid

» -
o -

technologic 1 advances of our times is tha aﬁplication oi micro- »_«~' il

. - P

”
-~ - - -

computers §o the field of epecial education . Fhese deviceg ‘are seen,? -

- -~
i - .

to have applieﬂﬁ}oma which would‘improve'ﬁgqy aspeces’?f_fpecisl e

[ .
.
. , - Y

education sych as administration, assessment, ‘instruction, related
- )

% -
[ 4
- < 3

?

e y

services apd staff development (Bennett, 1982). Ofie computer

. *

- ~ - EY
application suggested by Bendett i8 to provide+accugate’ and timely >

. » . - . “ .
program informatfon for the ‘administrator. , o . -

-4
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t— . Siscussion—of the Various Approaches
":- . - The various thegretlcal approaches to learnting disorders have
’ Lo ‘;esulted in strategles for remedf3tion to be used by school systems.
‘C - T Lerner (1976) noted that Dun31ng and Kephart's (1965)
~ - ‘ perceptuaL-motor theory of learnlng disarders falls short in that it

4 -

. concentrates on perceptual and motor development and gives insufficient

- . <~ . .

. ’ . . attention td the.transition from that stage of development to academic

-

and cognitive development. This framework tends to lack adequate
gutdelines to carfy the child across the stages. At the same time,

. speeéh and languageé are fiot emphasized in the Dunélng and Kephart

L) 4

¢ e . ) ﬂ‘methqﬂ. Moretver, the stud&es‘as reported by Hammill and Wiederliolt
! (1973), Hammi1l' and Larsen (1974), Hammill, Gpodman, and Wiederholt

. (1974), indicate that motar, tratnlqé procedures do not demongtrate

”

- . that the techniques'slgn}flcantly improve teadiness skills, 1intelligence,

. oo ac;deMic achievemerit, or perceﬁtual-motor’performance, although motor ’
rd i . . . 4
- -

«development is an important aspect of the total devefbpment of the

- P 5

- L™ . chfld and should form a part of any program intended to foster the

.
- [ r

v . . child’s general .improvement.

- »

- .y The remedial approaches.of Barsch (1965, 1967, 1968) and

Donsing .and Kephart (1965) have been criticised for the limited role

.
.

. -of'languagg and auditory skills. McCarthy and McCarthy (1969) remarked

- . that Barsch's vaigenLc approach would probably be appropriate for some

;hildren but not at all effective with others, because of the different

¢

¢ caU!es‘of their’pqor school performance (p. 41). This comment high-

* . +1ights the need to recognize that €ach chitd is unique with a particular

- s » 7



-

noted by Balo‘(1971), does not result in direct transfer and

» ( ,
. )

complex of needs which must- be evaluated carefully 1n'order'to bring

about, beneficial change. <

~

Doman and Délacnlo‘s (Délgcato, 1566) patterning the;ry has
been cﬂitxpized\by medical, health and educ;t1ona1 authoraties
(CEU1cksh5;k, 1968). Robbins' <1966) sEudy cast doubt as to the
efficacy of the method.

Getman's (1965) visuomotor theory has been subjected to the

~ ¢

A

4 -

-

same type of criticism asﬂave the other motor-based ther;ries: l.e.

the theory lacks emphasis upon other hspécts of learning, a
‘\ i
] -
emphasizes the role of visual perception. Getman?s,model does not

ver -
v

ciearly 1nd1qp;p’how the child moves from motor deVelgpment to the

cognitive stage of 1;arn1ngh Moreover, the role of feedp k 14" "
t )

providing information, thus learning, to the child 1s not {ncluded.

Empirical ev1dence for the support of the concept ﬁz?ﬁﬁ*to ‘be

lacklng ¢Johnsorr and Morasky, 1977). .

The visual perceptual approach as proposed @ﬁ Ffostig and

Horne (1965) and others has alsa been criticised (Olson, 1968,

Hammt1l, 1972, BaYtow, 1971, Schrag and Divoky,\1975, and Kavale,

-

1983). Research data, on the whole, indicates that the Frostig Test

does not correlate highly with reading achievement and that the Frostig

training program does not improve reading skills (Vellutino, 1977).
L]

Lerner (1976) also noted that there tends to be a lack of evidence for

Al

direct transfer or linkage between the programs and school skills, in ’

¢

particular, to reading skill. However, including such programs, as

1}

-
-

)
consequently could not be readily measured in a typical -experimental

S
i

v
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\h\h;\\\\\/;hat mator perceptual programs should gener
- * [
curriqulum for all primary grade pupils.

,

¢

*

~

24

.

situation. In spite of the lack of positive indicators to favour the

.

ise "of ‘perceptual and motor training techmiques, the need for and the
3

benefit to be derived from such programs with®n the total training
- }
programs for children should not be ignored. Balow (1971) suggested

ly be added to the

pupils of any grade, who

have fserioug defiglencfés~in school skilll¥, becg‘.g of the emjoyment

and' developmental appropr}ateness, tbe
. . .

that' can come from perceptual activitie

rsonal recognition‘of success
- 4 -
, the accompanying ‘positive

-

attention from significant adults, the 5pbo:tun§ty provided to the
. R ,

child to improve visual apnd mdtor.skills and ability to follow

2

directions (p. 524).

Successful integration of exceptional chlldren into the

- -

regular. clagsroom is depepdent upon a number of fagtors.but the

r

importance of the regular classroom teacher as a facilitator in
b

integration was emphasized by Nesbit and Karagianis (1981) who -saw

peer acceptance as the most crucial concern im the process of
integration. The teacher who demonstrates an attifude of acceptance

of the exceptional student is providing a médel for the student's

-
’

classmates.

Cruiqkshani (1983) deplored the dismantling of self-contained

« ™ .

special education in faJ%ur of maingtmeaging. .He expressed daubt that
the programs of preparation of the regular general elementary or
secondary teachers or administrators havé equipped them to understand

the true nature of the problems of exceptional children or the

stratégies which should be employed towards their remediation.

1



qblllty that programs will be cancelled because of the influence o6f

I

.
. ‘ 25
- ~ +
R .

Thé need for improved preparation programs for general school

administrators was noted by Raske (1979) while Johnson,and Morasky
(1977) pointed to the need ‘for continuing and in-service training for -

the regular classroom te;Ehef to compensafe for preservice programs

which lacked adequate content related to special education.

Program Evaluation

4 ’

There is an ever-increasing demand 1n our modern society for
accountability at all levels of orBanization. At the decision-making
levels, accountability means that, unless programs in which professionals
are involved can be proven to be effective, there is always the possi-

-

pressure groups, economic or physical constralnté, al'ternative programs
of equal or greater current popularity, ;r because of pbrcei;ed future
conditions. ﬁmcountability, then, has resulted in the demand for closer
scrutiny~of institutional activities such as the provision of educational
services. Planned scrutiny in the form of evaluation is 4 process of

Eomparison of-clearly specified objectives with data regarding

performance.

o
7

Methqgds of evaluation. Evaluation has been defined in various

. na

terms. M. C. Alkin (1969) defined evaluation as '"....the process of

" ~

v

ascertaining the decision areas of concern, selecting appropr}ate
information, and collecting and analysing information in order to
report su;mary data useful to decision-makers in selecting among
alternatives." (p. 150). According to L. J. Cronback (1963),

evaluation is "....collection and use of information to make decisions

about an educational program." (p. 44). Malcolm Provus (1969) stressed

. ¢



the use of evaluation as the decision-waker's tool with which to

t . »
., & . PN
determine whether to improwe, maintdin or terminate a program. -He

v

described evaltiation as '"....the process of (a) agreeing upon program

standards, (b) determining whether a discrepancy exists between some -

» '

aspect of the program and the standards governing that aspect of the .

.
-

program, and (c) using,discrepancy information to 1dentify the

weaknesses of the program." (p. 172).

~ i ~ -

[

The~role of evaluation was stressed by Michael Sériven (1967)

’ -
N ‘

who referred to the formative role, when a new program is being

A -

evaluated, and the summative role when the information gained wull

v [ 1 ¥
' v \

determine 1f the program in 1ts modified and finished form is worthy

4

of retention or should be terminated.

~

Robert E. Stake (1967) argued that evaluation reports can only

¢

be fully understood 1f ‘a full description of the educational prdgram

i

1s 1ncluded. Oniy then could the decision-makers mgke sound judge-

A
»

ments. According o Stake, '"For evaluation of curricula, attentjon to

individual differences among students should give way tb attention to
~ >

the contingencies among background conditions, classroom activities,

. 4

and scholastic dutcomes." (ff. 108).

The decision-management oriented approagh to evaluation 1d

v \

represented by the CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Prdduct) evaluation

-

model of Daniel L. Stufflebeam (1971). He held that evaluation, -

»

should present information useful to decision-makers. Therefore,

s

evaluation is, necessarily, a cyclic, coﬁtinulng process which has

thrée main steps of delineating, obtaining and providing. These

three stepé fo;ﬁ‘the basis for a methodology of evaluation.

8



-

s

N ‘

\The delineatirig and providing steps are 1ntenf5ce dctivities requiring

- 4 -

‘ /
collaboration between the evaluator and the decision-maker, while the
1y - Y

obtaining step 1s mainly a technical activity executed primarily by

- : - N v
- -

r -
thte evaluator.

’ '

- -

Worthert & Sanders (1973) describgd the evaluation approaches

of Cronbach (1963), Stake (1967) and Scriven (1965)'35 compréhéﬁsxve

- i . ’

and objective. Althoﬁéh Stake's model 1s useful 1n developing an

’

) [
organizational framework for an evaluation study, 1t 1s not an

4 * ¢ )

eviluation recipe (p. 125). It does not provide adequate methodology.

.
.

Cronbach provided early guidelines hut not an evaluation model.

*

. “ .
Scriven (1967) pointed out that, although evaluation can play

.

LI <

many roles, it has one functional goal - ‘to determine the worth or )

rd

’ . I
mer1t of something. 1In its formativeé form 1t serves to impréve a -

. ty
program while it 1s still fluid by praviding feedback to the develdper.

. 2
However, Scriven's methodology has not beeq clearly stated So that it
: . vy o,

“

1s difficult to develop‘practical appliegtions .of Scriven's modei

i
.

» . \ N
(Worthen & Sanders, 1973). Moreover, amongst the limitations of the
& \ -

-

' -
[

model are the requiirement for wholistic program evaluation, the use of

v

scitentifie investigations, and the lack of methodology for assessing
. 4 v .~

the validity of judgements (p. 212 - 215). ° * -

i L
B

- Saylor and Alexander (1974) 1deantified Stake's congruence-

-
.

N

contingency medel, Sfufflebeam's CIPP model and Provus’ Discrepancy

-
i - f ’

Evaluation model as the bést approaches for curriculum evaluation

(p. 304).. ’ -

’
\
‘.

The evaluation model presented by Provus (1969) provides for -
\

,ongoing evaluation of af program for which standards have heen

-4 .

Pl f
[

\

*
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3

establigshed. Evidence of performance 'is then obtained. The data

gathered is then compared with the standard (Saylér and Alexéndér, 1974

¥ ~ N ’ A
p. 300). - , . . )
. ' The Provus model demands a 1engtb§ time commitment and tould be’

12 v

costly. This model provides 1inadequaté méthodoloéy,foq establishing

N ! ’

standards, requires a large, complex staff aﬁdl1s intended for complete
program evaluation (Worthen & Sanders, pi,Zl&). ' -
¥ « LS

Alkin (1969) presentkd a decision-management approach to

4
A LA

A .

, evaluation and tended to focus on provision of information on educa-
A \\( N ~ ['

tional sygtems to decision-makers. The evaluation domgin is determined

by the decision-maker.- The evaluation process -may be costly and

B [N . - '
complex ' (WoZthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 214, 215).-

’ . "Stufflebeam and his associates (1971) provide a clearly- -

X
\
’ s .

defined modeL,‘ Stufflebeam's (1971) CIPP"model 1s also a decision-
. I3 . -

- - ~

s

- management process. Again, the methodoLog& 18 undefined and, as 1n

W s . - .

the Alkin model, net all actwvities are olearly evaluative (Worthen &

IN

' Sanders, 1673). ¥t the éntire process were foilowed, it\too would be
. \ .
1 ¢

~

costly and-complex.. Howe{er, the model allows for ev§1uation‘to‘take

)
~ ’ \ <
3 '

place at any stage of the prqgram. Strict.experimental design 1s not -

5 R b
applicable (Worthen & Sanders,, 1973). ) - - ~ ‘

. 1

Stufflebeam (1971) in Biscussing his evaluatioh model reférred
t N .
to four types of educational ded1slon-makihg plannifig - to determine

£
\ R .

6bjgct1Vbs, structuring - to design prdbedures, implementing - to .
@

N *

- [N ~ 4

*

utilize, oontrol and refige procedures‘and recycling ~ to judge and

N -

react ta attainments. Cor?espond1ng to the four deciston types, in

i . ¢

the CIBP model are the four types ¢f evaluation « context, input,

- . v R I
.

. 0 LR T N
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\

process and product. Stufflebeam argued that the:CIPP model was a

v ‘ - R .

total evaluation model which would provide the regulaé evaluative

)

information requirements of the system and could respond to enmergent .
& ‘

’

needs for 1diosyncratic data. ,Hé described the context evaluation as

a continuous, systemdatié mechanism which delineares, obtains and

provides information to the planning body of a system to make decisions

e1ther to change the system or to continue with existing procedures

because they are judged effective and efficient in meeting important -

-
-

objectives. However, if the context evaluation indicated.deficiency

’

‘ -

or identified unused opportunities for improvement, "...'a rational

¢
decision-making body, would, probably decide to bring ahout changes."

- -

(p. 141). 1If the changes decided upon were large and there was an

4

inifial low level of informatign grasp on the part of relevant program

N

‘personnel, 'then an input evaluation study would be done to evaluate

strategies and procedures to effect the desired changes. Structuting

.

decisions would follow which could lead to a trial or pilot phase or

-

v

.to 1nstallation of change procedures,in the overall system. Process

and product evaluation would follow to aid in decisions related to the

-

trial phase. If_ as a result of the process amnd product evaluation
1 {

~

studies simultaneously conducted throughout the trial recycling

-
<

decisions are made whicH lead to installatibn off the innovation in the
. .

total system, then the context evaluation mechanism would be adjusted

to allow*systematic monitoring of the new element 1n the totgl system

to determine its impact. i

-

’

In carrying out a context evaluation of an existing prqgram, -

the evaluator would describe the proérhm, identify the problems or

.
.

. 2



needs, identify and state the objegtives wﬁlch, 1f attainéd, would

’

sat1sfy tha needs. An 1npit evdluation would assess the ﬁbtentxal

utility of several alternative strategiés for attaining objectives

to determine which would be mdst effective. Input and process

evalyation would necessitate developing a system for providing r

H

f
continual feedback about the effectivenedgs of the instruc¢tional

strategies. Product evaluation would involve delineatjpng program

outtomes, 1dentifying the information needed for each outcome, the

’
. ~ )

sources of this information, the method of data collegtion, those

Al

persons 1nfluenced by or influencing the program, and then collecting,

organizing, analysing and reporting the data.

Evaluation using the CIPP model. A first stage evaluation

would be for the purpose of geterml‘ning the extent to which the .
Ve

system's existing special education programming meets the legal

requirements under which 1t functions and to what extent, if any: 1t

fails to follow statedkguidelines. If there are variances from

intended procedures, and objectives, the consequences should be

examihed and recommendations Made. This 1s a context evaluation which

¥

D. L. Stufflebeam (1971) describes as the most Basic kind of evaluation

s t

¥... 1t defines the relevant environment, describes the desired and

.

actual conditions pertaining to that environment, identifies unmet

- L
’

needs and unused opportunities, and diagnoses the problems tyét prevent -

needg from being met and opportunities from being used. The diagnosis

. -~ - »

-

of problems prov;deg an essential basis for developing objectives whose

achievement will result im program improvement."- (p. 136). .



- A second stage evaluation would examine the effectiveness of ‘ ~

'
1 \ . .

the existing program and make appropriate recommendations for improve-

‘ '

ments and modifications to meet the long-term needs (1.e. vocational N
"\\_ 0

, ~ . oy
program integration). This 1s input evaluation which would provide
information with which to determine the most effective use of resources, .
N L4

to achieve project objectives. ’ ,

\ .

After the modifications are ip place, a third-stage evaluation ‘e

\
[

might then examine the,new program péxiodically to problde feedback to .

~

those responsible for program planning and implementétton such as data T

’

regarding the effectiveness, or otherwise, of special education teacher -

training to meet specific needs 1n pre-vocational curriculum presenta-

tion, or data regarding the correlation between prograr® innovations .
and student outcomes. Thls 1s process evaluation which has as 1ts

.

objectives to detect or predict defects in procedural desigﬁ or

~

implementation, to provide information for programmed decisions and to

- f

maintain a record of the procedure as 1t occurs (Stufflebeam, 1971).
P .

The CIPP model was judged most appropriate for this study for -

¢ ‘

the following reasons 1) It is a decision-management model intended ,

to provide data to administrators and decision-makers charged with

.

eonduct of a program. The goal of this study was primarily to provide

information to decision-makers charged with the conduct of special

education, 2) The CIPP model allows for evaluation to take-place at
any stage of the program. The programs being examined in this study
were underway, but t;ansitional. 3) The CIPP model allows for

focusing the sﬁ;ﬁy on certain aspects of the averall program depending .

on the types of decision for which the evaluation was intended .

B
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1 to provide information. In this study the focus is on context, that

~ N

» -

’

18 deseription of the program, i1dentification of problems or needs
_ \ -

‘

that exist_1in the program and articulation qgf the objectives whaich,

D 1f dchieygd, would solve the problems or satisfy the reeds. .

»
. -

. [

Definitions ’ . ’ v

Significant terms, as defined for the
\ 1 > e

’ .

‘, Adjusted

r

.

'

alphabetical order.

A )
. " high school offerings do not pro¥ide a complete program of -
*

A y

)

stugy,(follow in -

1]
¥ , i3

-
, -

Program - .,.an alternativeiprogram‘gp meet the needs of

some students for whom the udual range of junior-senior

1 »
' f

~
- .
’

suitable tourses.:

’

Behaviounafly-dlsoqdeied children » childfen whe are emotiomally.

malaéjusted and for soéially maladjusted.
- 4 rd - \

- ’

4 ' Comtext Evaluation - defines the relevant gnv1ronﬁent, descr'ibes the
t

~

’
’ -

desired and actwal conditions pertaining Lo that environment,

- 2 *

identifies unmet rieeds-and unused opportunities, and diagnoses

. -y~ . N .

> -~ i >
the lems that prevent needs from being met and opportuni-
¥ »

»
.

t rom beipg used. Diagrosis of problems provides an

essential ‘basis for developirig objectives intended to lead

- - x

to program improvement (Stufflebeam, 1971, in Worthen &
€ 1 N

Sanders, 1973, p. 136).

‘

Criterion-referenced besfﬁng - a form of testlng, generally based on

-

" the principle of identifying operationglly-defined tasks in

a sqquential-skilis hierarthy within the subject area.

-

. 1
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a

Drop-out - student who fails to continue and complete the program for

reasons other than the following (1) ‘physical disability,
(2) alternative traiping (item 2 does not include casual , v

’ g

-

employment as unskilled labour). .t

Educable mentally handicapped child - ...one with a low score on an,

individual 1ntelligence test, who 1s also generalfy impaired ,

. ¥

in adaptive behaviour. s

-

-
Exceptibpal pupil - DUne whgse deviating physical or behavioural

-
-

L
<
characteristics are of such a nature as to manifest a

.

~ ’ 4
significant learning disorder and for whom it has been

. -t
v , - ; ~

[ »
determined that there.would be better adjustment and ,

he !

scholagtic’ progress with direct or i1ndirect special education ..°
» s 7

3
’ ‘

services than with only a‘typical regular school program.
- ¢ . N

’
-

’ 4
Identifying characteristics+- of the student - the student profile

» -

which provides a description of lehrgtng stybéi rate of

‘—c\ ]
learning, strengths and weaknesses, etc. y

- 4 -
~
¢

‘ Individual assessment - a diagnostic evaluatgion of the student based

P |

on the sfudenf's performance of skills sampled by standardized

tegts which are administered ¥m a one-to-one situation.

P
- ' t - ” -

Individualized education program - by examining information gathered

I3

in an assessment, a team which includes the parent, student
- " - I3

S . N

iy

, when aépropriateq teacher and school principal or his or her .
L . L4 “

| - v
A}

de31gnatg: and any other person as determined by the school -~

»

bIueprint, for an instructional prdéram

system, will develqy a

V3
- -
. ’ -

and “identify curriculum activities, materials and resources.

v .t ’
{Nova Scotia Department of Education, Supplemfentary Document -

.

- No. 34, 1981, p. 3). .
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~ Input Evaluation - provides information for deciding whethe# outside o .
& N

’ 8 .

assistance should be sought for achieving objectives, What

a
- o - -

strategies should be employed and what desfgn‘of procedural
!g 0=

ig\\\—a plans should be employed for implementing the selected )'

strategy, by describing and analysing available human and

i

material resources, solution strategies and procedural,
* " -

designs for relevance, feasibility and economy in the course

of action to be-taken. (Stufflebeam, 1971,’in Worthen & *

[

Sanders, 1973, p. 137,,139). ot .
~ v

- - ¢ -

(%]
Learning disabilities - ...a disorder in one or more of the procedgesd .

’ o “ -
- -

. involved it understanding.or using symbols or spoken language

bt - :-‘ - - ( » - k . . i it L4
o . resulting 1n a discrepancy between academic' ac¢hievement amd ‘ "

. assessed intellectual ability. - - -

- o

Mentally handicapped children -~ include two subgroups - . .

- x

(1) trainable mentally handicapped, and < T

-
‘ . (2) educable mentally handicapped.childrerr. R o .

. Multi-handlcappedvéhildren - children with a.LoﬁbInandon of handicappiné '

oo
4 - - L]

conditiéns such as severe visual, auditory or mé%or impairment ;

§ - » N

- and significant intellectual deficit. . .. -
’ - * . : .

N -

Needs assessment - every child referred for spécfal education in ghq

N a . - -
' - « P Y

’ province of Nova Scotia shq;}d have an‘appr?pfiaxe“&{hgﬁpdttéf "
. assessment by. a qualified ;;aminer: fh; lndividqgi.aasesst - . -
. ment spould include a ézandafa mé;;uge'?g‘generfl Ln;eliiéenb;,
R - diaggost}c educational,measurgﬁénﬁs, ééasuremeﬁés'of‘ - ’ :

¢ o~

perceptidén and motor fuﬁétloning, ;ﬁE classroom-teagher (s-) -

- »~ I3 . - -

” iadhegsmeﬁt(s) of. the child's needs, 1nfqrmatioh ggined from .

- ’

©
v
v
.
+
1
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parents during interviews, all significafit information in a

school history (e.g., §h9cgsses, failures, interests, social

and emotional factors, 1nteki!ctua1 functioning and adaptive
cﬂ{ -y

behavigur, medical factors, parents' widfiés), medical
L ] - .

S Ly,

.

evalu&tio; of any sighificartt physical problem, asse§smeng“ »
% - »
+ ’
of any hearing or vision.défects suspected,qr knoqn, and

report of any medical problem qr conditfons which cause stress,

-.r’~.. <

v tw - -

discomfort or fatigue, or whidh may require emergency action -
by tedchers or principals. fNeva Scbtta Department of 5.’ .

Education, Supplementary Document No. 24 1980, P 7).

v

- Physically-handicapped children - chtldren with impetfect speeeh

hearing, ar visiong as well ns.ortﬁopedically—handicapped

b

children and tbose with special'health problems.

-

Process Evaluation - provides project ﬁeezzzah-makErs.with AnYormation

3

.

a - . . .

neeéed‘for anticipating and ‘overceming procedural d{ffttqltieé,

oy

for making preprogrammed deqiéions and for interpreting out-

“ . cOmes by moriitoring the acrivfty'a pdteﬁtial procedural
barriers and remaining alert to unanticipated ones by

C -~ obtaining specifled information for progrcmmed decisiona.

.

and describing the actual process. (Stufflebeaq? 19713 tn - .

Worthen-& Sanders, Educationel Evahuat&on Theory and

’ - -~

. Practice, 1973, p.. 138- 739). . . K

. * ” a Y

”»
-

Product Evaluatjor - providee 1nformation for dectding to contiﬁue,
terminate, modify or refocus a-change,agtivity and far
. ‘. ',ft PRI . :‘ . .
linking the activify to bthér. phasés of-the change process, -

by defining operationally and méasuring criteria asgdclated
, A . ,

A
\

2
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Y

with the objectives, by comparing the measurements with
- - ; N
t n .
predetermined or comparative bases and by interpreting the

v - ALY
’ outcomes 1a terms of recorded context, input and process
>

information. (Stufflebeam, 1971, in Worthen & Sanders,

¥
By

Educational Evaluation  Theory and Practice, 1973,

p. 138, 139). N

Sensory impaired chldten - wvisually hanﬁicabped or hearingA
handicapped children. - .

éﬁec;al education - - %..educational prégrams‘and/;r servites de;igngd

1
- * ’

teret the particular needs of chtldren and youth who .

differ\from the morm in anyﬂschool'syqpém to suchtan extent

, .

' that they require additional and/or-different school

\

methodology, curriculum,' and /or services. T

Trainable meqially handicapped children - haye a full 'scale

' ‘intelligance quotient of below 50 (* 5) oh a standardized

.

intelligence test, display deficiencies in adaptive

* v

behavigur and may'exhibit one or several of-phe following

- 13
’ characteristics. significant .delays in develgpmental

milestohes in terms of }ocbmotlon, motor co-ordination,

’

‘

speech and language. ., ‘

.
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. Chapter 2
STUDY OBJECTIVES, DESIGN AND PROCEDURES . -
Introduction ' -
— )

In this chapter, the context withan which this study was carried

A t

A

out will be described. The aspects of the Special! Education Programs

which were examined and therprocedures followed 1in order to gather data

%

will be presented. s
g

7

Statment of the Problem

“

The general purpose of the present study was to evaluate the

Special Education Programs in the Town of Yarmouth and the Municipality

of the' District of Yarmouth School Systems.
The Special Education Programs of the two school systems were

developed 1n accordance with the requirements of Regulation 7c ¢of the

¥

Education Act of the Province of Nova Scotia. Regulgtion 7¢ came 1into

effect 1n 1973. However, directives for programs and guidelines for

-

special education were of more recent development (i.e. 1980 and 1981).
Therefore, the school systems' Special Eduycation Programs were in a
transitional state and 1t was decided to collect such.data as were ﬂ)

acceséible regarding the Yarmouth Town and District School Systems'

- AN

Special Education Programs for Grades Primary to ?ﬂlnclusive at that

point in their operation.

-
4 i

For purposes of this study, the evalupation model used was the

CIPP model (Stufflebeam, 1971), since it provided a structure for .

program evsluation at all stages on an on-going basis. A complete

program evaluation using this model would include evaluation of the

37

he]



. -

context (educational context), input (human and material reésources);

. A
N :

- process (curriculum design and procedures) and product (educational

-

outcomes).’ : .
- 'y - !

- The study was primarily a systematlc context evaluation.

.

There was also some analysis of input, process and product, but 1n a

less detailed mamner. More specifically, the study evaluated the

0
v ) '

~ a A
. extent, to which the Town of Yarmouth and the Municipality of the
. P - 7

District of Yarmouth School Systems were responding to6 the demdnds of

[N
P \ .
.

-~ speciat education in the areas of -+~

.

. (4 . ~ ' T e
‘ . l. ~orgamizational structure, ’ -
. ) - ’
1

. 2. assessment of.needs of exceptional students, - -

. N ~ v

PN

3. use of community resourges,
L]

. N H

f \

. . / .
. 4.. mnature of specilal educational classroom activities,‘ _ ‘

.
-~ N ~ ¢

- 5. students' records and dotumentatior, B ’ .

N .

.1nd1vidualized educational prﬁgramming;, )

<

7. perlodic re-assessment of special education students,

-

8. special education teachers' characteristics,

< 9. the numbers of students successfully completing the special
' education Elementary and Junior High School programs and the

disposition of students on completion of the Grade 9 Adjusted
- Program, : g

:

. 10. parental authorization, consultation and involvement,

11, administrator's responsibilities, and

! 12. allocation of special education funds.

:

In relation to these areas of interest, the study was designed

“
s

to determine the fdllowing
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’ -

.

. 1. Were the progfqﬁs‘fulfll}ing the. basic requirements get forth’hnder
1 H '
goyernmentél legislation for special educatlpn 1n each of the areas? ‘

- § 1

+ 1 { »

N
2. .What were the local school systems' interpretation of governmental

+ 1
guidelines? Where differences occurred between local ‘practices and

\
P S ~

government guldelines, what reasons were given at the lé6cal lewvel

.
- © .

U for these differences? -

3. To what extent did the school system function within the budgetary .

v -
' - ~ - . N

N limitations set by government? ~ - :
’ - . ) Bl
4. On the basis of study findungs, what recommendations could be made “

1 ’

~ regarding program changes? . .

( ' - v ’

Major Evaluative Questions

- . ‘
¥ s
N ~

[} - . . N .
» 1. To what extent do locally-formulated goals, aims, policies and .

4 '
procedureq correspond to prov1nc1al.Department’:F Educatiany ‘. f
¢ .
directlves“éhd guidelines? N \V . ) .
2. To what extent are the followi%g program procedures, as oﬁtllne& L
1n the prov1nc1;1 guidelines, fo{lowéd in the locai systems *’ | )
* g \
) (1) diagnosis and needs assessment oé the children, (é) provision
of counselling services, (3) utilizatiod of community resources ' ’
outside the school system, and (4) gstablishment of réview \ “ i
., - committees to advige on placement of children in the program? ' )
' 3. ~Ho; do classrdom activities as observed in special education class- ‘

\ » T
rooms compare with suggested activities as contqinéd in the

v .

provincial directives and guidelines? . '

. 4. To what extent 18 the documentation as outlined in the provincial
] U] ~
[ - * ’
and local directives and guidelines maintained on each student

. v

served by the program?
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A

5. Are individualized programs'prepared“for each child placed in a

Special Education Program .as outlined in the provincial guidelines?

{ L 3
6. 1Is regular re-assessment of children in Special Education Programs

3

. ~
: being carried out by qualified personnel in order that programming

[

for each chtld is continually up-dated as outlined in the provincial

- 1
’ . directives and guidelines? ) s

»

7.. What are the  characteristics which both regular.classroom teachers

-

and special education teachers used to identify students considered

3 - . ! . -

to be in need of blpcemeni in Special Education Programéuin the Town

]
N -

. and Municipality of Yarmouth school systemss? ‘To what extent are

these the same characteristics as desgribed- {n the problncial

-~

! + guidelines? . 1 .

[4

17
8. To what extent did Grade 9 students completing the Adjusted Program

during the past two scheol years fall within the categories of
< »

’
- opportunitiee listed flor such students in Teaching Guides No.s 53,
’ - +

63 and 65, namely ,

(1) entered an.intermediate industrial program within a vocational

-~

school, .

N (2) uyndertook an oceupational exploratory/intermediate industrial

\
s -
program in a regular secondary school,

~

-

(3 eﬁt;red the general program (possibly modified and with\
further supp&rt),

(4) =sought employment rather than continue in full-time achqol
a?tendance, or

(5) none of the above.

In addition, what was the drop-out rate of students in Grades 6, ,

~
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8 and 9 during the past two school years and the current year

7

’

to January 1lst? . b

" " AN
9. ,w1£h regard to parents oOr.guardians, to what extent do the }ocal .

’ 4

- 1 3
school systems carry out the'following procedures As eutlined 1n

. ‘ »
« . _ the provincial guidelines »
. * (1) obtain parental authorization for placement of children 1in
~ 4 A
. programs, o, .
PO 3 / . A

4(2) hold regular consultation with parents, and .

a N .

(3) arrange parental 1involvement in students' %earnlgg activities?

’ 10. To what extent do the school administrators carry out the proce- [

4 t

dures outlined 4n the provincial and local directives armd guide-
: \ .

» -

lines related to the following specific situations

A -

[} .

r
(1) children requiring oral medication during school hours,
\) 1
(2) informing parents regarding children's assessments,
(3) teacher allocatioh and clasg size 1n the Adjusted Programs,

.
(4) continuous evaluation and year-end reports on all TMH-.

.
'

students, and

(5) supervision and evaluation of TMH teachers?

+

. 11. How are provincial funds for Special Education Proérams allocated

’

in the Town and Municipality of Yarmouth School Systems? =

Sources of Information .

-

S

*
In order to provide a comprehensive view of both government.

.

) N directives and the lotal school system, data were gathered from 2
> L] N .
. documents deriving from government agencies as well as the local school
Y L)
, .
: systams' records. Significant persons in provision of services and

significant documents and records were examined as follows
o

.

JRN



> A < . !
1. Government Pocuments. -
L3

' Regulations under the Education Act of the Province of Nova Scotia,

PP}

Program and Coutse Descriptions and Guidelines for Special

-

Education\Programmlng‘

Guidelines for. the Adjusted Program.
. o \
2. Local Programs*: -
Schgol systems' studénts records
¥

Classroom observation of special education classes \

Interviews of special education staff -
, -

' i

Interviews of Principals
Interviews of Superintendents

g Interviews of School Board members
Questionnaires to all parents of children in special education
f i
prograrns

\ Questionnaires to all classroom teachers in the elementary 'schools.
A . Il

3. Funding of special education- -

- ’

t

Budget .statements .

Interyiews of Principals, Superintendents and the Assistant

1

Director of Curriculum Development (Special Education).

‘ All questionnaires and other dafa-gathering forms used in the

L \

study were designed by the evaluator and all interviews were carried

»

. out QZ the one evaluator. Appendices 2 to 14 inclusive are examples

~

\ ) * -
of all forms designed ﬁ)thhe study by th$veva1uator.

t . 9
Community and Instructional Context of the Program
3The'T6wn of Yarmouth and thé Yarmouth Municipal School Systems

served  the town and municipal regions in southwestern Nova Scotia.

! .

A

'
ir



' boards’ as to how to implement those policies and could pipvide

>

»
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There were ten schools witliin these systems staffed and serving a

student population as shown in Figure L. -

\ -
f

The systems functioned under provincigl jurisdiction of the Ngva
r rr

1

-

Scotia Department of Education. Special Education Programs were under

)]

!

the Jurlsdlétlon of the Gurriculum Development section of the Department

-

of Education. With;p this section, there was an Assistant Director of

\ -

- . .

Curriculum Development, whose specialty was specigl education,

I8 «

The office of 'the Assistant Director assisted the provinciél

~ '
.~

govefﬁment in development of policies, provided guidance to school’

- r «

monitoring, investigative and evaluatf“ facilities through its

' -

inspectors. The Assistant Director's office was responsible for the” .

*

development of curriculum aspects of the programs. Directives from

-~

1

this authority told, in general terms, what should be done and the

guidelines amplified such directives.

¢ [

+ ’

At the’local level, the senior administrative-bodies were the
three boards, namely, the Board of School Commissioners for the Town
of Yarmouth, composed of six members, and responsible for Grades Primary
through 9 in the schools within the town of Yarmouth; the Ya;mouth
Regional High Schgal Board, composed of six membérs, which was respon-
sible for Grades 10 to 12 inclusive in the‘high school (the six members
of the Regional High School Board were,made up as follows® two were
from the muntfipal board and two were members appointed by the\
Governor-in-Council) and the Municipal School Board for the District

of Yarmouth, composed of nine members, which was responsible for

Grades Primary through nine fnclusive the municipality.
_.J‘

i



Schematic Reprepenution of the Two School Systems {n ermouth County, Nova Scotla,
Showing the Levels of Administrative Authority, and the Numbers of Tesching Staff and

Flgure 1

Studeht Populations in Eachyof the Ten Schools {n the Sludy

1 Board of S¢&hool Commissioners
{ for the Town of Yarmouth

[, 6 members (2 of these to)l)

Province of Nova Scotia
Minister of Education

[

Province of Nova Scotia
Department of E'ducg.uon

|

Yarmouth Regional
High Schoel Board

-

Superintendent
i

6 members (2 appointed
by Governor-in-Council

-

Canada,

3

1981-82 N

= T «
Municipal School board
for the Towh Ot Yarmouth

members

{2 of these to)

v ‘ Superintendent } ’
sa

PN

T
L Elemenury “ Junior High ” Senior ngh] ] Elemennry Junxor High
i
L
CGntnl mlton Sou " Yarmouth armou ons Arcadu Cnleton Hebron or aple C’°Ve-
- Centennul [ Jumor High Memorial High Haxtland Educ Cf:ntre
1 1
‘{ Pnncxpal ][Pr;ncxp‘] Pnncxpal rPnncxpal H Principal 1 [Pnncxpal HPnnczpal l Pnncnpal] Prlncxpal [ Principal ‘
T T S N
22 6 che Pr ]L Vice-Pr H Vice-Pr 1 22 8 17 9 Vice-Pr , .
4 . = i}
e ]
teachers teachers S{ % 1.2 teathers reachers ceachers teachers {{ . 1 . |
School lud ! 3 2 including 1nc1udm£ 34 '
craft x;cs:nmq teachers teachers teachers V Sp Ed E ' sp td ) s
|\ mem na . including including Al raq s 1 t\‘eaihzrs
e 9 : R - g Sphds 1hcluding
tAdy Prog } L <
by TEM . ! Rdg  Sp 9 {shared) Ly 3 Adjusted
|V RAg SPp 4 2 Ad) Prog ) Program tchr
[Shared) y Teachers * N oy
- _ | N \ - 5 :
-] 1 1 | 1 1 Nl L. | L ‘
Toral g6 140 25 31 70 469 1 77 ,
Student | 6 . 8 204 PRLA 3 €29
Population 1987-82 «
» " Note The Yarmouth Regional ¥igh School provides the len’or high school program to students of
- - - L

both the Yarmouth Junior High School and Maple Grove Education Centre )

- .
. L

-

a

<

-
N
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s o
- as well as the EMH and TMH students.

3

.

-

45

There was a special aldocation of funds for special education

progfamming with no specific directlsé for allocation to particular

programs within this general area. The programs considered to fall
Y '

within the special education area for budget purposes were ré&source

o ~
rooms, 4uxiliary and speclial education classrooms; which

accommodated

the iearnlng/behaviourally disordered stuydents in the elementary séhools

”

’
M ‘<

The Adjusted Programs were under

review .-by a special committee which was reﬁorting to the Minister of

-
Al hd - ~

. \ . X
"Education as to the appropriateness of intlusion of the adjusted Grade

.

7 to 9 programs within the special edutation section. The Adjusted

A 4

Ptrograms ;in _both the Yarmouth Junior High School .and in Méple‘Grove

1}

Educational Centre func?ioned as a/departmentalized system. There was

- \

\

il

1

one Junior and gne Senior TMH class-for the area, one Junior EMH class,

and four special education (resource room) classes. Two'Superlntendents,

-

f '
one responsible for the town elementary, junior high and

s

-

high schogls

’

and Maple Grove Educational Ceﬁtre, supervisged the fungtions of the

L Al

schools under the authority of the local boapyds. There was also an

s r

EInspector of' Schools appointed by the probinc1al Department‘of’Educationa

0

’

The documents which comprised the rééulaxions, directives and’

guidelines under which the schools’ Speciai E&ucation and Adjusted

Pragrams functioned are listed in Appendix 1.

Procedure

-

4

Pilot study - Decembei, 1981. A pilot study was

LS x

the Kings County School System i1n order to determine the

otherwise of the que&;ion;aires designed for the study.

conckuded that, with minor revfhions, the questionnaires

-
4

.

undertaken in
suit&bility or
It was

and ‘student
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1
' I

fhiominal list forms to be completed by school staffs appeared appropriate.

However, there was evidence that school principals might not be

. L]
comfortable completing a special educdtion student nominal list. The

school prlncipals stated that if principals were to complete the lists,

v
N -

they would have to seek assistance from their special education teachers.’
~ ’
Al
They also indicated that,completion of the forms would be time-consuming.
~ - N ' R
Nevertheless, 1t was-decided to retain this protedure for the perceiwed

\ ’, ’

advantages of more complete data gathering and for triangulating

t

opportunities thus,ov'ldéd, ‘that is, the evaluator was attempting to
o

{aformation about each exceptional student (i.e.

’
. ) v -

principal, teacher and parent) for cross chgcklng\of data.

tap three sources

“

A further study was carried out at Sandy Point Elementary -

School with the co-operation of the,Principal and the spe¢ial education
- - .

teacher 1in .order to test the suitability)of the ¢lassroom observation

« At

record form. The study aiscloild that ;herg could be wide wariance in

the observed teacher behavipur recorded by two or ‘more observers within '

« Vd

b ’ -
a_time interval of one minute of observation. 4As a conseqheqce, it was

1
» ' a »

decided that the observatién portion of each minute should be )

predetermined to ensure greater feliabtlfty of data from more thdn one
observer (i.e. teacher behavicur would be' observed within a specified

. 4
’ - -
,
s

5 gsecond interval withfn’each minute).

Main étudz. - The, main .study was conducted during the period

1 Augusé,’198} to’ 30 June, 1982.

On %'August, 1981, the investigator met with Mrs. Grace Beuree,

i 8

Assistant Director of Curriculum Development (Special Education) “to

obtain data regarding regulations and.funding. The Inspector of Schools

N

o

My *



.regulations and funding for special education. - ’
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4
for,.the two school systémg-also provided information-regarding current
47 - ~

> . r
~ [
M ¥ ¢ & >~

~ » - Yy * v -
. An 1ntrodu§tpry meeting of the evaluater with school staff *

v - <

member¢ 1nvolved with Special Education and'AdJusted Programs was

a;ranged for Wednesday, 2 September, 198]1. hTHis mekting allowed the - .

evaluator to’p;ov1de sdh9ol staffs witﬁ'an overview of.the general . -

evaluation plin.aqd.g?ve t‘p évalua;or an opportunity to s?e& the o E

t;achers’ assistancé€ on a voluhtary basis. It should be noted that 3 "‘ © -
“ . . -

4 -

as a result of the introductory meeting, virtudlly every principal and -~ ,
. : PRI SR .

t . q - . o~

every teacher -in the school dystem knew that some form of evaluation e

.

~

of the Sp%ciak Education Program would be carried-out. It is difficult ~ ‘

- v

to know to what extent, changé% 1in program’ procedyres cayried out in the .

s

- - -

schools since Ehat date were due to Eho&ledge of the evaluation 1tself.

- -
~ -

Superintendents of the two systems to be evaluated were -

interviewed in March,~1982. The two Superintendents acted as co- -

4 s

interviewers of each other to provide a reliability check of the

s s - . -
[2d ‘

evaluator's 1interview procedure. ,
. pa

~ ~ *
” ¢

Interviews of school staffs and classroom observations began

in the same month. Re%}ablilty checks of interview proéédhrés for

‘

[ Y - T
principals and special education teachers were carried out with the

-

14
assistance of principals and a secretary in one of the school systems.

« M 4

Comparison of the data fréﬁ the tﬁb sourées indichted that the primary

’ \
¢

differences were 4in length oflrecordéd'response. Although the eontent - .
of both interviewers' records vere ihe same, the word count was greater . A 3“
- A A ol ; - P!

S N - ¢ [

in the evaluator's report,’ the evaluator's beihg more a verbatim - ‘e
- n - . A
response, record, (The/evaludtor is a shorthand writer.) .
i A} - =

* s . >

- ) . e

. . . "

} - ’ r~ . ' -’.

' 4 ) - ! . P
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- -, *The reliaﬁlllty theck of the‘Special Eddé‘lion Classroom

h
N - - - ~ -

nObsarvation Form_Was carried out in two special education classrooms_ . ’ ‘

v . .

e
i

- in System 2 schools with the assistance of the Principals of.the two’ -

'
-~ ~ ~ ’ .

schools. As can'be‘seen'1n Append1x 29, the analysis of the aata

e ~

rendered a.Spggiman rank correlation of 079507 and 0.9892 resbectlvely, oo .

-

for the two ohservations cjfecked, significant at the .001 level.
Further checking of t form was not possible due to time ;estrictions. T,
Questionnaires for classroom teachers were left at each school

on the first visit.  Whenever it was'boss;b{e to arrange to meet with - . .

¢lassroom teachers to discuss the qugstionnai;es befofe distributing

them, this procedure was‘follqyed: Qxhe?hise, tﬁé*forms were left with

the principals for istrib&llon. All Questiohﬂaires had a brief sgt -';
. o . P’ -

of definitions appended and each set of covering eﬁvelopé, ﬁde%tiaﬁngiié£'

-

nominal list form and return envélgpe was, numerically coded for purposes
of deterhlning lost Or non-returned materials: ) Co ) \
As soon as nominal lists had been obtained from ailb;taff

_ . X N N . *

providing inpuﬁ from a school, arrangements were made with the approval

N
of the Principal to return to the school to examine student reﬁards. ’
. This brocedure continued until the end of the month of June, 1982 1
. buring the remainder of the year 1982, questionnairee were X s
sent to parents of ail children who were shown in nomihgl lists as "g
having recei%ed help which w;s funded through theyDepart£ent af '
Ed%cation of the Province of Nova Scotia. Students who wege recelving ) %

help through the federally-funded tutoring program weré included in

"

some aspects of the study, but their parents were not approa'.ad.

-




v

\

3

>

-

In November, 1982, ,thrée me'mbers.c;f_ system school boards were

\ , - .- - - < [ .

approached to be interviewed. The evaluatyr interviewed two.' The
. . P g o

-
A » - s

third wasrﬁnabl-e to provide’ttMe for an’ in‘terv'iew., but fequested a copy

-
- - . -

of the 1hterview questionna’ire to which response would be- made in

L - -b .
- o A

writing. The- corrl‘i)leted questiannaire was, evidently, lost in the mails.

Ny

- +

-
© As soon as schoolk visits were sta‘cted the helP‘ of a clerk-

D
L] - 5

.
- z

N »

. 5 v

cardex system fo; c.'oﬁ.a ing the (da,ta and to prepare parent quegtionnaires
’ . Ea LY . ' - [

o~ -~ *

< “ a » ey . e, P b v t. )
for mailing. Ir{ this w,ag“, Ey the fall' of 1982, -dawm were sorted by
queatiormaire question “ahd st\;d’ent nominal‘ 'ligt 1tem. In early 1983,

-

tbe task of tabulét!.ng the data 'by §tuderrt began. Appendix 15 is a
!' R . o

tabu’Iation‘ of the nutﬁbers of coﬁ,tdcts made for data collection.

AS

£

- * . -

Limitatiéng of the Stuay . e ANy

As the intent of the study was to examine ahd describe the

0y -

existing progran{s, to*iden';tfy and describe, if possible, existing

- I3

¢

3 % ¥

, brobléms or needs in th‘e“pi'c;gram and to identify and de@cribe suitable
objectives to meet the stated ‘t.ieeds, the study was limited to a context
evaluation. No attempt was made to asgess the potential of.alternative

. —r*

. techniques' for ;schievirig ‘program objectives {input evaluation). Nor
P *
* was it intended to évAluate the* procesaes follawed through a periodtc

fee@baék prodedu;'e‘(pnocess evaluation) Hor ta measure and compare

against standards the aohievefnents of fhe ﬁrocesses du'ring and at the, -

end’ of t!he‘pz-o‘gtat‘ (product evaluation). ) .oq

- - v ’
-

All evaluation'studies are comparative in nature in.that T

descriptiwe data are compared with either absolute or relative

v

_ Standards (Worthen & Sanders, 1973, p. 126). .o B

» 2 » £

-
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<

'
No relative standards were used in the study, that is, no

- .
attempt was made to arrive at judgements as to the worth of the

existing programs by comparison,of any aspect of the programs with
L v

\ 4

regular school or other'SpeQial Education Programs. s

S ¢ thi&. study, the Nova Scotia Departmeht of 'Education regu-
- : N

lations, difectives and guideline? were used as absolute standards in

.

the sense that these documents provided opinions or judgements related

~

to special education against which the Special Education Programs
studied could be compared. The use of the Nova Scotia Department of
Education documents as standards does not imply that ihe evaluator

consfdered the provincial Department of Education regulations,

- ®

directives and guidelines to be perfect standards for compariéon.

However, these docymments did provide a compléte and available mode!:

.

v




Chapter 3

— s -

v

RESULTS

Introduction
l [

Study results as related to demographicidata and to each of
.

. .
the eleven evaluative questions are presented in this -chapter. For

each of the evaluative questlons; the following will be reported

N
applicable references, method of data collection, study result{gy, and

discussion of results.

A

Students

Results. Tgkal student enrolment as reported by Superinten-

-

dents and Primcipals are shown in Table 1.

The Superirntendents' data regarding exceptional children, by

category, in the two systems for the year 1981-82 are shown in Table 2.
"When Tables 1 and 2 were compared, 1t was found that in System 1,

5.37% of the total gﬂuténtvenrolment were categorized as exceptional
students, while in System 2, between 7:22% and.l11.98% of the total
student eprolment were categorized as exceptional students.  These data
are reported i1n Table 3. The total numbers of children receiving-help
of some kind in the schodls as reported by Principals‘are shown in
Table 4, and the total studént enrolment as reported by them are shown

in Table 1. When data in Tables 4 and' 1 were cémpared;’it'was found -

, t

-

that in System 1, 13.31% of students were recelving help, while 1in
System 2, 11.45% were réceiying special, programming of some kind.

s
4

These data’ are reported in Table 5. o

’

- v

. 51 , ~/%\ .



Table 1

.

Total Student Enrolment in School Systéms,1 and 2

in Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

o

52

T

As Reported

As reported by Principals

Superintendent.

.

S
by Super- —
Z 1n{endents Pr.4 | Pr.5 gbtil
Grade ' . ystem
£ 5 sc:zgt?tm/en I Enrolment
. :
n + ' ' .
Pre-Schoel 0 0 0 0
1 to 6 1,192 204 o] 1,191 .
7 to 9 596 0| 629 629
10 to 12 0 w| . of 0
J
Totals all ]
Grades t+,788 ' 1,820
Pre-School 0 -0 .d 0
1to 6 - 723 -0 0 702
7 to 9 356 i 315 0 315
, 25(ady) .
10 to 12¢ 683 0] 708 708
. \ ”l
k ' r
Totals all '
Grades 1,787 “,725
* NOTE: System 2 Adjusted added tdb Grades 10 to 12 Group by




Table 2

53

Exceptional Students - By Category - in School Systems 1 and 2,

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada, 1981-82

Superintendents’ Responses to Question 23

“chi

ldren in School
System in the Superintendent | Superintendent] Remarks
Following Categories- 1 ** 2
(a) mentally T
handicapped 32 50-85% ‘* estimated
T 7 - %
(b) emotionaliy :
disturbed 8 ’ 7% *there never
) has been a
\ \ total to my
. . knowledge"
(c) learning ’
disabilities &40 50.100%* *estimated
(d) speech impaired 11 25 .
(e) visually
impaired 2 3 .
) A * =
(f) physically
handicapped 2 1
(g) multi-handicapped
(i.e. blind & deaf, "1 1% * game boy ?g
mentally retarded noted in (f).
above
& deaf)
*%* Note. Sthool System 1 Superinténdent reported the above numbers

of students distributed to EMH and TMH Categories as follows:

EMH
a) 22
b) 7
c) 40
d) 3
e) 1
f) 1

TMH
10
1

bt s s QO
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Table 3 b \
\
Exceptional Students by Category 1981-82' - Percentage\\\'
F]
of Total Student Enrolment Represented,
as Reported by Superintendents 1in School Systems 1 and'-
Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia Canada » q.
. EEZAN ’
. N P
* ¥ - r
Total No. of Total All
System | Enrolment Category Students Types %
* -
\\ 1 1,788 Mentally Handicapped . 32
Emotionally Handicapped ’ 8
Learning Disabled -~ 40
Speéch Impaired 11 //"
s 3
Visually Impaired 2
Physically Handicapped 2
L4 .
Multi-Handicapped 1
Total 96 5.37
. .
2 1,787 Mentally Handicapped 50-85
. ' Emotronally Handicapped i ?
- ] Learning Disabled 50-100
Speech Impaired 25 °
Visually Impaired 3
‘ » T .
X Physically Handicapped 1
- Multi-Handicapped (1)~ )
Total 129-214 | 7.22-11.98

L3
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. . 7 Table 4
' < ’ . .
\\ A
Number of § \dents 1in Special Education, Adjusted Programs, etc.,\
1981-827, as\Reported by Principals in School Systems 1 and 2,
. armtn\t’h County, Novd Scotia, Canada
~ S | S |[Reqular Part- Full{Full |Adjusted <
y | ¢ |{Classroom - time time | tim¢|Program
s | h |needing Special |EMH |TMH,
t | o |special Ed. ’ ' Remarks .
. e | o"|materials/ } .
hj 1l |or equip- .
. |ment { .
3 . .
. * vision impaired
el 1* 53*%% 4 1 0 ** Sp. Ed. 23, Schl.,Tut.
> . . 11, Fed. FPunded Tut. 19
e . T
* M ’ t .
i . 12 0 60* 0 0 0 T * 15-sp. Ed., 20-Rdg.
. : Sp., 25-Fed. Fynded
- . Tut. Prog. ' ‘
) T* d. impaired
) 1 Lo 13%4 0 ol au P .
3 3T 04 ' ** Fed. Funded Tut. Prog.
~ . ) o * rjumber, varies
‘ 114 0 20 0 0 0 (18~20) Rdg. Sp.
3 2, - 3
’ * 1 1n wheelchair, .
* * *hkk
15 2* | 56 0 0 34 1 aud. 1impaired,
- ** 39-Rem. Rdg., 25 Fed.
— - T i Funded Tut. Prog.
System 1 A *** ag at Sept./B1 (Gr.7--
Totals [ 4- 202 T 1 .34 12} Gr.8-12, Gr.9-10)
211 0 " 54 7{ -0 0 X '
2|2 0 ? 9| 13 0 ? .Could not provide s
- b
~ * Fed. Funded Tut. (No.
2 0 *|f 0 0
3 23 0 of Rem. Rdg.-uncertain
N \ —
. . *30-Rem. Rdg. (at some
214 0 32%* 0 0 0 *time’ *
* 2-Fed. Funded Tut.
2|s 0 0 0 0 26 : i
System 2 | o 109 | 16| 13 26
System 1&2 | 4 311 17 | 14 60 v
P S e Ve
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Table 5 , .
. . !/
Students chelvlng Help - All kinds (1.e. Special Education, T
- VL
Adjusted Program, Teacher's Ride, Federally-Funded Tutoring, ~ l

~

etc.) —‘Percentége of Total Student Enrolment 1981-82 -

as Reported by Principals in School Systems 1 and 2

y -

N »

\

.

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

\X ) Spé&}al Education
Systém | Regular Classroom’ | Part\| Full Time aAdjusted | ‘Total

Requiraing Special | Time Program Student,

Materials - MH | TMH EnrQlment

1 ., ‘4 7202 f\\\ 1 ” 34 1,820

-t . \

Percentage of \\\
. 11.10 | 0. . .
Total Enrolment 0.22 . 0.06]0.06 1.87
{ v
Total Percentage , . \
All Types - 13.31 i o ' :
.
2 . - 109 16 .13 26 1,725
Percentage of
. . -9 -7 .
Total Eprolment 0.00 6.32 0.93,0.75 .51
} N L

Total Percentage . ‘
All Types . 1 9.51 ' @ -«

- S - .
Systems| - . N T a
18 2 4 311 .. 17| 14 60 . 3,545 ,

- ¥
(]
Percentage of ’ : ‘
Total Enrolfient 0.11 . 8.77 0.48 10.40 1.69 ' .

— A =D
Total Percentage| *® ' ’ .
Systems 1 & 2 : |11.45 .

LY > ‘ -

Note.

¥

The Yata for Special Education 1include
tutoring program, teacher's aide and reading specialist.

federally-funded
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Discussion. It was discovered that the student counts
provided by Superintendents, Pr1nqipals, Special Education agd Ad tusted
Program teachers tended not to agree.* The actual gtudent 1ls£1ngs
again resulted i1n a different count from dny of the above.

It was assumed that although Superintendents and Principals
were asked to provide data as at 1 September, 1981, adjusted counts
were provided by Principals, while teachers were providing data as at

“the date of interv1€w (Teachers' data are shown in Tables 6 and.7).

The total nu&bef of students for whom the evaluator attempted
to examime student records were those whose names appeared on the
student listings which were provided by regular as well as special
class teachers and in some instances Principals. The count of studénts
gor each scéool was produced from these llsiingsland these rumbers were
used as the t?tal h?mber of students in the study. These data are
shown in Table 8.

As can be geen by Table 8, the number of chjildren actually

identified as receiving help in schogl-system-funded programs based on

N 1

the student listings represented 6.15% of the total student enrolment

1in System 1 and 8.41% of the total student enrolment in System 2.

Evgluative Question No. 1

To what éxtent do locally-formulated goals, aims; policies and

procedures ‘correspond to provincial Department of Education directives

‘and guidelines? N

hY
-

»

Referehces. Appendix 1 - List of Province of Nova Scotia

~.

Department of Education and Yarmouth Town and Municipality documents~

‘ ’
governing Special Education.
3 ‘ 8 " y
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Table 6

1 ~ N -

Student Enrolment 1n’Spec1al Educatio

as Reported by Special’Education T

58

n Classrooms - 1981-82

eachers, in S¢hool

Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

‘ . .
’ ! - - .
.

o 4

»

-
- »
-

Reported By © | part v > .
. Time Remedial '
Sys-] sehool | 8 ecial special EMH | TMH| peading R?marks
tem ucation Y
Teacher Education ] - .
: Remedaal .  _ - 30+ | *Not availaple -
Reading : totals from
. . ' ~ - - reports: 12 to 30
1 r 1 . 30% 2 | - - *Total ‘
. (varying) Approx.
- 30=~as many as 20
- daily ,
“ Voo *Gr.S5 - 3, Gr.4 -2
1 2 1 14* - - ! - '
/ . . Gr.3-5,Gr«2-4
System 1 44 2 - 0 -7 .
Total . i \ 3
' . i
2 1 1 - 7 =] - 3. girls -~ 4 bdys
2 2 1 1 41 - -]
. \ ]
’ - - - By two's or indi-
2 . % 2 . ’ 16 vidually as a rul
NEE ’ - mainstreamed
-
2 24l 3 - G -
2 2 4 - - 4 -
2 2 s N .- | 6 - .
2 2 6 r - - 3 -
-.‘\
s ‘ ‘ \
System 2 A 16 |13 16 '
: : iy . -
Systéms 1 & 2 LI . ’ oy
Totals - 45 18 |13 46 .

» H ‘

Totai Population of Studénts - In $pecial Education Programs - 1981-82

all types - both system

.

“

4 \

s - 122
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Student Enrolment (as

Table 7+

at September,

ot

- Adjusted Classes

as Reported by Adjuséed Class Teachers in School Systems 1 and 2

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

1981-82

-

k)

System School

Adjusted Class No. of Students
Teacher No.
1, 5 1 1M
’ L3 "
2 11
! 3 1
System 1 Total '
No. of Students 33 i
& > 1 8 b
2 . 10
1 >
System 2 Total P ’
No. of Students 18
System 1 and 2 .
Total Adjusted Enrolmesnt 51
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= . table 8 °

.

. Percentage of Total Student fnrolment, 1981-82 Receiving Help

\

’

in Programs Funded by School Systems~1 and 2 , ‘

23

s

o L.k
Yanmouth County. Nova Scotla, Canada )
' - ;\ * N '
tal " | art-t ‘ * ¢| Total all
System | Tota ! ar ime her'sl adusted otal a
- Student | EMH | TMH | Special Teacheris|Adjusted,| . es'of
" . . Educatipn Aide | |Program
L Enrolment . - and Reading’ . . tgelp ‘
- - ; q- Specialist . 0
- ¥ \ f ' . ,‘ ’
1 1,820 [ 1 1 70 ] 11 29 T112
Percentage of » ‘ )
Total Enrolment " i . . v |- .
System 1 0.06 [0.06+ - 3.85 0.60 ., 1.59 6.15 v
‘o s ’ ; ) ' N ) '\
2 W 1,725 16 13 | 91. -+ ¢ 25 145 "
+ i . K N
Percentage of . . !
Total: Enrolment . .
| System 2 0.93 |0.78 .5.28 0.00 1.a45 8.41
' ’ ¢ ) Al »
Totals . N ‘1.
- Systems| 3,545 17 14 g6t A T 54 257
1 and 2| ° {1 ° . S . .
-' A N .
- N , . ®
Percentage of . LR i
Total Enrolment . (0.48 |0.40 ~4.54 0.31 1.52- ° 7.25
Systems 1 and 2 ° P . . v 5 T
¢ ‘a ‘ I " " - t ¥
“ > ’ . v ' oy
. R A . .
- - v
. N 7
- B A \ 1
3 ’
] ? '
. v » \ -~ # I
- ) !
! 2 Ld * - -
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. ‘ 7
. Method.. Members: of Schoo}-Boards, the Superintendents of the
Af ’ » R - N

two systems add the Principals of the s¢hools jin the systems were
¢ . [
Y
wterviewed individually in order to establish what, if any, local

y .
Ed
-

statments had been set out.

' A
' .

Question 7 of the School ‘Board Member's Interview Questionnaire,

'Appendix’Z, read as follows. '‘Has the Board approved any locally-
A

formulated ‘'statéments of philosophy, aims,, goals and/or procedures

regarding any aébect of Spec¢1alll Education?"

L 4

Questions '4 and 5 i1n the Superintendent's and Principalls
p

Interview Questionnaires, Appendices 3 and 4, read

.

4, Are there apy‘locally-fofmulated statements of aims, goals, policy

- - - -

and/or procedures governtng Specia% Education programs in general

-
-

ot some aspect of Specral Education programming in particular?
5. If you answered "Yes!, could copies of the documents be made

avallable for examination, please?
Ly

»

Resultd. Analysais of,responseé to the above questions indi-

R4

cated that there was a statement of policies and procedures coveriné
classes for trainable mentally handicapped as listed in Appendix 1.

. \
In ¢onjunction with this statement, there was an Admission Form to be

-

" completed for TMH students, Appendix 16.

4
’

In addition, there was a statement of criteria and procedures

1 S

for admission'pf pupils to' the Adjusted Program (Appendix 17)

related to this statement, a set of forms had been developed -

facilitate the procedure (1) recommendations for the Adjusted Program

. (Appendix 18), (2) coveéring letter tg parents with coneent forms

(Appendix 19) and (3) the parental consent form (Appendix 20).

[V S Y
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B

In some of gh'pelamehtary schaols the'hegistrhtian Form,

Appendix 21, completed at the commencement of each school year ‘ .

included data regarding the student's current_hegalth status which,

were considered to be relevant to significant health Eonsi&érationf/iﬂ/
the case of exceptional students. .

Piscussion, The procedures covered by the local statements
_serve& to provide the school administratorg, with clarification of P

& -
requirements and some structure for intake of .students in two specific

.
- v »

,categories fi.e. TMH and Adjusted Programs). .Iﬁ qddition, in’ the vase’

of the TMH students, the statement of palic} and ﬁrdhédgres also set
P ‘ 4 «
out criteria for shared costing for'theﬁprqgtam?.tpe composition and

v < e
function of the TMH advisory commﬁttg;, the maintenance of the- -

v

student's personal file, the enrolment authority and application of -

provincial regulations in relation to¢ class atten@ance; cLQQé hours,
’ " v

dn , -

supervision and evaluation of Fe&cheta, programs and students.

~

It was noted, however, that\there wege no local statements of

-

- . . "
policy or procedures cover{ng special education prdgramming ip geheral, s’

. £

educationally handicapped students, or students ip part-time Spectal

IS
’

Education Programs. . - . ’ . ) . \\\
L]
Evaluative Question No. 2 ‘0
To what extent gre the followipg progtam procedures, as '{ :

* A

. P e

e S

outlined in the provincial guidelin€s followed in the local systems-: ~

(1) didgnosis and needs dssessment of the chiid;dn,. ) L

(2) prowision of counselling services,

" (3) utilization of community resources outside the school ;iétem, and ~
‘¢

- N 1
R -
P LIS
.
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- (4) establishment of review:committees to a@viee onh p‘lacemén of ~

.t

-+ ¢hildren in the progranis? L N ’
. ) A References. gppii,calble sections of. docqﬁ!en.g:g-lat:e showm in - = . "
endix 22. [N S :
) "Method. Superintendents and Princiﬂhls were questtone 1L SRR T
o interview- regarding each of items 1 t:o 4 i.nclusive uf t;his .ques ior\‘. ) - ‘ '.“

Superintendents were queétdoned regarding reviqw conpn.itt

I3

- procedures for, Special Education Program placement i.n genera{

P

TS

queried resatding review comitt.ee procec!ures for Adjusted Ptogr

’ oty o

LY studants (Prihcipal's Rxerview‘Quutidna Né& 17 (a? (b) (c') and “(dd

H 1 i

L . . In order to determine the exteﬂt f.o uhich thé‘;hildpen idgn 1,- te

help, Principals regular c'lassroom teichers"‘ ’special educatior\ te
El w2y
and reading specialio-ta were asked (P:incipal'saQue,p‘t;ion 10, ,Reg&‘lar

! E

Clauroqm Teacher A Qudotiou 2, md Specj:e-l Sductt.ion!‘l‘eac!iet'

;
-t i t 3

, Q-eation 6) to complete record aheete list,;lng all students ;l éntified . N
Yy - b . 1 1

- . as jnegding help and t'o -indicdte alse whethet ﬁeeds aaaeoamen\:s had bgen S

» PR - RN e . v . -

. harvied out, 1f he - Btu’d’ents had begn plnced in p&ograma and the kind *

4 ¥ L] ‘- -
vy . ‘ ,V.' , . :

PR AP ) prpgx;hu Sampie‘cf‘ h«g record uhects which were to be cémpleted T
[ LT

. s

' -M‘sﬁmrh is’ Appendatc’eq‘5 ‘%, md 11. . - - . .
Al . ., . 400 . -
"t 0‘ - .,

. . ,‘ Uutns the ’Ittfdent lictu Provided h! ench ochooi 8 at,afi\ the : ey,

3 I

", tnve-tj.gntor dmlopgd s uoluirnal 14.¢t of ltudenta for ?ch ;choo‘l to o

v -amre l'.p,ﬁ ﬂiu aaﬂ' student repottéd by t\'o ;e;chert. or'a- tcacher nnd

« % W

-~ i

’
‘e
* . ” X ’ * ) . \
¢ [ ' e ® .
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N Resulta. (1) Diagnosts and needs assessments pf the cWtldren-

r

Superintendents' responses to Interview Questién No.v 14 tndicated that }

o
the pnocedﬂre followed for diagnasing problems and assessing needs

¢

tended to be non-structured and that a variety of diagnostic proce-

dures .were being used. < -

. S

- ‘4

. Principals' responses to Interview Quéstion No. 14 ten&ed to

be consistent with .the Superintendents' statements, that is, a variety

’
-

of methods were used. In some instancesé, there was' some question as

.7 to the unéeraiandiné or- {nterprgtition of terhs such as '"diagnosis"

_  "and '"needs assessment,"

(2) Provision of counselling services: Superintendents'’

+ responses.to Interview Quest}oﬂ No. 15 indicated use of a variety of

“

services whiéh was’ponsistent with the directives of Public School
¢

r.
. Programs 1980/81, 1981/82, p. 6.
T8+ (3) Utilization of community resourcea/éutside the school
w‘_‘ ', N Y »
e System: Superintendents' responses to Interview Question No. 16

2

L] A -
indicated that the schools were availing themselves of a variety, of

LI .

qpmﬁunity resources such as YMCA facilities, service organizations

\]
»

z?qg;seums. In addition, they;yndicated ‘that they were using

. sociaL and héalth agencies' diagnostic aqd counselling services.

N R . ) . .
%f . « + (4) Establishment of review committees to advise on placement
. A3 v . = ”

: '”. of children: Although responses by Superintendents.appeared to

. e

&

v ’

< 1ndicate thav two different pr“dcedure% re being fouowed',,it was

. . b \ ’
) later cdnfirn‘d by the Superintendgnt of’School System 2 thgt; 1n his
"" . N ' . . M ; . N i «1' . .«'
. '. Y- 4 '.' s “ ' L1 - P
~ - o "o . |m - "
e - N§‘. - .
0 , » - { - ‘ . -
- * ' v \ ‘: N
. t » . - N .
LI .y ‘, " » 4 -
M IR "ﬂ L] - + L3

.
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response to Question 18, he was referring to TMH students onlx for

which the procedures .of a committee for placemert was set out in the

local statement of policy and, procedures.

<«

Thé Principals' responses to Principals’' Interview Question
No. 17(a), (b), (¢) and (d) indicated that the System 2 School, had an ’
established proceaure whereby formal meetings of a committee composed

af the Guidance Counsellor, Adjusted Program teachess and the -

[y

Administrator were held twice yearly, and informally on a once-a-week

basis. The System 1 School Principal stated that the composition of

‘

the committee, which met informally as the need:::g;z;?hroughout the
year, was approximatély the same as for System 2. However, once
» \ » *

annually, at the end of the }ear, this committee met, as a promotiié/,
o P

committee, supplemented by all teachers who had teachin& input to the

-~
v

Ad justed Program students,; to decide on each student's status for the ‘

- A y
up-coming year. L, fEk A

- o ‘s i

- . s

The Adjusted Program review committee met for purposes of -
re-assessing students' progress and setting educational and vocational

Y, :
goals and appeared to,be consistent with tlie intent"of the guidelines. .

In analysing Qhe data contained in these records, it appeared
* oL . .
in"a few, instanceés that the respondent had not understood the meaning

‘

of the term '"needs ;ssesameqt" in spite of verbal and written defini-~

tions (Appendix 10). Consequently, the term was possibly ﬁ'tgrpreted " ,

2

A}

as "this studert will need an assement on and a fyture date ‘
inserted." Future date notations were ihterpreted b§ the evaluator. -

as - '"no-needs assessment completed ."

-
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{ .
In some cases, students reported as regeiviné<tutoring_he1p

i

N »
were reported as having had a needs assessment, but the assessment

+

referred to was indicated to have been completed by the tutor. The

\ a

tutoring program used an instructional technique ‘called the Andover

method. This program had an assessment method as part of the puglished

.
v

material which was administered by the personnel in the program. As

th'e assessment was not considered to be within the meaning of the term

» A

"needs assessment" and the test administratora' qualifitations were '

uncertain, 1t was decided by the evaluatdr to clasgsify such cases as

. -

'"'no needs assessment completed.'" -

1 Il .

The responses of’school Péinqipals t6 Questior’ 10 were limited

with only five of ten Principals completing the fopms. The prihary”

. v

reason given for not completing the forq was that,‘in pqder-to fill it

out; the Principal would consufﬁ his regular and’speqial class teachers

-
P

to aobtain the .information thereby making his repori a mere duplication

1 N '

f their submissions. - -

» - * 4 hd

Analyéiq of data by systeﬁ and school is shown in Table 9. ¢:

"Part-time Help",‘aé shown in Table 9, .groups tegether children who

t P

received part-time help from an EMH teacher, a speciél edugation

teacher, a remedial reading teadher or from a reading specialist.
The total of six hearing-impaired children ‘included in the
total count- of chiLdfen identified and in .the '"Miscellaneous' section

of" '""Other Programs' are Partially integrated in the regulér school

program, but the dlass is undet‘the jurisdiction of the Atlan

Provinces Resourée Centre!for Hearing Handicapped, Amherst,

4

[
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w-Number of’Students ldentified ds Needing HWelp and Their Status as to Kasessment of Need and Program Placement - By System and Schaol -
‘ . .
(qa.,r.portad by Principals, Ragular Classrool Teachers Special Education Teachers Reading Specialists ang ﬂd]usked Progyam Teacheys)
Pl “In Schoql Systems ' and 3 Yarmouth County NOva Scotla *
» . - . -
- . 1981-82 - T
] ) 4 _
- ~ .
N
g > - . y
- Special
Total No  INo for Whom ‘ cation| pare- | Adjustes Other Programs No
System |School § Studénts | Ngeds A time Program Program Remarks -
» ified |meffw Completed: Full time R‘ln. Federally | TeacheY's{ Misc
B funded .
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A cpmparison of the number of children identified as requirlng

’ “ P - * . -~

help with tite number of thildrbn placed in‘programs as shown in Table

10 indicated that appréxtmately 7.5% were in fuli-time TMH or EMH
Programs, approximately 397 were in\ﬁart-time Special Education Programs

or receiving -help from reading specialists, apbroximgtefy 2.5% were
[ - - =~ ? ~

being helped by teacher's .aides and approximatgly 13% were in the

* Adjusted Program, Thus, approximately 62% of children, identified as

“
.heeding help in the 1981-82 school ydar, reeeived help funded and under

-

the jurisdiction of the school systems. Of the remaining appﬁoximately

38%, approximately 27% received help.from a federally-funded tutoring »
prograﬁ.not under the jurisdictioﬁ of the provincial Department of
Education, and approximately ,2% were receiving other provincially funded

v

hefp (i'.e. the class for the hearing iﬁpaired,‘; speech therapist, or a
health facility therapist). Approximately 9% of children listed as
- - - A - » l

lqentifled.by teachers as needing help were not receiv11§ hélp of any

1 - . -

kind. It should be noted that the perqéﬁ{?gg'of children’;ot'yet

recéiviné help was,hpproxlmatel§ 3%% if vhe }ederaliy~fu;ded program

was disreéardgd. ‘ -t

]

Fhe number of siudents placed in programs, as reported in
0 * o

Tables ‘9 a;d 10 were compared with the number for whom neetls assess-

ments were carried ohtirs reported in Table 9 and the percentage

¢ r~ - - S
" relationships are showﬁ itnh Table 11. ~Approximhte1y 58%, or,slightly'
,. -
more than half of the total number of students receivlng help (from all
. . . .
- souscea) in System 1 Schoofs were reported as.haVing had a qggds

e \

-

’ »

’ assgssment eompleted. In System 2‘ much the1samg picture appeare%\

with upproximately &GZ*of\the childreﬁ'receiuing help of one kind or .

[y
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Table 11 . 70 -

Number of Students Placed in Programs Compared with Number

- - -

for WhomPAssessments of Needs were Completed - in School

Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia

¢ »

Canada, 1981-82 . B

5 Numbers of Students | Number Reported | Pefcentage of, ° ‘ .
- in Programs (all for Whom Needs Number 1n .
System [School tyges) or receiving | Assessment N ,
~ help (all types), Completed Brograms - .
g 7
1 66 a7 . 71.21 . '
‘ 2 | 30 NEV R 46.67
v ] U3 .16 > 12 75.00
! oA
4 13 3 * 25.00 ’
5 36 18 ' . ,50.00 . ,
Totals » ¢ ' . N ’
1 . \ , \
system 1 61 94 58.39 )
. 1 49 34 69,39
/ ’ [
2 ; 69 45 65.22 . o,
2 3 22 . 4 18.18 -
a 52 ’ 37 71.15 ‘
- . i
5 28 2 - [0 «.8.00 C .
Totals - vt ’
217 . 56:2 . .
System 2 - . . 1220 56:22 ) .
', ‘ ¥ 3 ¢ L
N M 3 ) - A ”
System 1 and 2 Totals.= . - - .- . ] N
) Number of stud%ntsmin Programs\?‘a‘rlft;y\pes‘);' . 378
- . F 2 4 ‘ ’
r 4 M -~
« Number Reported for Whom Needs Assessment Completed: 216 -
% . . »
Percentagerof Total in Programs: ) = 57.14% , . ) .
) ' “ ) o .
° 3
“ . . v . - - . LY. 'l .
KJ. ‘ . v .‘ ) -~ * ) . - Al
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another having been reported as having had a needs assessment

completed.

-

The percentage relationship of number for whom needs assess-
ment completed to number of students 1n pyograms or receivang help -
all types - was approximately 57%, slightly more than half the total

number 1dentified as needing help and receiving it.

¢ -~

. Evaluative Question No. 3 .

)

How do cTassroom activities as observed 1? special education

classrooms compare with suggested activities as contained in the

-

r provincial directives and guidelines?

Refergnceé Applicable references are shown in Appendix 23.°
, _— - :
’ Method. A classroom chgervation record form (Appendix 13)

“ 2
was develqped for minute-interval observations of special education

v »

classroom teachers and rémedial reading teachers. Fourteen categories

» of teacher activities were developed by-the evaluator based on the

. . . -

~ implicat;ons,df the Department of Educatioh references presented in,

¢

: Append1x-23 and content of a teacher evaluation check-off list as
;s presented by Glpéon (1979). Through pilot-studying the use of the
Pl L4 [ \‘\)

' wform, 1t was decided that the first five seconds of every minute of

¢ . ! observation would 'be used to check the category of activity of the
Y R Vtaachnt during tﬁat minute.t‘The remaind®r, of each minute served to
[

. recérd particﬂlars regarding student groéup composition, materials,
* “ . R LA | i ,
4 . 5subject matter, teacher activf&iei and movement, general method of
} ) M O )

. predentation and, when possible, the teacher's description of subject
4 ;

N ) < R -

“
(1]

" .

. matter and activities for the period observed. .



T
2 -

-

Eight spé¢ial education teachers, which included 2 EMH and

) ) , N
3 TMH classrooms, esource room teachers and 1 remedial reading .

r :
teacher were observed for one mornimg ‘'Bach-by the evaluator. Reading

-

specialists were also observed for varying periods of time but these

data were not included as they were not classified as 'special education

-

teachers.'

The distributiomsof special education teachers' time across

-

the fourteen categoties‘of activities as observed during the periods

of gbservation were analysed and are shown in Table 12, and the percent-
3 o .

age of each teacher's tétal time devoted to each activity was then

calculated and tabulated in Table 13.

- - ! ‘ i
Results As can be seen from Table 13, teachers' approaches

tended to vary markedly. For example, teachers' time allocation to

category 1, lecturing to the whole clagb varied from a minimum of 0%

(resource room teacher) to 16.24% in the case of an EMH classroom
teacher. Teachers of EMH or TMH classrooms in which,student populations
. -

did not’chaqge significantly throughout the observation period were

observed to spend a minimum of 3% to a maximum of 16% approximately -

4

and an average of 6.73% of their time in lecturing to the whole class.’

' A minimum of apﬁroximately 11% and a maximum of approximately
47% of teacher time was spent in one-to-one- instruyction, tategory &,
Afd analysis of time distribution to this item suggests that at least

] -

two of the teachers devoted almost half of their time td one-to-one

hd *

instruction, while 8 of 9 teachers spent 207 or more of their time inthis

activity. Categories 6, 7 and 8 which inwolved attending, to students .
. .

and clarifying their ideas and feelings showed a more llmited range of °

.
. < :
. N
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Special Education Classroom Teacher Ubservati n Analysis
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Table

1961-82, in

’

(3

Schools Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County, Novs Scotia, Csnada

.

Classroom Observations of Speclal Education Teacher

.

Pescentage of Total Time of Observation

’

for Each Catsgory of Activity

.
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betueen 0%’ to'19% approximatelyvof tehcher t1me being devoted to these -
M y -’ ¥ ? 4;-';..
activities. Praising or encouraglng, category .9, ,was observed to -

occupy a,minimum bfv3% to a*maxgmqp of '22% of teacher-time, the latter v -

. v . b .-

(i e. 22%) being obsetvgd in the casé” of a remedial reading teacher.
. ) B - L] »~ -
A limited\tihe _range was hotéd for category 10 which might

. .~ PR

indicate ghat classes wereﬁwell sg;ucxpred so that little time needed .

- -

»

R . . . . " . . . - e -
“to be spent-in‘incidental student requests.- (Kange _ 0% ®o 7% approxi-
- mately).” ° t o . R 5 " *
- . € > »

. Analysis of. eategdry-il disclbsed that the time sﬂ@ht in * |

¢va ~ *
-

criticizing dr reprimanding rdnged frem 0% to a maximpm of IOL . .

» ~ . .
N ,‘ . 14

approximately of a teacher's total obgervpd time. Further analysis

- - v
> - -
- . - - v - £l

Jindiéated that collectively those’teaqhers who crit}cized or repvimanded

. . v vy

P

students for non-acceptable behavioyrs dfd_so 78% of the time. ' »

. ’ L8 [ - -

(approximately) before the whole class, 13% of the time (approximately) - .

.
3

to the student individuélly and approximately 9% of the tife in a smail .

. - N - ~ f ¥ . -
- .
3

group setting.' No teacher was observed to spend time in justifying Y ‘.

’ « . ' . .
*t s -

his or her own actions (category 12). In observations of six of the . . -

- \ -
- N
» -

. - N . [ A
nine teachers, there were no observations of periods.of silence ot

. . - .,

i
confusion with no directed activity under way'(categofy 13). The « he M 5
1 N .
.1 . R s : 1 . s
highesy incidence (approximately 3% of teacher time) was judged to be -
. ~ | . i
related to the remedial reading teacher's student grqups' turnover . .

- ’

times. Periods of silence with planned organized activity under way ‘ .
(dategory 14) occupied a minimum of 1% to a makimum of 19% approxi- - ’ €L
mately of teacher time. .

Data were interpreted tos suggest that generally the emphasis

-

was on one-to-one instruction, that student talk was not extensive




/

»
A

and that prbgrams tended to be sfroﬁg}y séructured, .

"It was 4i§§'noted that in general,'during*ﬁggiods.of @bhervgi

#

~

-

e T

-«

tiéns, subﬁect‘ﬁatter covered ranged from readiness skills (coléurs,

. -

—<geomettic ghapes, numbers, aLphabet weanhet, days of the week, etc.) - ~ Lo

. "

2oty

to nzhding, language, spelltng,.mathematica, sociaI stuaibs person&l

A ¢ x
«
» ! +

awareness and Tife skill§ such as personal groomdng, simp[e fpo&

- . e
- N VI -

preggration, table setting and clean—up taabs. e .

4
]
¥ . 4 ~ 4 " ',' - - .?;
. In presentatien, the teacher%" methbds 1nciugeq‘lectugiqg, . . -

- . ..

X

N

chalkboard presentatid'k’use of small médelﬁ?or }étﬁal.objécts,, .

Y 4
flash cards, skill-building games, ﬂ’Eiures, posters, snack foods and

4

_eating utensils. : 7 " . )
+ * .

Students were-observed to engage in listening to teacher or

1 4
% 1] -

tapes, responding verbally, completing written assignpents; oral .

-

reading, independently féading or game playing, drawing, colouring,
[

cutting, gluing, sorting, assembling parts, action singing, reciting,
model building (group activity), mural painting (group activity),

preparation of snacks, table éetting and servimng, clean-up activities

and Personal grooming. - ’ ) )
Evaluative éﬁed‘ion No. f ~ ) ‘k ‘

" To whet extent is the documentation as outliqed in the @
provificial and local ;irectives and guidelines maintained on each t ‘
'atudent'served by‘the‘programs? ., ' * R

‘ Réferencea' References applicable to Evaluative Question -

QNo. 4 are discualﬁd or quoted in Appendix 2&.‘ ” . " v )
’ Method: The subject of documentation, was raised in

interviews of Superintendents, Prirncipals, special education teachet;,

”

L4
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and reading specialists, and questions relevant to this subject were

contained in .estionnaires completed by regular classroom teachers and

. , -
parents?’

. Check of Documentatvon in Student Records. For the purpose of

checking each school's documentation on a student, a $tudent* tecord

check-off list was pregéred as shown in Appendix 14, Student’yecordé

14
‘

cheéklng was carried out by the evaluator between 1 June, and

31 July,,1982. ' '

.

The evaluator followed the same’procedure for obtaining access

to student reéords in each of the ten schools. The Principal, in each
instance, was presénted with a copy of the nominal list prepared by .,

the evaluatoy on the basis of listings provided by staff of the school

3

on_%orms«provided 2; the evaluator. S8tudent files as ptovided by the
Principal, or staff under the Primcipal's instructions, were then
examined. If files were pot provided for all students listed, the

disctepancy was drawa to the attention of the Principal or his delegated

. N
.

staff. If the file could not then be located  the fact was noted. In
‘several inétances, when students were in transit between Schools,

missing files were IXcated at other gystem schools. Urder no circum-

[
~

stances did the evaluator apprdac§<fn individual teacher for a

student's records. Records of students which'could'not be accessed
through the Principal'é or school's maintadministra&ive office /
- '

following the procedure indicated above were judged to be not available

“to ‘the evaluator. ' s

L)

Files were scrutinided in the.same ﬁanner for all students, that’

-

*is, all items in the file, cumulgtive recdrd c¢ard, reports, corregpon-

dence or examples of work, were noted., ' .
< -

l"
-

b e~

o MEE s &
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' The d?ta,ob{ained from examination of students' files were
' ~
recorded on the check-off list in deta:l as to nature of material,
N .
(i.e. cumulative card record only, term report, progress report, etc.).

Table 16 shows the data for the two systems as analysed and compared

with that dacumentation considered to be significanE in relation to
\

" children in need of special help as described 1n thé directives and

1 3

-
‘

guidelines. . . . .
> -, . -
Results: Nature of Documents as Indicated by Questionnaire

v

.

Responrses Supérintendehts' responses to Question; 24, 25, 26 and 27

’ ‘ .

indicated "that & Bre-school assessment gaé carried out in most cases.

s .t N

However, in the case of School System 2, it was indicated that a child

could be admitted without the prefschool assessment. In System 1, lt

.
’ (] -

was noted that the assessment had previously been.thé‘responeibility

of the Public Health Nurse, but in 1981 had been assumed by the Primary
» . .

qﬁade teacher. The System l response indicated that the pre-schooi .

1

assessment ‘was intended to pick up only gross deficiencies and was.

administered in May or.,June. In System 2,.the Primary Grade teachers,,

1
+ Public Health Nurse and secretaries were involved in carrying out the

LY " . .
assessment which was intenhded to determine the readiness\ of the child
e [ LI . -
. . , .

for school ehtry. , o

i

A}
.

As to the documents covering the initial referra® of-:the tMH

students fdr Special Educatfon Programs as noted in Reference No. 7 of
»

Appepdix 24, the indication was that the documents were held by the

, ¢

school resp6n51b1e for the TMH program presentation in, System 2,

althougl¥ the'System 1 Superintendent indicafgﬁ that he held documefits

* for’ gtuderits of System 1. T e s 3 -
. - v
. : -
v ' - -
-~ i .
. . . .
‘ ’ ¢ “

>

-
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Further questioning 1in relation to chlldﬁfn 1n Special Educatpon’
+

’
Programs, 1n general, disclosed that System 1 Superintendent maintained
\
. A

demographic data only, as did the Superintendent of System 2. In .

addition, System 2 Superintendent held copies of minutes of TMH meetings.

v . -

In response Lo Question 12, '"What records do you keep on each
.
ch11d?", a variety of responses was received from Principals of Schoofs. = .

3esponses ranged from 'mo records, personally," to cumulative record: \ v
L] @ 0

] 4 '
cards, progress reports (term), report cards and a record of the ! ‘»

teacher(s) who ate seeifig the child, results of formal testing, notes
teachers may have written, samples of work, all correspﬂhden{‘, reading
3 ’

test results, standardized test results; tutoring record, etc. -

- + o .
As written directives from parent or doctor to Principal

) ¢ . - .
and for Principal to teacher would, presumably, be filed in the student's

>

main recond fi}e, the responses to Principal's Question No. 14 were

examined. Again the responses varied. N

. To inform teachers regarding students for whom there 1s a risk

.
- %

. -
of medical emergency and the action which must be ;aken should the
&

emeréency arise, Principals' responses indicated that Principals in
5 i +* -
System 1 tended to rdly lar on thg annual registration form for
’ - ‘ .
jhformation from parent as to any significant medical conditian. TIh

.

-

some,instahces, 1t was indicated in the Principals'&responses, tHat .

such information was®recqorded on the cumulatlve%;ecord card. In no
2 .
instahce was written direction from Principal to teacher'indicatéd as
. 13
the procedure. Instead, most responses indicated that the Principal

®

would pass such information to the teacher verbally. There were fio

indicatfoné of a formalized procedure with any specifig written

- )

\ -
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-

record form other than annual registration or note on cumulative
¢

.
. -

regord card. R . oo \

In relation to children who must receiye oral medichtion during
"

- ne N

the school day, again procedures varied from requiring a doctor's "o

' ‘ S
letter and Public Health Nurse assidtance, to parents' written or

~

verbal notification. Supervision of medication also varied from control
4 > *

of medication by Principals under lock 1n réfrigerator, to berhg keépt . . w

- .

in the teacher's desk or, preqsmably, gtudent's persoﬁal responsibility. \.

Aééin, there appeared to be no general system procedure with established .,

format for recoralng and passing such 1nformation£froﬂtpafent.and/or ) ~
doctor 'through*Principal to teacher. . ..
Analysis of special education teachers' responses to Qd;stion 7

of Appgﬂdix 7 suggested that with the exception of two responses, the . & .

indications were that observations of students were formally recorded. *
®

In the other two instances, one teacher used a book and the other 4

indicated an 1n§?rmal method. Seven of the ten teacﬂérs }nterVLewed - - ¥

stated that criterion-referenced tests werq}used, all ten stated that
* [ 4

A

. . e {

teacher -made tests were administered/ and four indicated the use of

standardized tests periodically. Responses to Question 7, 1in general,

!
suggested that special education q}ass student files should contain a .

i
variety of test data.

a0 Regspdnses to Qestion 7 were of 1nterest in relation to .
.
o

\

congsultation records. When responses to 7(c) were analyzed, it was

found tHat alk+indicated some consultation in some of the special el

education student fileg. g .

’

o,

oy
w + EN

- 4

= i 4
‘- .
3 =, = ' 3
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Responéés t® Question 14 of Appendtx 7 indicated that all

- ’ .

special educatioﬁ teachets were ﬁafﬁiaininﬁ records, with one 1ndfc§£ing'

’

“ ,
xecording 1n a bdo%:and another, réferring tb "just yersongi records
t “ » -
R g .
deviged by m¥self.'" HoweVer, sesponsed in general, again indicated
3 d s .

that student files should reflgct sthe on-going agsessments which the

.

- v ' -
special gpucatlon teachers stated that they were:completing. .

L4 3 )

Regular tlassrepom Leachers'responses to Question 4 of Appeﬁdi

9 indicated that, amongst many ather records kept, -many teachers
1

Y, .

retained the curmilat ive record card which was judged to tmply “that the

variety -of records described by ‘them should, for tﬁe most ‘part, be .

retained in, or at least by the end of each school year, find their way«
3 r3 -

. v
»

into 4he students' main files al;;§/with the  cumulative record card.

4 ) ’
The regding specialists'®tesponges to Question 13 of Appen%ﬁx 7
*

also 1ndicated maintenance of extensive records which -included dai Y.

. »

recatds for eachgghg}d. .

L3

]

@ The Adjusted Program teachers' responses to Questions 7, 8 and

.

14 of Appendix 7 indicated that, with the exception-of one,'éll Ad justed

~ [y -

Program teachers used recorded teacher observatiens, criterion-

-
¢ .

[

¥

qgferenged tests, teacher-made tests as well as curriculum-based testa.
]

. .

, 7.
and the records of these evaluations would, presumably, be recorded or N

filed 1 the student's file. . * )

.
-

&£

A
* Question 8 responskts by Adjusted Programiteachers suggested
that there were, in three ingtances at least;‘;iztnt consultatigns

which should be recorded in student files. Oﬁly three of five Adjusted
~ £

Program teacherg responﬁed to Question rg. These indicated that dnly

limited record;>wereﬂkept by two (i.e. day book), while the other kept

]

M ‘

1

s,

4
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- ‘ M
‘ fairly extemsiwe on-golng progress records both academjc and social, \

* The extent to which such tecords,-as described in Question 14 ‘responses,

would f}hd thdir way 1:to the student's main file appeared unclear.

¢

» . .
“/ - <* Parents' responses tq Question No. 4 of the Parents' Question-

“ \

)’natre; Appendix No.>12, were analysed by system, school and kind of
help which student received “and are shown.in Table 14. The data
«

. N
, of the parents wﬁb\:espeﬁééd by returning gpmpleted
- »

&uegtfbnahares, thq&ﬂgé, of 45 _parents in System 1 who respon , 60%
’
of those whose childre® receirved part-time special education,

#

ind 1c'ate6 that

v

. 'approximatgly 50% of those whose children Tpceryved help from the

-

. ° reading specialist and 757% of those whose children were placed in the

i * N N
Adjlusted Program indicated thﬁt they had givefl written cottsent. 1In

- System 2, of the 48 parents who responded, 40% of those whase children
P N e :‘

were in EMH classes, "approximately 10% of - those whose children were, 1n

TMH classes, 60% of those whose children were in part-time special

¥
education, approximately 37% af rhose whose children were receiving

~

*

. .
help from the reading specialist and 50% of those whose children were

o N PEE
¢

‘placed 1n ihe Adjusteé Program indicated that they had.given written
co;;ént. i
As shown 1AoTab1e 15, analysis of parents' responses to Question .
~ Pd ’ .

No. 6‘indicated thagj of the 45 parenisrwho regponded iwr.System %, theﬁ v
| s;hoolgl staffs had initiated contacts with 60% o% parents of children
receiving part-time specia}’educgtxon hglp, lOoiipf parents whose

[y
- &

///ﬁ\ children had help from a temcher's aide, approximately 39% of parénts

of chrldren who had help from a reading specialist and 50% of parents :
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» . Oof 225 students in

Ty ' - . 85
whose ohllqr;n were in‘'the Ad]uated Program. The numbers of contacts ;
' " -
varied widely fgém once o; tyigf a zfar to weekly coﬁtacés. :
‘In System 2, the analysis %ndicated th;i;‘in relation to the %8 f’“‘,
- . .

4

parents who repgled, the schools' staffs had initiated cgntacts with L)

60% of parents 1}h child;en 1n TMH programs, 40% of parents whosge

LY - .
etifldren rec::ved part- -time special educdtion help,'approﬁlmately 21% | N '
og parents whose children had help from a issding specialist and ’ A

a 7
25% of parents whose thildren were in‘the Ad)hsted Program. -‘
+ ' Sigce the proportioms pf pérent; cont;cted, as‘{ndlcéted py

-

parentg® respons‘s, varied to-:such an extent on thg\?asis of. parent *
Q ; .

tegponses, 1t ¢ould be assumed *that echools' documentations of parent .
N ]

- LY
! 4

[N N y
contacts would also be varied. . ’

s 0f, 185 students identified as needing help or receiving Help in
the 1981-82 school year 1ih System 1 schools, the student files were
Ay " - -~ .

examined for 168 (approximately 91%). Records were not available, for
examinatipn and could not be located within the tdme set aside by the

. M v ‘ ' N
evaluator for the record check for the reﬁaining 17, or approxlma&ely -
9% of the student; Of the 168 students, 5 (or- approxlmétely 3%) were

EMH students, 70 (approx1mate1y 42%) were r&ivi‘ng f)art time special‘ .

4
education or reading specialist hélp, 29 (approximater 17%) were in

‘ the Adjdsted Program, 7 (approximately 4%) were being helped by

teachers' aides, 50 (approximately 30%) were receiving help in tHe

‘federdily-funded tutoring progtam only, and 7 (approximately 4%) were

‘

not receiving help (Dataare shown irt Table 16).° -
‘igysﬁem 2 s¢hoels who.were listed by sehool’
2

staffs as needing help or recdeiving help of some kipd, Student files
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Table 16 v
Legend . .
XKind of Help Recejved (Students for whom Recdrds were Examined)
~ .
a - EMH .
b - TMH -
c -4Part-time Speci#l Education or Reading Specialist
d - Adjusted Program . pe
e - Teacher's Aide
f - Federally-funded Tutoring Program .

of - Yo help received e yet
e

Disgnostic Assessment N - B
0 = none 1in student's file or noted on cumuhtlv?card in any
school year up to Jgne, 1982 . "
1 = group or routine ac8demic testing in any schoel year up to
Jupe, 1982 (i e. Reading Level Tesating, "group™ - I Q and/or
general achbievement testing ) "
2 = individual diaqnb‘{}c assegssment in any achool year up to 4
June, 1982 even if only record sighted was on cumulative card

o

Yearly Program Plans

Yes - A np&Eilic statement or IEP covering program far student,
No - Cumulative card notation only or no record, s

-

‘ .
Methods attempted - Success/Failure Rate-

Yes - Specific summary or statement on methods attempted & succeshk/
failure rate (Reading Specialist report, special education
. teacher's report ) .
No - Term or grogress reports only, c ulative card notation only
or no record ‘

Personnel Pnvolved and Functions in Development of Student

Specific fisting of or reports from such personnel

Dated Summation of Parent Interviews

Any sepatste {,pqrt or record of parent intervfiews .
. -
Copies of Correspondence -
To of from parents or agencies regarding student
. ; ¢
Report of Specjalisgt services [ §

! ]
“Specialist” interpreted as outside the school system an8 including
medical, psychological, “speech/hearing, social agency, etc. reports

Profile Graphs on Which to Record Educational Growth
ALl
A specific profile - not the cumulative card record.

- .

.

Medical and/or Clinical Data R
T = none
1 = cumulatiye card notation only ¢ .
2 = separate’ record or report including Public Health prerschool
assessment

Speech, Hearing & Visual Defects - Medical Reports .

*0 ¥ nbthing a - .
1 = cunmulative card notation
2 = separate repprt by medical authority
. by

Repdrt from Commupity Health Nurse " -
T
Separate report by Community Health Nurse ~ hot a cumvlathg:ctrd

notation

"

.
Abstract of Relevant Information from Cumulativé C.rd(gg

Any summary or photocopy of cumulative card data

Completed Admission Form Signed by Parents >
Any form of written parenZal authorization for TMH class placement

. . .

[4
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., 88
, were examined for 213 students (approximately 95%)." The remaining

14 files (approximately 5%) were not available within the evaluator's
) * ]

scheduled checking time. Of the 213 students of System 2 sohools,.

»

whose récords‘were checked, 16 (approximately 8%) were in EMH classes,

13 (approximately 6%) were TMH students, 99 (approximately 47%) were (

13

receiving part-time help 1n special education or from the reading
specialist, 25 (approximately 12%) were i1n the Adjusted Program, 52
(approximately 25%) were recelving helg frgm‘the federally-funded

tutoring program only and 6 (approximately 3%) were receiving ne-help.

“" * Diagnostic Assessment  Provided that some kind of record was

found of administration of an individual I1.Q. test, with or without
, .
additional tedts (1.e. tests of perception, academic achievement or

»

-
visual-motor coordination,) thlslwas counted as evidence of individual

testing of the étqdent.to determine hi!«or her specific educational
* »
needs.
-

All-;:}prds of testing which would have been group-administered’

»

or formed part of general testing programs such as Primary level I.Q.

IS
-

tests or (Lorge Thorndike Intelligence Tests, Metropolitan Achievement

) fests, Differential Aptitude Tests,) were counted as group or routine
academic testing if record form of tumulative card notation was found

.

" in sthe stud'file. Records showing only Reading and/or other sgkill

level testing which formed part of a particular published program in
that skill were not considered ag fal{}ng within the meaning of the
1

term ''diagnostic needs assessment."

.

A file was recorded as having no evidence of diagnostic

assessment when no record was found of general intelligence and

v

b
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general ach{evement testing in the form of. test, record forms, or cumu- v
. , - . eﬂ’ . oy .
. lative card notation. . ’ T . . ° ¢ '
, Data ind1céted?thdt, in“ﬁystem 1, of tQﬁ 168 children wh?se . LY
. ’ e “ Al
. . . N
records were examined, 68 (approximately, 40%) had had some form o{ﬁ ’ .
¢ .
individual diagnostic assessment at some point within dheir school '
‘ ., e .
. years from Grade Primary to the 1981-82 school year, 77 (approximately &
- - . " L}
46%) had been tested in a group—testing procedure once or more since : )
beginning school and ‘23 (approxlmater 14%) appeared to have received d \\\*\\L\\
»e " 3 -

no diagnostic assesgsment of any kind-as defined on ;he evidence é% the co

N
. ) records which were made available. e i
", . . .\ e

. B g - v - ‘-(
The System 2 data on the 211 sfudents whose records %gre examined * -

-
)

- A Y
. . indicatéd that 89 (approximately 42%) #ad had individual diagnostic '

. assessments of some kind carried out at some time, 74 (approximately - »

35%) had been assessed once or more by hmeans of standardized group= - -

4 3
testing instruments and 48 {(approximately 23Z)Qappeared not to have ° )
& . o7 - v . ..
. received diagnostic needs assessment of any kind. . .

’ ) - 'W .
; . Yearly Program Plans: Yearly program plans in the form.of a
'geparate and §gécific summary of the student's status at sommxﬁbint fa

. H:; school’ career with a statement of goals for that or subséquerit i f‘f
académic years was found im 5 records (approximately 3%) of System } .. . Tt
- ¢ 2o [ - ¢
» -
schoal records. No évidence was féund in any student record examintd
* Y M

- . I
in System 2 schools. . y

R
Methads Attemg_gd Success/Failure(Rate The guidelines were

«
* \

ihterpreted to mean a specific statement in the form of an anecdotal

4 -

. '}

’ Y. report of thp methods attempted by the claastqpm and/or special class . o,
- > ¥ f L N . i : a ‘
o~y R . y \ #

#* e
. . . -
~ - « ~ .\r - ! ? i
3 ‘e ¢ -
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y . . . . . * . , N - ¢ ~ S . - ¥ »\, ‘q 2 L] - ‘I
F .- ! "



. "

-
. - A e e T, e S J - . - uiﬁ - i g o g b e e
- » - -~ 1l -
AR PR BN LAY .o N - % N2 w
- - bl - ‘ ~
. . . ‘S oa s m e L o,
« L - - e = 2
N Ay . - s~ : * -
* - ~ XIS s £
- N ~% 7 = -
- - - - -
-
- .
4 v LI - - 4 - N
- N - . . »
” ~ -~ L, 2 »
- " * x
+ B .
b4 - * &
" % ~ L M -
] ¥ . » wl -
. = - s “ - P - ~ *
. - ’ v
- A
) S PO -
Fa . 4 -
. . P W D . Y -
2 ’ . v . . - . . 90
- . «* 3 - .
™ i ¥ . -+ 3 -
- - ~ - + +
" " t A . -

01'~specialist teauhets item-izlng ptceedu;és follqyed 1\1 attempting .

* - <« ™

Lo guide the child in 'akill development vtth 8 :ecozd of she .

A S -~ «» . .

-
Bulcess or fatlire rate- fn &pglication of thosg method"s. Any

. + .

separate report of a tlabsraom or abecial class or nqyecia‘liat

B

teacher -of the natura 1ﬂdicaf:ed was counted ds fallipg within ahis

. A

category, V“ery brief cmqta’tivi* card notations werk not cmsiﬂgrad tp
'Y A [ 4 £’
do so. ‘However, inic t:he ‘case of recqrda of a gtroup of juni{zr high -

-~
X

students who had recetved reading speciaust help on‘iy, it apmre?

' )
-

that thd cumulat.We card anecdbtai comients by ihe reading maghr:
e

5 -

LA -

were the only record on filé of th¢ teacher's assespment“.ﬁonw- -

"o » k] v S
. T

- quently; these were couqted as fani.ag within the meanfng of the® '

a
» X} - P N

. - . o,
-

guideline@. p | - .

2. ¢ . L y o

4. - . t v

“The standatrd Lerm report of iuterim progress repart T

. . “ 5 . ‘ ) 2
. completed on every student i the a;sal:ems at gegulay iater‘vafé was

L

nut judged to fall within the méanins of thmai@elihe‘s ‘tor spegial
"

becords for the child needing heLp heyond thay E‘g

v L A .

idpd. in t;he

- e
‘ - . B

I

sy

te

- . 4, o . w -
regular classroom. Nt o sﬁ
. Y.

]

. Data indicated that, in 23 gappzoximateljg 14%) of the (% °

reéor.d.s chrecked in' System 1 sc¢héols, t}lez{qﬂnb »sofﬁe § oxm ;of
record of the methods dttempted, vl;{le 26 tiles (qpprcximtei.é 12%)
- o

of the System 2 records ccmtalned some evidende of such, m(‘.ord.- <

> . ~

k&ep_ins ., . ) ’ ©

Personriel Invol'ved\%nd i‘uﬁdtlone m Development orf the v

"Student: A specific sumnariged 1ilt or tsbul.atioﬁ fotm was' found

in no imstance. Cumulntive ¢ard recbrda atao did not amar te -
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v

provide an essential structure which was to be followed of necessi%y

.

' for maintenance of complete records of all persomnel -involved in the

development of the student. Therefore, for purposes of the study,

.

i1t wag judged that, if the evaluator found in the studept's record
file a specific repért which had been coﬁpleted by a specialist teacher

or other specialist, whose function could be clearly defined through

the nature of the report, the record would be counted as Ea;;}§%>fithin
the meaning of the guidelines.
, - In System 1 schools, 25 (approximately 15%) of records were

« . juidged to meet this requirement, while 59 (approximately .28%) of

> " 'l

1

. of the petrsonnel involved in the student's development

’

Dated Summations of Parent Interviews Any separate report

Y

- or' clear record of parent interviews which was contaired within the

file or on the cumulative record card was'Judged to fall withan the

\

* - ° meaning of the guidelines. '

In System 1 files, 10 records (apptoximately 6% of the records

4

checked) contained such records or reports, while in System 2 files,
1 (apﬁroximately 0.47% of the records checked) contained such

eviderice.

+ ‘
’ 0

. Copies of Correapoﬁﬁ%nce. Any correepondence in the student's

file, whether -of a routine, demogriphic'nature ot relevant to an

academic or behawicural prgblem, current or otherwise, was considered

-

to meet the requirémente although, 1f the directives were more specific

-?
.

3
)
-9

. . System 2 schaols' student records were judged tp contain clear evidence -

-

)

e
-
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it was assumed thaé some cétrespond;nce such as form letters telling
parents and students to read school directives governing student
regulations would not be within the intent of the directives.

Using the broad interpretation, however, 107 files (approxi-
mately é&%) of System 1 records contained correspondence, while 29
flleq‘(apgvox1mately 14%) of System 2 records contained correspondence.

\ A

Reports of Specialist Services  The, term "specialist' for

purpgg;s of the record check was interpreted as meaning a person with

v '

special skills whose help was sought or provided from outside the ’ r

school system. School f?stem staff such as special education teachers,

reading specialists or guidance ‘counsellors were not considered to be
within the ﬁeaniné of "specialist" in this context.

In System 1 recaords, 40 student files (approximately 24%) were

-~

found to contain specialist reports as defined, while 1n System 2
h ’ -

. ¥
records, 22 files (approximately 10%) were found to contain specialist

reports.

Profile’ Graphs on Which to Record Educational’Grpwth. The

¢ )
"profile graphi ag referred to in- the guidelines was judged to be a

gpecific .graphic p;oéile form of the student's academic record. This

would display his or her competency 1evels'aver time to provide staff

respongible for the child at any giveén time with a rapid-gcan record
of the student's skill development particularly in the specific sub-
skill areas in which progress and development ghould be charted. The
cumulative card record was not judged to be within the meaning of thg

reference. . ;

L2

S
A

b IR
A
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i

. In System 1 records, two files (approximately 1%) were judged

to contalh a record which met most of the writeria as noted above, .

5 -

,wg}le in Systém 2 recoerds, no pfbffle graphs kere fournd.

\ a - Medical and/or Clinical Data Medica} or clinical data within l

4

the file was judged to fall within two categories, <(1) an actual
. Z
medical or clinical repert or note from the parent regarding a medical
N .

concern in relation to their child dated any time Huring the student's

-

* school years and including the Public Health Pre-school Assessment and

'

»
(2) .umulatﬂle card notation only regarding the child's physical , .

.

. status made any time during the child's school years.

. In System 1 records, 39 files Chvﬁigximately 23%) contained

category (1) records and 32 files (approximately 19%) contained .
»

-

- category (2) records, while in System Z records, 4 (approximately 2%)
contained category (1) records and 111 (approximately 53%) contained
e category (2) records. o / .

TMH - Speech, Hearing and Visual Defects - Medical Reports

. In the SYsteﬁ 2 TMH student records, no actual speeé¢h, hearing, visual

4 * * : .
or other form of medical record ::;\(gfnd in \a student file. However,
o

11 of the 13 TMH files examined (approximately 85%) had cumulative card ‘

L

notations regarding the child's physical status.

'

TMH - Report from Community Health Nurse Nofie of the 13 TMH

files examined in System 2 vontained community health nurse reports.

TMH - Abstract of Relevant Information from Cumulative Cards

None bg the 13 files examined contained abstgacteﬂ informatior.

FMH - Completed Adm{ssion Form Signed Ey Parents  None of the

[y

13 files checked contajned a completed adfnission form.

—
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Combined Systems 1 and 2 Analysis In the following summary of
’

the combined two-system data, all percentages are approximate. Overall

‘o

1n combined System 1 and 2 schbol student records, 92% of the records

of the 410 students 1dent1f}ed as needing or receiving ﬁélp of some
L4

kind 1n the 1981-82 school year were examined., Of these, 42% were-

+
.

LI ‘
found to contain some record‘of some form of individual diagnostic

-

assessment while approximately 40% had beem assessed at soﬂg time id a

o .
- i

standardized group—testihg procedure.

~

' Only 1% of files contained yearly prograﬁ plans, 13% contained
. . . -

a record of methods attempted with sucgess/failure rate, 22% contained
t

’

adequate evidence of personnel involved and their functions in thé

development of the gtudents, 3% contained dated summations of parént .

- . N

interviews, 36% contarned copies of correspondépce, 16% contained

reportij%f speclalist services, less than 1% contained profailke graphs-

on which to record the student's educational growth, 11% contained
actual medical or clinlan/reports as defined by the evaluator and 38%

ébntldned ‘cumulative card notations tegarding the student's physical
: ) .
status. Information relevant to TMH students of both systems combined

»

has been discus®ed under the System 2 analysis.

Evaluative Question No# 5 -

Are 1ndividualized programs prepa}ed for each child placed 1in

-
” -

a special edu¢ation program, as outlined in, the provincial guidelines?

. '

References ‘Supplementary Dogumeht No. 24 (1980) stated
€ ' \ -t l
. Program < ' Y ‘
. - - :
Regardlgss of the meEPods selected for delivering serviges to-
. - ¢ " .

a child, each child receiving special.education and seryices

, .

* > -

.
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should be placed® on &4n i1ndividualized program for remediation 4
‘ - N

) =
and /or development. The level and nature of this,program
should -be based on the information. gained 1n the assessment

and should begin at the child's present level of functionzrgs—
5
AN
The program should be designed to 1ncorporate appropriste
. . \
sequential steps to mdve the child continually toward regular

-clasé programs, and should be hased on appropflgke educationgly ~
) -y #
‘objectives consistent with those enunciated in the Nova Scotia ,

~ .
Public *Sthool Programs document. (p. 9)
»
. The reference states that the yearly program plans with othér
ARSEN g
’g;evant information such as personnel involved jn the child's develop-

\

’

ment and methods used 1in presenting the proérhm should be 1ncluded 1n

the student's recqrds. ’ .

~ ~ -

&

LY e '
Method AlL special educatron teachers were requested to

4
. . ¥ . .

complete a Record of Childrenm-in Special Education Classes. In this
» L

P]

Pl 1]

tabulation, tHey were to list, amongst particulars relﬁﬁed to each
' ‘\ A F . .
ch1ld 1n, their class, whether or not the child was on an individualized

Y,
.

education program. Table 17 i{s an analysis of the data reported for
this item. These data were then compared with the documents recoqded

1n the Students' Rg¢cords Check-off Lists by the evaluator for evidence
of , Yearly Program Plans, Methods Attempted_Success/Féiiure Rate, _

Personnel Involved and their functions in the development of the student

y oo “

and the results are tgbulated in Table 18.

]

N % -~ ¥
Results Shb comparison indicated that, on the basis of

N v

definitions of documentation presented in Evaluative Question 4, 6

. %
students (approximately 17%) of the 36 students in specigl, education

£

- -

.
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Question No & - Re

N

wf‘bl. 17 ¢

Tabularion of Special Education Teachers' Responses to Intarview

Record of Children ip Special Education/Adjusted Classes

‘Spacial fducation Study, School Systems ! and 2

Yarmouth Tounty Nova Scotia, Canada, 1981-82
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Table 18

o

¢ (3

1

«
- o » N
.

. * 3 - . kS - B
Lomparison of Number of StudeNgs for Whom Individualized Educatjone

Pro§rams have -begn Prepared as Reported by Sﬁecxal Educatxan Tcéchers

N

with Actual Docuhentation Sighted by the Evaluator in

’

s - Studerit's Records in School Systems 1 and 2 “
. . N
. Yarmoyth County, Nova Scotid, Canada
- &
, . » 19871-82 P .
1 Ty Yy
- - - : . — =
b 1 - v
s ['6 |No, of Students by Pragram{ No. of Students |No’ fozhwhoh Records of
¥yc ™ Reparted MEP,s1ghted by Evaluator
sinl Part=-Time eported by 1n’ Studept Recérds
T fo| EMH [{MH Speciél Special Educa- 5 . .
a d h. Al
i 8 i E uchi? tion Teachers. '{Yearly | Methads |Personnel
’ + |.(vote students | 28 having IEP's fpfog, Atwn;'gtec/l Involved
- receivi al Pla Success/ |& Fanc~
' 1 from Ra%?’ggfg ‘WHS ailure [tions in
-4
, . v ‘g e « te. dev. of
5 qu 4nc ud .’ ; t Student
r ' . ’ N R %
SR AN B o - v 3 3 1 2
« 3 + - -
r,z - - o~ 28 ! P v % ; k. 2
o 2 «; I ) ’ 4 . - - ] R 9
L3 S — - ~ —Tr
. M L‘ ¢ ! a N
N T "+ ~ T -7 N g 5
q - B . - - - Z - -
5 “ 1 e 2 S vl -~ v ‘4 -
System: 1| ' . . ' ¥
Torals | Y 34 . 6 'l a2 10
ol g -1 - ) 7 1 A -
12 ) - -, 9 - - ~
2 2 - 13 - 12 - - =
- T - . -
2 - - 214+ 16 - - -
k| A '.) - ¢ - - - 9 -
4 - - - - - - .
) - 'v’ . T * - - . ‘- N -
Sys 2 . "
Sen el 13 21 © s 1 vl -
System 1 Total'in Vv for Whom IEP's:| % for Whom There was®
Re d R a4 0 fied -
Special BEducation N porte “aPy ecor gricie
P . v 36 “
rograms . ’ , 16.67 11.11] 5 %6 27 78
System 5 Total in ' ' X
Special Ed Programs 50, ‘ " 88 00 .2 G0) 208 0 00
] ¥ N
System 1 & 2 Total in
Spocial Ed - Progemhs 86, . . .58 14 S 81| 3 49 1" e3
* - 1980 Yearly Pro'g’am an Prepited by Out-of-Pnovince School g

“Y - NO record availabl
**+ - dev ‘-~ Abbreviati

N 1

6 of these-students when evalystor aid

or Development  ~’

B
\

T

-~

.
regerd cheok.

-

LN

v
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- %

» programs 1n $xgtem 1 schools were reported by spec1a1 education
teachers to have lndlﬁlduallzqd education prqgr@ms (IEPS) while the

records” check indicated that documentation was in, the students!

LM [ 4

“ records for Yearly Prbgram Plan§ for 4 (11%),” some *fecord of fethods

e

¢ . 3
*

- atteripted with success/failture rate for 2 (approximately 6%) and some
t ' ;

] %
- récord of personnel involved for 10 (approximately 2y
. rw s ¥

kY

In System 2, ‘sp"éc;ial education teachers reportfed *that IEPs had .
. Y ' beem prepared for 44 (88%) of the 50 studerits 1n special® education o
. . ¥ "y
programs while the records check carried out by the evaluatortindicated
-—-A N £
<2 » ‘ .
1 12%) of the files which c;ontainedf‘a yearly program plan (this plan
s » 5 : ’ ki
‘ was fo‘ the year 1980 and completed by an out-of-province school),
- * ’ w .
‘ 1 f1le (2%) -which had a recoérd of methbds attempted With success/failure
rate and no files which had a record of personnel Invplved and ~theelr
[ * ) “" £ W
/\. ) ' b . »
f\}mctlons in development of the student. - -
R [ ot ‘
It should be noted'that student records were not available for

¢ R 1

6 (12%) of the students inm part-time special education programs*in

~

- System 2 schools when' the evaluator was completing the records check.

. ’ .
b - * -t r

e For the combBined tétal of 86 children in specifically -

designated special education programs, full of}part-time,'yn both}
”sysiems, the‘i special ;du.c:;ti;n“teachera«reported ‘that IEPs had begn

* prepared for 50 (appt‘oximst’ely 597) while the records check dls'closed
L documént,ation for 5 (approx;mately 67%) yearly program plans, 3, (3’/°

f ‘ 4 .

methods attempted with succeds/failure rate, and 10 (approximately

. 12%) re’co.rcli of personnel invélved and their ‘f\‘mc‘ﬁion in the d\evelop-

y ) = ! s

s». ment of the student. . N o

.
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Evalua Question No. 6 .

) .
Is regular re-asseesm%pt of children 1n special education

programs being carried out by qualified personnel 1n order that

~

programming for each child 1s tontrnually up-dated as outlined in the
s,

.
» a

provingcial directives and guidelines? .

Supplementary Dacument NoLR;£/(1980) stated

References

Every child referred for spéc1q1 education in the province
.of Nova Scotia should have an appropriate diagnostic assess-
ment by a quéllfied examiner. The i1ndividual assessment
should include a standard measure of general intelllge;ce,
diagnogtic educational measurements, as well as measurements
of perception and motor functioning, depending on the child's
' D

In addition to the ahove-listed psychoeéG::?ional evalug-

A

needs.

\ 4 tion, each child's needs should be assessed by-.-his ,or her

classroom teacher{(s) and also through \nformation gained

'
’

from parents during an interview (p. 7).

.

ALl children placed in special education programs should

T

have his or her condition reassessed within a fwo-year pertiod

of being placed 1in the program and every two years there-

after until his or her re-entry into the regular school

.

’ N

program. ... ’
Ag in the initial assessment, the reassessment should be

carried out by a qualified examiner and should ingclude data
v A

»

2 v N
which can appropriately compared to that’which was

T
/ .
gathered in the initial} assessment. Following reassessment,
a
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the school should again discuss the results of this
] )

asgsessment in full detail with the parents and, 1in light .

- »

of the new information, a decision should be made as to

N

whether the child will remain at the same placement, given
an alternative placement, or be returned to the regular

schoal program (p. 9).

Needs assessments and re-assessments requirements were assumed

to mean thorough diagnostic evaluation which would include measures
of intelligence as well as visual motor, visual and auditory perceptual
skillg, specific abilities and achievement measures. Comparable re- -

assegsment would then be required in order that values could be’

compared “with the original needs assessment~for evidence of the degree

,of change which had occurred in the student gver time.

. .

Method~ In the Record of Children in Need of/or in Special

Education Programs in Regular Classroom (Appendix 11), regular

clagsroom teachers were requested to indicate for each child listed,
the dates of needs assessments and the date on.which each child was
AN

placed in the program. Principals were requested to report for each
Y 4 -
child listed ¢n the Record of Students in Special Education/Adjusted

+

Class (Appendix 5) the dates of needs assegsments and the time 1in

Program (years, months). Special education teachers were requested

to report on the Record of Students in Special Education/Adjusted

Class (Appendix 8), the dates on which needs assessments had been

— 1

carried out. , s <
These data were then tabulated and compared with the Students'

Records Check data related to needs assessment for each of the students
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listed in Special Education Programs in order to determine whether
(1) diagnostic assessments and achievement records were current and
(2) 1f, for those students who had been 1n programs for tw¢ or more

years, re-assessment evéry two years had been carried out. Preblems
arose in analysis of these data because of the evaluation format, the

limited completion of student listings (Appendix 5) by school Principals

and characteristics of the Students' Record Check.

In the evaluation format, the evaluator had omitted from the .

form to be completed by the special education teachers a requirement
to report either the length of time the student had been in the pr;gram
or, alternatively, the date of ‘entry of the student intoc the program.

.
The deliberate omission of this item from the format would not have
presenteq a problem had all of the school Principals, of schools with
special education students, completed the student listings. However,
of the four schools in' the two systems with designated Special Education
Programs, only one Principal completed a student listing. As a pon;e-
ggente*\for a number of dtudents, in particular many of those in
full-tipgle Special Education Programs as well as some in part-time
Spécial Education Pragrams, lt was not possible to determine whether
or not the students had been in the programs for two or more years.
Consequently, a judgement could not be made as to whether or not they
ha; or had not had their,needs and progress re-assessed periodically.
Another factor which contributed to weakening these data was the
non-availability of sgme students' records or the limited contents of |,

some students' record files. These weaknesses are indicated in the

analysis (Table 19) in the category - In Program 2 Years or More -

-

T
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Table 19
. P -
A‘al)ﬁx f Nepls Assisgment ani Peridlic Re-Frvaduation Data by System S hoaol
ahd Type pf Special Fducatton Program in 5chool Systemsg t ani
- Yarmquth County Nova Scotia Canada v .
A .
1981-82
=
gg:ﬁ::}on 818 Total Pragnostic Assessment pIn Program 2} Years gv In Program Insufficient Information I Data Base
Type ; ﬁ No of Achievement Record. | MOFe -~ Re-assessed Less than a - Reports of Schoul Staff
Tlo Students rent ¢ every 2 Years 2 Yeass . ‘ b - Ex:lﬁato"'s Students Record
<
E O -
%L . . | ’c Both
Yesg No ?) Yes No ) b <
. L : €
Educable ] - *
Mentally 111 L 1 - - - - 1 - 1. 1 - - 1
Hendicapped ‘ )
T [
Trainable
Mentally (AN 1 1 - - - - 1 - t 1 . - - )
Handicapped \ n - 5.
art-time N 0 i
cial 1)1 28 12 16 - - - 3 25 3 3 1 24
Edueation -
me [N S .
P‘rt-:i t 2 1 3 1 4
Speca 4 - 4 - - - - - .
Bs:catxon e j‘—;_ . 9
part-time / . .
Specia) 1165 2 - 2 - - - - 2 - - - -
Education - ¢
0 3
Educable s . 7 .
Mentally 2 1 7 3 4q - - 3 -~ 4 -~ - - 7
Handicapped
eaftaple i
Mentally 212 94 2 ? - - - ] - 9 - - 9 |
Handicapped &
Trainable -
Mentally o 212 Rk) 8 S r - - 13 - 13 13 - -
Hand:capped 2l | 4 -
Part-time ~ . {
Special 2 2 21 13 3 5 1 1 « 8 (I. 15 10 - Tty
ucation - r
System 1 Torals E@ 'a 22 - - - 6 . 30 6 3 1 17
N , -
System 2 Totalg 50 26 19 | 5 1 - 4 30 15 T 317 23 - ’27
* s N 3 - . -
System 1 &2 Totals 6 40 41 5 1 3 | 36 45 43 ~26 1 59
Ld ¥ T -~ I - =
Percentages of- ) gygtem 1 8 B9 | €1 11 - - - 16 67 g3 33 16,67 g 11 278 a8 89
Total Special yste 3 3 .“__,fi> JB WSS QD SRS Sy _ 1
Education Student) Syscem 2 %2 00] 38 00} 10 00 | 20 00f 80700 60 00 30 00 L . g 06 - ___54 00
Populations ) Systed 1§ 7 46,51 | 47 67 | 5 81 | 20 opf 80, 00 a1 86 52 33 50 00 '3&23 1216 68 61
\ NOTE Only 5 confirmed in * .
Prdgram 2 years or more ' -~
~
r—i
. > . o
f .
. 3 [and
. f -
. ., L
' « v
. -
. - o~ T -
I N =
» ) : [ . ‘
- -~
» . ° - i
. A TN .7
—— R . . .
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Re-assessed Every 2 Years, by the students counted under the column
- ¢
A L *

headed* 'question mark' (?), as well as the student counts in the

column: 'Insufficient Infogmation‘. ’

»

. The data also didclosed that, for several Students, a WISC-R
had been administered within'the past-two years.: ?he judgement was
made by the-evaluator that the WISC-R alone d@d‘gst méet the intent of

the guidelines far adequate re-asyessment. Cénsequen;iy,,wﬁéte there
- ’
)

vas a rq‘ord of WI§C-R onbqug:§;been,administered, adequate needs
Y . .
re-agsessment was judgedrmot to Ravé been carried out. Group tests

-

of. a comprehensive nature such as a pombination of the Lorge-Thorndike

Inﬁelligence Test’ togetlier wikh a Meﬁrppélitan Achievement Test (MAT)

-
-t

were judged to be*éatisfacto}y.

»

N ~
Regults* The summary of data shown in Table 19 imdicated

e »

that, in Syst;m 1, apbroximately 39%, 14 of the' 36 students in some
4

»

form of Special Education Program, were reported by scb601 staffs

]

and/or confirmed by the evulua%or's check gf the students' records as

having diagnoatié assessments and ;chieQemeht records which were
current while 61% approximately (22 of thg 36 sfudgnts) did not. of

the 36 students, the reported data 1n¢Lcated that 30 (831 apptoxlgately)

had been in the program less than two years. "For 6 (171 apgrdkimntely)

i

* there wlte 1nsufficient data to make a Judgement about LengrhAof time

in program. ‘Determinations as to whether or nat requtrementa had’been
met were based, for 3 students (8% approximately) on.data provided ;fﬂ

solely by the school staffs, {that is, th .;gq}uator's reco:d dheck &

did not disclose confirmatory data); for 1 student, (3%. proxfmntely)

I3

“a

s xit'a

.
Eal Wt

*
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solely on data obtained through the evaluator's check of the student’s

records, and for 32 students (89% approxamately) or the combined data

%

from school staffs' listings and the evaluator's check of studenti-

records.

In System 2, data were judged to_jndicate that 26 of the 59 ) - .

-

L

<
'

students (52%) had diagnostic agsessments and achidvement records

¢

which were current. Limited data prevented a detisfon being made on

5 students (10%).

. -*

programs less than 2 years, while for
. v
possible to confirm time in programs.

data were complete enough to indicate

had been adequately re-assessed while

[}

Data indicated that 195 students (30%0 had been in

30 students'(60$0 1t was not

-

Of the,5 students for whom the

length of time in programs, 1 (20%)
&=

~4'(80'/‘,5 had not.

s

In System 2,

for 37 students (74%) there was insufficient information. Determina- .

s

.

tions as to whether or net requirements had been met were based, for .

23 students (46%) on data prqvided solely by the school staffs and for

27 students (54%) on the combined data from school staffs' listings and

-

the evaluator's records check.

-

]

The combined data for both Systems 1 and 2 indicated that of

86 students in Special Education Péogr@ms, approximately 47% (40 B}

students) had diagnostic assessments‘and achievement xecqrds which

s

were current.

Data indicated that of .the 36¢studehts in the t;o

systems, 45 (approximately 52%) had been in the programs less than 2

Years.

"

»

For only 5 of the remaining 41 students was the data base

strong enough to determgpe whether "or nat adequate re-assgessment

»

4

procedures had Been followed. Of these, 1 (20%) was judged to have

-

been adequatély r¢-assessed. .

~

=

*
o
~

’ﬁ % < -

Voake
AR N

®
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There was insufficient information to make satisfactory

determinations regarding,43 students (86%). Determinations were

based on.data received solely from the school staffs listings fo
s .

* - , )
# 26 studemts (approximately 30%), on data obtained from only the

) .

. evaluater's recotds check for 1 student (approximately 1%) and on a
“ B -

Lt . % _ combination of both sources for 59 students (approximately 69%).

% - ¥

oo d Evaluative Question No. 7

. What are the characteristics which both regular classroom

teachg;s and special education teachers used to identify students
. 'y

s

, considered to be in need of placgment 1n Special Education Programs

1 v

. ) in the Town-and Municipality of Yarmouth School Systems” To what

L

- extent are thegse the same characteristics as described 1in the

provingial guidelines? . ,

' ' «

- References: References applicable to Evaluative Question No.

+

. « T are shown 1n Appendix 25.
A — Method: The regular classroom teachers were requested to
. include 1n the listings of students rehuiriqg special education help,

(Question No. 2 of the Regular Classroom Teacher's Questionnaire)‘
- " < . <
i" . those characteristicd which identified the student as requiring help.

. . : Special education class teachers, adjusted program teachers (Question

’

No. 6 of the Interview Questionnaire) and Principals (Questxonnaine'
, ) "o .Question No. 10) were also requested to provide thes“data. However,

PR the Principals of schHools with Special Education Programs or Adjusted

Programs either did not complet® the item or did not provide a

student fisting.:

»
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A Brgad set of deficit areas which would clover the ideqtlfying

characteristics of students rneeding special help wa developed'Qy the'

' -evaluator fdbr purposes of sorting the response data and 1s shown on -
hd L

page 108. The deficit areas selected were based on the directives and ~

)

gurdelines. . When the teachers' responses were examined, 1t was evident

that terminology and quality of response varied. Consequently, 1t was

necessary to make decisions as to the meaning or 1intent of the responses.
L]

Representative responses distributed to the categories .of

deficit areas are shown in Appendix 26.

-

Results As‘caqybe seen from Table 20, in System 1, 26% of
- .

responses related identification to reading problems, with another 167%

each being related to language deficits and mathematics defidits.

Almosi 8% were 1dentified because of psychiatric and emotional disorders.

Only 5% of responses indicated that general intellectual functioning

level was 4n identifying factor.

In System 2 responses also, only/s% referred to general

'

NAb; *
eriterion for i1dentification. In

intellectual functioning level as

System 2, the largest number {(of responses, unfortunately, fell into,

the c;tegory of "no entry". Attentron-related deficits were identi-
%iers for 11%. %etause‘o} the TMH population; almost 19% indicated
physical, ;nd medical problems as identifiers and another 10%.of
responses indicated psychological and emotional disorders as identi-
fiers, Reading deficits were identifiers for another 10% approximately.
Language deficits were identifiers for 8% while another 8% indicated ‘

behavioyr problems. Almost 10% referred to general achievement as

identifiers.

/ |‘h
'y \ !

'

-

.
T~
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- Table 20 -
) Identifying Chatracteristics - peficit Areas Reporiéd hy"Spm 12} E\dULatlnn PlaLtyrs - ~ . ’
- =
- Adjusted pProyram Teachers and Prancipels 1in - ¢ N
Sthool Systems 1 and 2, varmouth County, Nova Scotia Canada 1981-82
Analysed by System, School and Educational Category .
I 1
N e ~ H .
518 Geh Phys Psychi- Atten- | Mem- { Per-
Yig |Ne Educational !:“1_ Motor 4 ,);ed nt¥£c « ktion ory | cep- Perceptual farguage y Read- | Math | Pre- |m@eha-| Gen No
S|HK of Category lect Abnor- | Bmotion tual \is- | Audi- | Gen- | Recep- [Expres~ | 179 VIOUS | vi0Ur | achieve | Entry
T10 | stu- Funct maili- 4 Disor- wotor | ual {tory | erel | tive sive <Acad ment
t
5 2 dents Level Grods | Fine ties ders " e
- -
1 v o T 1 - -1 - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - -
7
. 1 [ EMH 1 - - - - \— - - - - - - 1 - - - e -
1 28 Pe-time - % R
| sp Ea .z - 5 |. - S b 1 - 3 1 -1 3 - K] 31 22 7 2 3 -
2 4 Pt-time - - - 2 2 - - 3 - - .
sp Ed - - - - - ] - - - - -
5 2 Pt =time - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2
Sp Ed N N > S
] A3y Prog 3 _ o _ P 8 1 2 3 \ v 2 B _ - 12 2 e v 3 1
™=
Totals | g5 7 - s 4 ) 3 2 s b 2 2 1 - 1 as 28 7 9 7 3 -
Syst 1 &,‘4‘
Percentage of a 09 - |2 92 2.4 ? 60 175 | 117 351 J1 17 117 1819 8 19 |26 52 [16 37 409 5 26 a9 175
Jotal Responses - - . -
1 ? EMH - - - - - - - - - . - - - . - FY - . 2
4
2 13 | ™H 2 3 - 8 - 1 - -1 - ’ - - - 1 - - - 1] - 2
22 9 |, EMH - - - - 3 N - - - - K - - - 3 - 2 2 -
2 21 Pt-tive _ _ _ ~ _ - 2 4 9 [ - 6 3 2 -
sp Ed N 2 1 4 7 S
== —w =
H 25 Ad) Prog 1 - - 3 6 4 2 - 2 1 - y 1 3 - - 4 8 -4
L e — . — » /
Totals ~ . L«
syst 2/ 75 S _ 2 - 12 13 14 7 - 2 1 1 34 [ 12 1 6 10 12 16
L 1
Percintaqe of 4 00 2 40 - 9 60 10 40 1720 5 60 - |2 40 0 B8O 0 80 4 80 4 80 9 60 Q BO 4 80 8 90 -"3 o0 12 80 |
Tota) _Re e i
(All Sp E4 & 1
Totals 12 3 5 16 26 17 9 6 S 3 15 3 1} 57 29 13 13 19 19
syst  ftap | M) Pros) ; 2 N :
1s 2 pe;:;ngaqe of 405 | 101 [1e8 5 41 9 78 574 ] 304] 203 [168 | 101 [5,07 1 01 6 96 | 13 26 | 9 80 4 19 | 6 42] & 42 6 42 |
i z t
Total Number of Respohsés Cateqorized System 1 171 ~ ; 4
» System 2 12% .
Systems 1 & 2 296 -
¥ - - ’ -,
. - = E
v N o
f . s S0
] -
2 ! ’
. . ¢
* -
. . ‘
4 Ay
. \ .
h N Lo
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identified as being in Speciaf Educaiion and Adjusted Programs the

' ' 108

¢

Overall for &Hb two systems combined for the 140 students -~
h 3 . -

- .- 3 ‘ldentifying characteristics im descending order of percentage 1nc1dencE

LY

»»

were

-
A * - 3
-~ \A
Identifying Characteristics or Problem Areas ' 7.
rd - v N
Read1ing l A : . 19.26
Language (Expressive, General, Receptive) 12.84
¥ R i
Mathématics i 9.8Q
Psychiatric and Emotional Disorders - - 8.78
Behaviour ¥ — 6.42
) - Equal Values \
General Achievement ) |+ ) ’ 6.42
Attention ‘ ‘ ’ 5.74-
Physical and Medical Abnormalities 5.41
Previous Academic History ) ' 4.39
Gereral Intellectual Functioning | '4.05
Memory 3.04
Perceptual -Motor ) 2.03
Visual Perception ) 1.68
J - Equal Values
Fine Motor ) . , 1.68
Auditory Perog?tion ) ' ) < 1.01
J - Equal Values *
Gross Motor . ) 1.01

/ .’
- M .

The data were judged to indicate that, on the average, childrén

were being identified by those characteristics which were most readily

discernible (i.e. adademic weakness in a subject area, behaviour which

set them apart from others and physical anomalies). It also appeared

that

!

teachers were less likely to have identified students as needing

L

-



* Evaluative Question No. 8 4

+

&
qﬂo what extent did Grade 9 students completing the Adjusted
¥

< LI >

# \
Progmem during the past two school years fall within the categories of
S + » i N
opportunities listed fbr.such students in Teaching Guides No.'s 53,
*

63 and 65, namely 5

-

A J
(1) entered an intermediate industrial program within a vocational

B v

. .
school, ¢ . w

L]

' + - L]
(2) undertook an occupational exploratory/intermediate industrial

%

-

program in a gpegular secondary school,

€3) .entered the general program (possibly modified and with further *

-
<

. “
support), : e

(4) sought emﬁ1oympnt rather than continue 1n full-time school

- attendance, or., , e g

(5) none of the above. .
< [

In addition, what was the drop-out rate of students in Grades 6, 7, 8

and 9 during the past two school years and the current year to y i;;'

i
January lst?

¢ -

References Province of Nova Scotia, ghepartgent of Education.

Teach1n&‘Guides No.'s 53, 63 gnd 65 (1980) (p. 1, 2) of General .

3
\ L2

Definition. * N
R R & LI N »
’ Method In the interview questionnaire for Principals,
. 4 *

Appendix &4, Questions 17 (a) (b) (c) (d) ke) (f) (k) and 18 referred

— 2

to Adjusted Program student disposition and dxop-outs.

) \ H * *
~ - ' .
.
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Data related to the'hispos{tLSn of ‘Ad justed ?rogram students

4 1
i 4 .
on compIstion of Grade 9 or the flﬁa% year :of the 3 year 'program were-

\ N \

repor ted by the two schools,.which had Ad]dsfed Programs, on the
report forms Record of Adjusted Grade Nine Students - Year 19 .

v I 4

Appendix 6, for the years 1979-80 and 1980-8].

k3 -~

Results ~ ReSponses to Questton 17 indicated that tHe System
1 et y

5 L . ' s r
1 school had an informal review committee for re-assessing Adjusted

. ‘o

Program students" progreéa‘and setting e&ucatldhal and vocational goals

k3 #
! f

for them. This committee consisted of all teacherg teaching the
* LN x *
students as well as the Principal ‘and Guidanée @ognsellqr and met at
v ' )

the end of each academic year (within the last twe orfthree days of

. ™ ¥

school closing) to decide what should bé done fbr each student 1n the -

next year. The timing of :the year-end committqe meéting was set but
1 * t\ ' i

_ the committee met ‘throughout the year on other occastons as the need

v

/

. . .
arose. On thé Adjusted student's completiion.of Grade ‘9, the decision

»

as to his or her future placement was considered to rest with«the
B 1

- - 4

student and parent, There was little likelihood of‘af Adjusted Program

x

. . o, , ")
student being accepted into Votational School programs. Therefore’, th& .

- i«

<

Etudent cguld geek employment or repeat Grade 9 for amother year to

1
i

improve reading skills. This l;tter was not congidered to be a‘very

> . -

' satisfactory choice -but 'if the student insisted oa coming back, she or

[y

he would be accommodated. It was the practice to pravide students for
' i s

the Adjuysted Program in sttem 1 with written notification that the

- ~

program'was a terminal 'one.’ -

»

’ v

The Primcipal of ‘the Systém 1 school which 'had the Adjusted

*

E
~

Program was interviewed on 26 May, 1982. At that date, he reported

-

s
N &

3

-~
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that the total number of students iy the Adfusted Program was, for thg
. ) .

- - -

&
September, 1981 census‘ ' 12 in Grade 7, 12" in Grade 8 and 10 1n Grade 9.
3 A

Hézlnd1¢ated that there had been some drpp-odfs. The actual number of
stud;nts listed on the lists of’students prov1d;q by the"Adjusted

L . - & 4
Program teachers was 29. ' » , . X
Iﬁ Sys;am é,‘the Principal respording r?gard1ng»tb; ?d)ugted A *

]

Program 1ndicated that tHe review committee’consisted of the Guidunce R )
A a e - ,‘

Counsellor, Adjusteé Program teachérs and administratidn staff. The

-
5 ~

committee met formally twice ‘a year and; 1nformaily§ probahli once a ‘

“ ¢

week. He gkpi@lned that final decision-making regarding future place- |

ment of Adjusted Program students on completion of Grade 9 was the

N *

[

résponsibility of the review committee together with the students' -

2

parents.- When interviewed on 18 May, 1982, the Principal stated that '
the September, 1981 enrolment of Adjusted Program students was 10 1n
first year, 8 1n second year and B in third year. The actual number of

students listed on the lists of students provided by the Adjhstgd
Program\teacgers was 25.‘ ' ’

® Analysis qf the data as' shown in Table 21 dxsclos;d that, for f o
‘the two schOolLyears‘perlod exhﬁined, fo; a total oé 40 Grade 9 séudeqts

in the Adjusted Programs in both systems, 7 (17.5%) entered a pfogrem’
‘ N

within a vocational school. Of the 7, three were still ‘continuing in
the vocational program ip June, 1982, while four had dropped out.

None of the 40 students had been "....adequately prepared to

Y

enter the gegerél program with possible arrangements for modification

ang further supportive assistance...." (Teaching Guides 53, 63 and 65,,

p.2). However, one student transferred to, the regular Grade 9 but later
\ .

dropped o‘ ’ ;

M
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) - iy Table 21, . - -
Percentage Analysis of DISPOSlthn of Ad)ust"ed Program Students 1979~ 80, 1980~81 by System and
- school, 1in School Systems 1 and 2, Y‘armcmth Ccmnty, Nova Scotla, Canada o
' - v - X
- - £l - , - - - A)
= ) N - i P LI . 7‘ s -

S Ischool. No. of : Final Disposition . - - .

; - [year Students .| ypocataonal|{Sr. High Occupational * +| Left School on Comple- Did not «

T School School ExploYatory tion of Grade 9 ‘ Complete

ﬁ . R ) Grade 10 | Intermediate v C ) Program

1 - : Industraal Employed other
) _ Program .
- : N i ¥ - “ ¥ [ -
1979-80 11 2 To- - 5 3 1
N > R -

1 "11980-81 14 2 - - 1 6 54
- e~ i ks N v I -
1979-81 25 . 4 - - < - 6 J R ) < e 6 .

% 1 1e.c0 0.00 0.90 24.00 36.00 . _24.00
. . K N . R * ¢
) ¥ . ° A ! ’ " ’ '3 -7
1979-80 . 2 - - . 3 - ] - 2
2 l19g0-81 8 1 - .- 4 . ‘- 3
1979-81 15 3 - ) - 7 - .5
% 20.00 0.00, 0.00 46:67 ~ 0.00Q 33.33
: 0‘ M -
1 &2{1979-81 40 7 - .- . 13 9 11~
% : 17,50 @.00 |  0.00 ° 32.50T 22.50 27.50
: : v - T

-~
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On completion of the Grade 9 program, 22 students (55%) left
schoqf. Of these, 13 (32.5%) found employment (at least for ‘a period

of time) and of the remaining nine (22.5%) some were unémployed. Some

girl students had married For other students the status was uncertain.

" N —

The remaining 11 of the 40 students (27.5%) had dropped out \.
of school. ‘ ) T, ’ . /

It 1s noted lhat two of the foréy students (5%) had been ;
expelled, four (10%)‘hag been igvolvé& in delinquency ;h1ch had broughi \

’

them before the courts, three (7.5%) were single-motherw, two girls {(5%)

\
had married and two girls (5%) were reported as planning to marry. {

;l’
\ v

In éll, data indicated that seven of the forty students had —~

N -

continued in 4 program ptovided by.an educational institutian. of

these only three (7.5%) were still in the programs as of Junme, 1982.
Tﬁerefore, 92.5% of the Adjusted Program Grade 9 students, who exited

the program between June, 1980 and June, 1981 left Yorﬁhl educatéon

« .

and training with limited potential and no significant job-related o

skill dévelopmént after a minimum of fen years in school.

Interview Question 18 of Appendix 4 whg revised to amit
* "‘"«" ;‘1

reference to the current scheol year, 1981-82 and instead:geqqested

i

"drop-out' data for the school years 1979-80 and 1980-81. As cé@-be

. -
‘-

seen from Table 22, neither system reported drop-outs in Grade 6 for
school years 1979-80 or 1980-81. b . -
System 1 reported 34 drop-outs from Grades 7, 8 and 9 in 1219;80

. *

and 31 drop-outs #h Grades 7, 8 and 9 in the school year 1980-81. The

latter figure included seven Adjusted Program students.

v
‘



Table 22

Nunber of Students who Dropped ©ut in the School Ydars - .
1979-80, 1960-81 -~ Grades 6, 7 and 8

As reported by Principals in School Systems 1 and 2 .

Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia, Canada

! 1981-82
System | Schoal | Grade | 1979-80 | 1980-81
1. 1 "6 - - Schools 1 to 4 inc¢lusive '
2 6 = _ reported no drgp-outs ‘in
. Grade 6 in either year. 5
3 6 - - ’ .
. 4 6 - - LT
5 7 2 -
s 3 grades combined for
5 34 13 '79/80, Grade, 7 not .
. 5 .9 11 available for '80/81. :
T "y v “ .
. (SN | ) .‘
2 1 6 - - 8chool t to 3 inclusive
2 6 _ - . reported no drop~outs in
Grade 6 in either year.
. 3 6 R i - - 5 .
4 7 s —> |2 years--4 or § ; Could
8 N N } onYy
. 4 > > |2 years-—15 or 16 jpctimate
s 7 xaj Not Af:aname
Not®available from Princapal
5 . 8 Adj Not Rvailable
- -
- 4 - -
L3 “ \ -
’ - s ‘l
- P £l ’ .
I “
- § ’ ' "
- 14 :
[ ] - ~ -
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§yst§m 2 reported only an estimated nﬁmber for Grades 7 and 8B,
regular programs (1ie. not Adjusted Program) - for the combined 1979-80
and 1980-61 periods - Grade 7, 4 or 5, Grade 8, 15 or 1é: The Princi-
pal did not have the flgures(readlly available for the Adjusted Program
and 1t was not posélble for the evaluator to pursue this query later.
' ‘ %

Since the numbers of drop-outs for System 2 as reported were

incomplete, analysis of the data i1in a meaningful way was not possible.

t

Evaluative Questioh No. 9

With regard to pégents or guardlans,_to what extent do the .
iocal schootl systemg carry out the following' procedures as outlined 1in
the provinc1él gu1d;11pes ‘ |
(1) obtain parental authorization for placement of children 1n programé,

»

(2) hold' regular consultation with parents, and

-

v

(3) arrange parental involvement 1in-students' learning activities®

References. 1. Province of Nova Scoﬁia, Department of )

~

Educa‘n Documents.
v - L
(a) Curriculum Development Supplementary Dogument No. 24 (1980)

(p. 9) ot

. \

{b) Nova Scotia School Programs 80/81, 81/82 (p. 8)
{c) Teaching Guide No. 60 (1980) (p. 5 and 7)
(d) Teaching Guide No. 45 (1979) (p. 5 and 7) 2

{e) Teaching Gu1dgs No.'s 53, 63 and 65 (1980) General Definition

+

(p. 9) B :

1 4

2. Policy and Procedures Governing the Town and Munigipality and

.District off Argyle Classes for TMH (30.10.79) (p. 2 item 3,VI).

v .
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M '

Method Principals' interview responses to Question 11 of
Appendix 4 and special eduéation and adjusted program teachers'
interview responses to Question 8 of Appendix 7 were analysed.

(1) Using the Student Rec;rd Check-off E%st, Appendix 14, the

evaluator checked the student record flles“fﬁg—a document, signed by

.

the students' parents or guardians, which authorized placement of the

student 1n a Special Education Program or Adjusted Program. Parents'
or guardiang' responses to Question 4 of the Parent's or Guardian's

*

Questiopnaire, Appendix 12, and Principals' student lists, Appendix 5,

entries under "Date of Parental Constgt”for Placement' were analysed.

-

*In addition, parents"or guardians' responsées to Questions

1, 2 and 3 of Appendix 12 were tabulated. «

.

7

(2) Teachers” (regular classroom teachers, special cation teaghers
and Adjusted ?rogfam teachérs) and Principals' entries on théir

[ ]
respective student lists regarding dates of paréntal consultation were

’

noted. Parents' or guardians' responses to Question 6 of Appendix 12
were tabulated and students' records were checked for evidence of

parental consultation. ] ~
From interviews of school staffs, the evaluator had gained the
p .
impression that some staff intérpreted parental consultdtion as

including term or progress reports, amy routine eontactsg such as

warning notices, completion of forms related to demographic data and

tegular parent/teacher nights. Consequently, all student records of

v
-~

any such contacts were recorded.

v

(3) Parents' responses to Questions 7 and 8 of Appendix 12 were

tabuldted. ' . Lw///-k\\\
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\ﬁndated. Consequently, it was 1mpos§ib1ef€% verify gpéfhgrnor‘not
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Regults The numbers of parents who responded by completing

%

and }eturning a questionnaire were compared with the total numb&r of

* students 1in each of the educational categories and are shown in Table 23. .

ft was gpteé that approximately 37% df the parents of students in

Special Education or Adjusted Ppograms in System 1 schools and approxi-

mgtely 31% in System 2 completedfqﬁestionnaires. The combined total
of 47 parénts of students iy Systems 1 and 2 schools who completed
. s
questionnaires represented approximately 34% bf parents of the 140 .

studewts in both systems in the special educational éétegories referred

-

to apgve. -~ 7, :
~ - , % \ »
It should be noted that only one of the Principals of schodls

“ x
Ao

< -
with Special Education or Adjusted Programs completed a student listing.
\
g . .
Céﬁ%equently, therkd were minimal data from this source for comparison

-

purposes. - -

(1Y In interview: Principals' responses to Question 11(c),

regarding procedures followed for placement of rhildrem in Special

&a
Education or Adjusted Programs indicated, in general, a nogjpnructﬁred

.
[y

.

approach with no set procedure adhered to, 1n all instances. -

” . -

Analysis of data in relation to whgther or not‘gdministrators“

obtained parental consent before placement Gfﬁgxuden&s in Special
. - o
Education or Ad]usted Programs disclosed that, onzthe evidence of the

Il A
< *-1_-

record files'df gne schoot, authorization'forms signed by parents wete -

. ~ o -

)

*

-

"}"" w v
consent had peen obtdined prior to placement or subegqugntrf;
. - e .
As can be seen from Table 24, data from the students' records

w

1 - b‘
indicated that, if the qualification "obtained prior to placement" . -
h ]

e

)
t
.
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. . R Table 24
N ~ x A
- v ‘Perental Consent, for gf:-dng of Students in Specisl Pducation or
» - S
N . wh Adjusted Juntior Nigh School Proqrm‘ in $chool Systams ! and 2
. N \
t M ¥Yarmouth County, ‘Mova $cotia, Canads
N * - R * L1 19¢1-82
= . .
- Data Comparison -
<* R N T
IS : $ | gduce- no. of %o tor Whom | Percentage of | Parent 1 Percentage|Principals’ | Percentage
, €| tional Students | Evidence of. | Students for | “Yes® of Total |pegponses of .Total
LA R Parentel Con- | Whom figned | peqpones.| Pament ' Principals’
Q | Category 4 semt Authorisstion Responaes Responses
t|o sightad in Sightéd
niL stpdent
, Records |
- N .
N ‘rutn:l{h N
1] menta [ - 0 60 - - - -
Ihﬁ&cq’; t
) fducable ! ’
\ PR 4] mentally, f
1, Handits, 1 - 0.00 - o.(:o - -
v nrt;t{u . ° o
i - o - s 61 54 - -
- < m;:um n )
Partitime . - )
21 Specia ¢ - o oo 1 50 00 - -
< N ucat{on ‘ ’
- raft-time 1
] 5| special 2 - 0 00, - - - - S .
. ucation L .
* Ad
. 5 vu":::‘ 39 19 65 52 [ 75 00* - - ,
- ke,
. - B ]
+
* Systea 1 ' 1 29 23 18 62 30 - -
” Totals . 4
4 L
- A e
nﬁ. ? 2 H (]
. v| mentally s 57 - 0.00 2 28 57
. Mandicap, ™"
* 1, ‘r:unﬁlc s . > .
. Mentq ] - 0 o0 - ] .| 10 o0 - -
- . 1 llcndlcu;'d " . : h
. ’ Rducable
R B " 1] wantally, 8- - 8.00 2 66, 67 - -
2 Handicapd| _ ~
-, Fart-time
N 7| .spetial n - 0 9o 3 75 00 - -
IS ucat fon ' il
3 = ‘s S
. B ] hdjusted - - .
5| Progrem 23 20 80 00 2 50 00 - r -
System 2 i v.
. ltorals . s 2 29 3Y [} 478 ’ 2 b1 ] 5:1
Totels
syerem 162 . | 140 [} 29 29 N ' b3 ] 48 94 / 2 ‘28 57 .
- - —
* WOTE:  Total Parent Responses Systes 1 = 24
e ~
i 15/24 * 62,500
, { Total Patent Mpsporises System 2 = 3:, '
- ¢ L8723 = 4700
- * Systes Y 5 2 » 23 23/47 = 48 98 .
+ , ¢
- ' - ot
. '\.\
» N h - 4
T
. . ,
.
- ) ) . ‘
€
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.. .
wag ignored, therewas -evidence of signed authorization for placement

-t

1n, 41 (approximately 29%) of the students' records in thé two systems

~

P S )

-

¢combined.
Approximately.49% (23 of 47 responses) of 'the parents wha
responded indicated that they had given their congent to placement.

However, as only 47 parents responded, 1t was not possible to make a
~e
comparison. It is of interest to note that for-TMH students,

approximately 77% of parents responded.” For this group, the .records

] \ v
check disclosed no signed authorization far placement and only 1 of .

the 10 parenta,who'responded (10%) gave a "Yes" response indiéating~_

-~ . .

that they had consented to placement. . .
* - .

.
A v
] L4 +

Of the 47 parents who responded, 38 (approjimately B1%) stated +-

that they had been informed that théir'chih@j@?q:receiving special
> 4 '

instruction or was being placed im a_specia class. Principals'
, . . v

1nterview regponses to Question 11 had indjcgted that they did consult

h v . t T r .,

with parents about placement of children either by fetter, telephone

or personal interv%ew. \ v

N i

]

Of the 47 parents who responded 5 (approximately 11%) stated

that they had been informed by the Superintendent, 10 (approximately

21%) had been inf&rmed by the Principal, 25 (approximately 53%) by the

, 4

-

teacher and the remaining 7 (approximately 15%) had been informed

through some other agency or did not respond to the question.

3

. (2) Responses to Question 11(d) of the Principal's Interview
Questalﬁnaire, and the Student Listings completed by Principals,

Al 2
special education, regular classroom teachers and adjusted program

»~
.

“
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-

. teachers provided data related to consultation with parents regarding

1

v

»

3

the student's progress. " .
' The Principals' interview responsg% indicated that there was
ngxset procedyre for‘consultations. The scheduled parent-teacher
nights, and periodic reports were geferred to. Otherwise, it was
ndicated that the staff would determine Hhiﬁlit was necessary to
contact a parent.

Xs sho;n in Table /25, comparison of data prdvided on the student
list{hgs by school staffs with data eollected from parent responses and
khe évaléator's findLngé fggm examination of student records disclosed
that, for the two systems combined, although teachers reported mbre
than one éon;ulgat1on with parents foy‘appésximately 54% of ehildren
iqﬁSpeciél Education and Adjusted Progréms during the 1981-82 school
;ear, Appendix 27, the record check indicated no records of meetings
in the studen; files. Approkimately 29% of the students' reéot@g had

) .
evidence of some form of notice, warning letter or other carrespondence

with the parents during the year while the approximately 71% remaining

had either term or progress reports only, 4r no reecord.of any reports,

or the records were not avdilable to examine.

%

Of the 47 parents of the 140 students who responded, approxi-

* mately 497% inéicatﬁﬁ more than oge consultation, approximately 2%°

indicated one contac¢t, approximately 11% indicated parent+teacher.

night or parent-initiated gontacts onlye almost 9% indicated class

»

report communications only and .almost 307% tndicated no contacts or

-

1¢ft this item bIénk~on the questionnaire.

~
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. Table 25
Parent Consultations - Data Comparison -- Special Education Study .
- . School Systems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County. Nova Scotia
N 1981-82
- . »
System [School | Educational No of No for. wWhos Evidence of Parent|Teachers’ Reports of Parent Parents Responses to Consultations
Category students _§ Consultations Sighted in Consultations 198%-82 1981-19682
"} students' Records
Term or Pro
Neetings.| Letter More than No or Total
::P:tl.mcg:dz Once once | Mo gntry . b € d ¢ 0. Responses
A\l Trainable -
Meptally ] - - - 1 1 - - - - - - - 0
Mandicapped .
£ducable 4
] Mentally 14 - - 1 ] - i - - - 1 - - v
t Handicapped
Part-time - - L
] Special 28 - [ 22 17 10 t 8 - 1 2 2 13
Educataion
Part-time
2 Special 4 - - 4 2 - 2 bt - - % - - 2
Education e
PEYC-CINE N
s Specigl 2 - 2 - - 2 - - - z - - 0
Education
Adjusted b
- H Progrim 29 - 29 - 24 2 3 3 1 - - 4 )
a
Syptem 1 Totals . 65 - ” 28 45 \) [3 ] 1 3 2 6 24
%
Percentages - 100 00 - 56 92 43 08 ~ 69 23 21.54 .23 S0 00 4.17] 12 S¢ 8 33 |2% 00 100 00
Educable .
1 Mentally 3 - ? 1 2 4 - - - - 2 2
Handicapped ~ 1 N v
Triiinable ‘ ]
2 Mentally 13 - - 13 1" 1 1 6 - L 1 1 2 0
Handjcapped ) “ 4 [
~ - 1 Eaucable
2 2 mentally 9 - - -9 ] - - 3 - - - - 3
Handicapped 1
< T T [ raft-time v w
2 Special 21 - y 20 4 4 13 ] - - ' ' 4
_ | Education
- Adjusted
- - 3 6 4 1 1 - - - 3 4
X Program 25 22 S
System 2 Totals 75 T . 4 71 n " 33 n - 2 2 ] . 23
. Y .
Percentages 100 o0 - 5 33 94 67 4t 33 14 67 44 Q0 47 8) [0 o0 8.70 [ 8 70 34 78 00 B0
)] System ) & 2 Totals 140 - L 99 76 25 39 23 1 5 4 14 47
Percentages 100 00 L= 29 29 70 71 54 29 V7 86 27 @6 4894 {2 13|10 64 b 55|29 79( 10000
~ - a - reported dates of “moge than (nce”™ 1mplied
S b - once
( = parent-teacher nights oOr parent-initiated only
& - (lasp repnrts only ‘
e - “none” or ne entry x
- j. i
. 7
o - . . :



123

4 »
£ (3) Analysi; of teache;s' respanses to interview quesuloi " -

Neo. 8 ypdicated that, of fourteen teachers 1interviewed, only three
stated that any paremts were in;obved in suppart tutoring in the hgme

under the teachets' guidance. Nont of the fourteen indicated that

parents were lpvolved in classroom tutor1n3: All inditated that at

leastkone or mo;e studen;'s parents were not involved béyond periodlg
- \ . "

consultations. Re‘onses varied from "not applicable" to '"most' for
e

»

no involvement of parents in any way. The Adjusted Program teachers,

3

1n“particular, appeared to categorize more parents to .this group.

As shown in Table 26, analysis‘of parent responses tp

questionnaire items 7 and 8 1indicated that approximately 62% of those

4

who responded stated that they were advised by the Peaéhers as to what

they could do to help their children at home.
However, approximately 17% only indicated that théy were

involved in any way in the educational programs for their children
Al a
3

3

4
which were being carried out at the” school.
It was noteworthy that only apgrok1mate1y 22% of the parents of

Of those who‘dié respond, aaly
h t

Adjusted Program studgpts responded.
25% indicated any involvement in their children's educational process.
C - ,
\ Al

‘i
¢
¢ ' =

Evaluative Question:No. 10
To what extent do the school adniinistrators carry out the
e

LA ;
local directives and guide-

v oa

~
“

progedures outlined in the provincial and
]

lines related to the following spécific situations.

(1) children requiring oral mgaicat1on during school hours,

‘ . (2)" tonforming parents regarding children's assessments,

Y
F ™ oy

5
~
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. . Table 28 -
P ’ ~ . ' .t \
Analysas of Parent Responses re Parental Involvement ' ! .
' , in Stuzjer;ts‘ Learning Activities ) - N ‘
N in School $ystems 1 and 2, Yarmouth County L .
{. ., R Nova Scotia, Canada, 1981-82
.’ . “\ 4 ~ -

’ B ~ N L -
5|5 |Edpca-  [no of PARENTS' RESPONSES I Total o .
Y | C'| tional Students ! of Re- 4
S | H | Category Advised how to || Involved in Edu-{l Spomses ‘

T O Help Students cation Program
BE|O . at Home 1 1n Schoo .« 9 L, -
ML \ A T e g * -
. Yes No Yes _ No . '
ME PR 1 - . - : - o |° ,
. . .
1] EMH <, 1 1 - 1 - . 1 £
ry Ly - T
' Part-tjime . i -
' | spec. £a 28 " 2. 3| 1 . 13 P
1
2 | Part-time . - , 0 , <
$pec Ed 4 2 | - 2 - 2
Part-time ' - - - 4+ - 0
5 Spec \Ed 2, L B ) ,
Adjust'ed v . «
S Program 29 3 5 - 8 ., 8 o
L
; T - D !
System 1 ' . : , !
Totals 65 17, 7 , 6 18 24 | '
LY -
Percentage of . o
Parent Responses 70 B3 | 29 17§ 25 00 | 75.00 100 o0, .
b | BMH ? - 1 2 2 - 2 2 '
N Tt M
2 | T™H 13, 8 |, 2" 2 ] b - 10 :
- L 0
2|2 e ¢ 3 1 2. - 32 C 3 ¢
Part-time| L / ~ .
(2 | spec -Ed 21 3 ot - 4 4 -
q . .
5 | Adjusted 25 - 4 - .4, . a oy
Program s . !
— -
Sysw®em 2 .
Totalsg s | a2 112 2 |» 2 2> .
P 1 t - fﬂ - ‘} . ALY )
ercentage_ o . .
Parent Responses \ 52 17 [+ 47°83{| 8 70 |91 30 100 00
Combined Syatems - ¢ .
16 2 Totaly 140 29 18 8 3 a7 R ’
7 ., v e £ [
Pergentage of 9 ' M -
Parent Responses |6 38 30fl 17 02 [82 93 100 00
total Adjusted . .
Program Student’s 54 3 , 9 - 128 « 12 /
e L
+ ~ Ay -
»| Pergentage 25 00 { 75 00 .+ [100 00 100 00 ‘
‘ . . Y 27 22v of.total Adjusted Studdnts' pargntd )
sresponded
v 2 "
v ' N R ¥
Lo ) . R , -
4 A
I e N ) :
LY 4 1
. * * . R * -
L |
« » . \ .
' 4 ] v
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(3) teacher allocation and class size ig the Adjusted Programs,

N )

* (4) continuous evaluation and year-end reports on all TMH students, and

’
t

. v ¢ R
, ‘(ig supervision and evaluation of TMH teachers.

A

References - Nova Scotia Department of Educatfon Docyments
(1) and (2) - Supplementary Document,No. 24 (1980)’(p. 8 and 10)
(3) . - Teaching Guides No.'s 53, 63 and 65 (1980) (p. 1

(4) and (5) - Policy and Procedures covering the Town and Municipality
‘ +

. and District of Argyle Classes for TMH (30.10.79)

v
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{p. 3 item 6.c). .

A

. - Method In' interview, Pfincipals were queried with regard

té children tequiring oral medication (Question 14 (b)),, consulting

-
A

parents regarding children's needs assebsmenés (Question 11 (b)),
teacher allocation and class size in the Adlusted Prygrams (Question
17 (f) (g) and (h)), year end reports on all TMH students (Question,

. 14 '(b)) and evaluation of TMH teachers (Question 14 (a)).

o In completing the records chdck of students' files, evidence -

3

was sought for any directives such as a separate memorandum Or a
A

cumulative card'notation regarding medication requirements for the

student. The check-off list item 4 read "Written authorizations
. f ) 4
- (

(c) administration of oral medication." ,

f -

’ x

Results: (1) Princip4ls' responses to Questidn 14 (a) and

(b) indicated that thereq appeared to be a limlted\awareness of guide-

1
t

lines as ‘stated 1n‘refetence jl a). There did not appear to be any K

]

5 ~y “
set procedure followed on a system-wide basis or any procedures set

¢ *

out in writing for ifdividual schoélq.‘ School studenht registration

forms were used to ascertain "if there were medical problems amd verbal
N ¢ N . e
. - . N
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’

communication of information,regarding possible medical emergencies

i )

and’ administration. of medication did not appear uncommon.

[
1

. .
Evidehce was sighted in the students' records of notations

-

R -
[l

regarding some problems which might result in a med:ical emergency or

which seemed severe. Frequently, these appeared to be isolated notes

)
.

with no subsgequent notation to indicate whether the condition still

existed of had been overcome. Cumulative card notations were found

- 1 ’
N .

relating to a student's being asthmatic or epileptic, etc. or on .

medication, but no specific current imstructions from a doctor,

countersignhed by the parent indicating the procedures to be followed

1
in case of a medical-emergeéncy or for administration of oral medication

.

were identified.

! -~

(2) The Principals' responses to Interview Question 11 indi-

+
v i ’

cated that, in general, procedures folloyed involved consultation

N

i
with parents elther before carrying out a needs assessment or after,

« ‘or both. There appeared to be; in some instances, the judgement' that,

, \

if the Student was to be dssessed by thé Reading Specialist, there was
no need to 'inform the parents that this actién was being taken. The

:

parent would be consulted after the testing wis completed if some

specific action was to'be taken which would involve the pareénts'

.
<

consenting to 8uch action.

‘ (3) Principals' responses to Interview Question 17 €(f) (g)

'(h).and (1) and adjusted program teachers' responses to Quesatians 9,

b
10, 12 and 13, as analysed in Appendix 28, ihdicated that the numbers

I

of teachers involved in the program with primary responsibility for

adjusted program students was three and two respectively for

» .
.
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Systemg 1 and 2. However, the Readiné Specialist qpud Guidance

Counsellor were more closely associated with the program in System 1,

the Guidarte Counsellor being 1nvolved as work program officer. '

., Because the home room teacheérs presente& academic subjects
only to the students, the regular high school staff also became
rnvolved 1n tﬁé stu?ents' programs Sso that in System 1, a student
might be 1interacting with as many as ten staff members while in

System 2, the number with whom the student might interact, was, as

A

. .
reported,, four. Class sizes were small as reported - twelve or less «

which appeared to be in keeping with the guideliges.

-
£

Teachers' periods of setvice in the progrém alsgo appeared to
be in keeping with the lnteni of the guidelines, that is, three of

the five teachers hadsbeen in the program two years or more.

:

The team approach appeared to be practised with some sharing

of responsibilities for all students by team members. ‘

i

(4) Ititeqponse to Question.15 (b), the Principal responsible ¢
- .

for the T™MH program stated that a year-end feport to the Advisory
Committee on' all TMH students had not been completed for the gchool
year 1980-81 because the policy and procedures paper was not passed

as law until October or November. HowelVer, a review of the references

» .

and evaluation records indicated that the evaluator had been providéd

. \n
with a copy of the policy and procedures statement fo;/the local school
systems gdverning'TMH clasges by the Superintendent of the system

- v Iy
concerned in 1980. The effective date of the paper was stated 6 be

-

30 October, 1979. Therefore, on the basis of the local directive, it

. /7
appéared that year-end reports on all TMH students should have been
A ] ‘;\
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completed for the ye;rs 1979-80 and 1980-81 and reports should continue

o
Y

to be complefed as long as the original directive or its revisions so

”

instructed.

(5) The Principal stated that of the three TMH teachers, an

evaluation had been completed on one on 5 March, 1982. Evaluations

had not yet been completed on the other two. *

The most recent evaluation of the curriculum at a1l levels had
Y

been completed on 23 October, 1981.

-

Evaluative Questior No. 11 .

How are ptbvincial funds for Special Education Programs
atlocated in the Town and quicipality of Yarmouth School Systems?

Me thod The provincial Department of fgucation representative,
members of school baards, Superlntenéents‘gf the two systems and
Principals were queried regarding funding for. special education.

ResulEs' It was pointed out to the evaluator. that the

»
financial year for school boards 1s the calendar year, not a school

o E :
year.

.Provincial Department of Education Data* The Inspector of

Schools stated that the maximum funds avaifqble for spetial educat{oﬁ

i

for the two sy;tems for the period 1 January to 30 June, 1982 amounted
to $397,925.00, However, the actual funds allocated amounted to
$336,254.00.

System 1.  The System 1 School Board member stated that the

funding for special education fer 1981-82 school year amounted to

v

$160,0001“p. This included costs for two special education teachers,
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three adjusted program teachers and the System's share of the TMH

~

class costs. The latter 1ncluded their share for the renovations

needed to set up'the new TMH class.

The System 1 Superintemdent stated that aéproximately
$54,000.00 was used for salaries for two teachers (EMH) plus'$l,000.006
for a teacher's aide. In addition, the System paldhlEsAportlon of the
costs for t&F TMH program which amounted to $63,000.00 The TMH costs
are shared between ,the Town of Yarmouth, the Municipality of Argyle )
anq Yarmouth County. sThere was oqu the one para-professional, tﬂe

teacher's aide, who received remuneration. There was also in System 1

a parent volunteer organization which provided teacher's aides at no

s

L

cost.

Sysgem 2 The System 2 School Board member stated that from
January to July 3{, 1982 fundfng for special education amounted to
$110,884.00. This was distributed to pay TMH teachers' _galaries in
the amount of $31,363.82 and for téstlng and salaries for EMH teachers
. Elementary ($76,807.00) and Junior High ($2,713.00).

Expenses identified by the Town Clerk as being éaid for the
perio ptember to December 1981 related to the TMH program and
amounted to $37,345,28, HoweJer, this amount would not have been paid

L4

out of the Town funds only. Instead experises were co;t—shared with

Epe Municipality of Argyle payiﬁg 4/13 or $11,490.86, the Mﬁnicipality '
of Yarmouth paying 8/13 or $22,981.71 and the Town of Yarmouth paying
1/13 or $2,872.71. This division of costs was based on the distri-

bution of students to the’three.different areas. There was a total

of 13 TMH students. Funding for the above expenditures, as reported
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by the Town Clerk, for the period September to December, 1981 was

District Board Non District Board:-

Amount Eligible- $20,833.00 $18,750.00

Total $39,583.00

.t

The Town Clerk stated that in August, 1981 the Board of School

.

Commissioners, Town of Yarmputh, thought that the EMH classes would

come under the new special education formula. .

System 2 Superintendent stated that the Town of Yarmouth

4

recerved from the Province under the Foundation Program an amount of

$1,350,032.00 for the 1981 calendar year. All special education costs

<

for September to December, 1981 ¢ame out of this amount.
System 2 Superintendent stated that System 2 expenditures for

September to December, 1981 included instructional supplies of -

$2,262.00, of which approximately one-third was allocated to the EMH
program and two-thirds to the TMH program.

The "Schbol Principal who was responsible for the, TMH class and

whose staff included all ‘but one of the specaal education teachers

employed with EMH students in the system, and the one remedial reading
teacher, identified’ funds received for classroom needs for special ’

educatibn in the 1981-82 period as amounting to $24,600.00. This *

3

consisted of $24,000.00 for supplies and furnishings for the rooms
for the TMH class, $200.00 per, classroom for each of two EMH classes

and one remedial reading classroom, for a total of'$i4,600.00.

’

Expenditures from this funding were fdentified as $18,600.00 towards

renovation of the spaces to be usad b; the TMH clasa;tothet expendi-

tures totalling $4,906.98 and outstanding bills in the amount of $295.44.
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Renovations, other expenditures plus the outstanding bills made a
L -
funds available

hat the actual

total of $23,802.42. However, he stated t

P
w

A ’v‘ -
.o
[ !

for the expenditures'were'
$4,900.00 A

L3
For supplies )
200.00
A -

>
*
I3

For moving sink
55,105.00 o

Tptal
, * »)’i\ 3
Since the total expghdxtures amovnted to (54,906.98 + $295.44)cr
(2% 'V
11
unt' of $102.42, . o~

$5,202.42, there Was a deficit in this "Expense Acco
o, ] -
gh Sgftool unt{l -
- 5

T

There were nd EMH‘teachers in the Jenior Hi
) - V:‘ { * "
September, 1982. It was, fherefore, assumed “that the allocation ¢f
* ' - W o idd -
- {é’ g -
funds to the Junior High School, as repdrted by the §ystem 2 School
- h PR A 'l/l R

-
o

Board member, must have been for testing ﬁﬁ}poses.
The cost of three EMH and one remedial readimg teachers' . .

el -
salaries for September to December, 1981 for System 2 was gogﬁprcﬁlﬂeﬂ:

’
o »
P

Moreover, the Superintendent's figures for System 1 for tegchérs'
L

'

salaries, etc. were approximations.
=

Ly

%
*
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, - CONCLUSIONS AND‘RECOME@TION‘S ) v
- h v . v -
i . Evaluative Question No. 1z Copclusioms. AStudy findings related
il . 4 5.4

.4. .o

to students whormight require.or wéz:e receiving help other' than that
L J - ‘ d v

prﬁovi:ded in the regular classroom p]:ograms‘t indicated a sign[fic;nt lack .
« ! ¥ ’ i, e

- at the local level of cfle'arly:statéd polic;y“ztn&procecin:reé:

»
-

. ") - Although provincjal guidelines and regu!.;!tiloqé lz;ove:l‘ed thre .o -

. . various categories of exceptionaf chitdren: lat‘t.'he scho‘:nl s‘ystém level,
I a st»etement of poltcy and pnocedutec fOb ):‘h”e ‘i program only hﬁd b’een ) \’ * g
deveIoped. The lack of clearly-s»tated*locsl polfcy"inte‘rpteting the - Lot
, provincial directives was k:onsidergd to be a si.gnif;.c;nt sharmming : * '

"_' . It wan 'concl-uded that the absence‘ofﬁhcedurﬂ atruatgre incLud‘iﬁg . s

-

‘timtab}es forms and precise working manua?ls ,probably cont.ributed to ) -
.. ‘ "lack of avareness of the pzqyiné;ial reguhtiqna and gui,delfines dnd.

lim:tted understanding’“of edu&atoré' rmpomibilitie& in rnlatibn to , - °

.

. _,exceptional children. L T .

’ v
s

. = .5 In some, instam:ea, Bt was concluaeddxhat the descriptions and

- - 1 -
- ’ \‘,

- definﬁsiow in the provinei;l ditéczixiga and a‘uidelinea tended ta lack -

clgnity sﬂeh as in che _case of neadq a;sussment, 1dent:ify£ng character-

- . v a .
3 .

- T {stics, parent conaultutibntmd mdivid:uaimud edycation program deVelop-.

', T ment as vell as cert,ain record tequ}rement‘s (1.e. student pm{ile, ) -
] " record of persdt‘me‘l 1nva1wd 16 the student‘u training). Consequently,
. .

N
-~

the lack of clarity could contrihutegh:tp staffs at the aysfims leve] ‘.

« interprpting already i;fsting' geﬁsrél ‘pfocedures ss adequate for .
. '~0'~"‘J‘ e S . i‘.‘

'

<
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PoPcy and procedure with regard te the 107 children (3.Q2% oé

the "te#tal studenk enrolment 1981-82)xwh0“§eceiveﬂ special help in the

federally-funded ‘tutoring program w;re not clearly set dowﬁ; Some

students who received spectal education and/or reading specialist help

r v

might have attended asd many as eighty tutoring sessions during schopl
hours in 1981«82, yet students placed in the tutoring program were not
congidered to be in special educatien and, consequently, the special

education requirements related to assessment,.parent consent, etc. did
*

not have to be followed. It wasyconcluded thég the loose structure in

-

'réiatiogkiq‘this program (f.e. categories of children assigned, assess-

‘ment of childrem, program staffing, program evaluation) conttibuted to
further clouding the issue of system accountability for children with

«
-

special neéds.

'School Board members' responses to Questivtns 12 and 13 of

Appendix 2 indicated that there was no Board policy related to standards

of qualifications of "special e&ucation teachers. One referred_to-the

[y

" diff tculty experienced by administration in attempting to find properly

trained staff in the local area. In response to Question 20 of

.

Appendix 3, Supgrintendentst'responses indtcated thﬁt the two EMH

s
i

teachers in System 1 had undergraduate degrees with special training

in gpecial education. However, none of the System 2 EMH teachers, '

-

remedial reading teacher, or the three'THH/teaqurs had undergraduafe

Y - .

r'a e - ‘, ’
degrees. It was stated that their trainimg had come mainly through

experience. It was concluded, therefore, that higher-level training

was limited amongst spgcial education staff particularly in System 2.

PR

Recommendations. It is recommended that:

Y

”

e
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1. at the pravingial level, procedures, déscribed in the directives and

guidelines, which are to be carried out at the system and s?ﬂool

b}

level for students in speciél education be reviewed to determine if

N~ . N\

Jthese are practicable. R

2. all such procedures which imply additfonal recerd keeblng,*morp ’ Co

. ‘ ~
»

precise assessment or other techniques which are not considered to ,

'

be adequately covered by the general procedures normally followed at,

-
- ’

the system-level for students, be ¢learly defined and described. .

3. when provincial‘ﬂitgcti#es and guidelines are received at the
school system level, the Superiniendeﬁt desiénate a éommittee,
composed of staff concerned with the education of exceptional
children and consultdnts as necessary, to review' the documents and
develop or }ev1se~work1ng manuals and relafed procedural formats.

4., timetables for completion of student needs assessments, student,
teacher and curriculum evaluations and year-end reports be developed
and review committee procedures far students in*special education’
be set out.

5. loqgl policy‘and.procedure for special education cover such programs
as the federally-funded tutoring program to which large numbers of
gtudents: were assigned for special help throughout the school ypear
and ih the summer months and that locaf'hirectives indicate the
criteria for assignment of children to such a program, the procedutes‘

t

to be followed for initial néeds asgessment and- for Bn-going student
progress and program evaluation. $
¢ ) ' : ‘

6. since the extent of formal training im special education was limited,

it should not be assumed by system administrators that school staffs

!
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'

have & cleat understanding of terminology ar requirements specific

’ -

3 to special .education. Consequently, in-service sessions for staff,
- t ‘ - - ' ' N »

* . particularly those most clésely inbbivgd with children with spegﬁal‘

needs, be conducted to ensure. that local policy is understood and

’ hd ~
’ »»

that. procedures as set down will be followed. ' .

v

>

»

Evaluativehggestion No. 2- Conclusions. (1) A review af

» " S \ - .
-, student records indicated that, in spme of the schools, there appeared-

1

-7 ta be a policy with regard to carrying out regular' periodic gtoup. ’
’ = Y ‘ . .t . \
;o ) inﬁell@gence and achjevement testing. However, there was évidence of

¢

only rather minimal consistency-amoﬁgst the schools in’relation ta.

- 1 . v -
I ‘ N * )

- ! 4

help ptograms. Some data suggested that, at the classroom.téacher

N \ .
lével, the problem was as fundamental as a lack of hndefstanding of the
term ''needs assegsmént.” There was no evidence of in-service

“training to familjarize staff with a clear definftipn of a "needs
asgegsment," the procedures to be followed in arranging to have a

student's needs assessed and the sources available to carry out

>

4

assegsment and, follow-up when necessary.
\

‘

(2) 1t was Budged, however, that the da%a did indicate that

the systems were using the services of the various ggéncies for

(W - , diagnosis. and counselling. ‘ i . A

(3) Data also suggested that a wide range of tommunity

¢ ' resources was used to enrich the programs offered by the schoéols to

'

elementary level exceptional children: , ,

(4) Review committees for hoth TMH and Adjudted Program students

- . , - tﬁorough 1ndfvidu§1 needs assessment of children assigned to special s

Y
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‘

¢ o '

. >

appeared to be functioning properly. However, there appeared to be less

clearly defined procedures for EMH and part-time spéc}al education.
¥

students' placement and progress.

+
3

. »

- .
v

N s

_Thefé appeared to be a number of students who were leaving the

clagsroom for special help which did not fall within the special educa-

/

tion categories ‘of help (i.e. approximately 28% of the children in the

study). Students in Ehese categories could conceivably Qé absent from

t ~ - -

their regﬁlar'prdgrhm.fbt purposes of cbtaining speciaf‘help d4s much as
/ -

\

a student 1& the part-time’ Special Edqcation Program. A particular

ments for needs agsewsment prior to commencement of the'bpgcial help -
- i, f Ny Al

i

4 - -

- dencern, in relation to this group, was the lack of any formal reqﬂite-

-

programs. - ’ i
' ‘ I N ) . : - - A
Recommendations. It 1s'recommended€2hat- N »
- . >’. - )

1. at the provincial levely local system procedures and documentatidh

v »

be reviewed to ensure that, on a provit{c‘-wide basis, there is \

Y

quality céntrfol of services oﬁféfed'totéxceptional students. -

at the school system level ptocedd}es and éelated-docpmgntation

developed to be used hy school staff in ¢btaining individdal needs
v o ' .
assesgment of children identified as prbbdbly requiring sSpecial hely,

or alrgady receiving help and needing périodic rg!Lssesément.
AN ‘ '
in addition, regular- in-service-be provldbd.té ensure that school

G

staffs understand the regulations, in relation to needs assessment

[

and periodic re-assessment of childreh in special education, are

aware of the procédures to be followed, and décumentation to be
completed for students with special needs.
at the school system level, regularly-updated listings of agencies,

LR

1

-

R S
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togethertwith seévices Qn& facdilities available for assessment and

%

counselling, .in relation to exceptional children be promulgated to
~ + v

- all gchodble: A ‘ Co

v

" Ny . “«
t -
5. the wider use of community factlities for enrjichment of the Adjusted .,

1

‘

Program be considered. As emerging young adults, community service

\ -
- '
A}

ag an area of familiarization and personal involvemént,\tb‘Tﬁe

i}
R s

©  extent possible, should Bg explored.

r

6. committées ta monitor placement ofCTﬁH and

sted, Program gtuderts
. ' e -t - °

also consider placement, of students in ot g of special he1§,~'

4 * -
and if necessary, such committees be expand . supplemented ‘in

1

order that 'all students' needs. are properl ideptified and services

are more equitably and rationally distributed across the range of
. . ’

‘studehES'with special feeds.

4

ﬁvaluatlve'auestion No. 3 Conclusions. From observation of

‘special education classroom activities, thére appeared to be adequate

structure. Observations suggested, hawever, that group presentation and
{ !

" discussion tendéd to be limited with tittle emphasis placed on opportu-

nities to draw out student feedback. 'Hands-on types of .group activities
can provide evidence of real learning through the demonsftation of the

qualit} of actual task performance by the student and throuéh facili-

' -

&

tation of oral student feedback. However, during the periods of ’,

ciassroom obserVation, this kind of activity:was observed in one EMﬁ

class (model Qeilding and mural painting) and housekeeping
Y

procedures in the TMH classes. ’ .
‘ Recommendation. It is recommended that in-service programs: ,
‘ »

for teachers of exceptional ch}ldren focus on techniques to gbtain the

>
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maximum feedback from $tudents through .task performarce within a groﬁp
- . - ’ o H

»

context as well-as Nerbal'feedbagk of opinéons,'féefinga‘and génefal

- N 4 v \

I

. ;kqowlnge-in group discugsion. Through such tfchniques the teacHer

N
A ] 4+ - -

®_ dould gain greater awareness and undefatandlng of the students' real
J ok * » . L ]

- .
- - '
. 'Y - ’

v

+ -

. ‘long-t%rm learning. . - . .

. N ~ s - " ‘ R .
d -

‘ i © Evaldative Question Np. 4" Copclusiens. (1) The provincial
A% )

i . . X " 3
>

P . 4 - Y ,
gu{delﬂﬁes for documentation«in special education indicated that a .
~ - t »

¢ L -
3

' student's ‘records should contain a series of specific récords ang

. =
1 R N P

documents,” The review of students'‘records disclosed afmostlh total

- -
- - M »

! . [N ! - /e
. absence. ¢f such records. From the study findiﬁgs, it was concluded *

’

¢ ’ Al ~ - -

that either the school staffs were unaware of the provincial® gulde-
s b \ . *

3 a

- ..

' > f . - v
lines or, alternatively, wefe unable ito or did not follow the N

" .
guidelines in this respect. . T

. x -

Y . -~

\ . . i .
¢ (2 The study findings iﬁdicatgd the apparent unfamiliarity .

-

of some school staff with terminelogy (i.e. identifying cﬂaractegist;cs,

] - { * -

-

-

. ‘ + +
needs assessment, individualized edugation program). From this, it wasg
* - ‘.

A
3 -

concluded that teachers were not generally as aware as they shouid-be Lt
. s 5\ . -

’

R , .
of their responsibilities with regard to children with special needs el

. N . R
and how they should carry out those responsLbiLitieqf » A

A

K 4

(31 There appeared to be no clear directive in provincial

*
. ® - .

documents to ensure that all records of a permanent nature such as,

:
* ‘.

y v - 3 ¢
cumulative card, term reéports, peyghological assegsments, etc. must be.

y
. AN « -

maintained in the adminiyttative office files and their ,removal from
. such files must be carefully controlled. As a consequénce, from the
records check findings, it was judged that some records did not neces-
v - ¢

.

sarily remain in the students' files or the stjfﬁﬁtszlfiles vere lost.

s

- -

-
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] . PO .

) : (4) Data indicated-that some students, even in special education

- ) B ‘ .
r M -~

clasgrooms, were leaving the classroom'to receive‘help from the reading
- ’ A ¥ '

~ .

«  specialist and from e tutor in the tutoring program. It\was_conclhded

v
* . - ’ 0
R

, T that, in some instandbs,lthere were fFequgnt absences involving- much

Ny

) student movement to obtain help from a varieiy of sohrces with little :
[N N N

: evidence in the student's records of-coordinated planning and goal-setting .
i + ~ ’ 1} ’ -
as the basis for the student's movement in and out of the classroom. .

) A -~ ~
) -

>
»

B

e - - “Recommbkndations. It is recommended that: -t .

- ~ -

oo ’ 1,; at the praovincial level, the guidélines in relation to documentatian

~ . for special edugation studerits be reviewed to determine if the ) !
. ) . . .

¥ £ ' hd - ’ -

, requirements are realistic and the nature of each item of documen-

N - -

N
. ¢ . R

“ .. "tation bé clearly'defined. ~~ - ] , .
. . :" 2,- -if practicable, appropviété forms for each 'item of docum;nthtiqp Be

\ :} . \ i developed 9£’the piavinciql Lgv;I to be used in all gcho;is of Nova . .
or »,~";' ?cotia for studgnis wtth‘sﬁecial.neehslﬂ ‘,“ / e . ;

. ¥ “y : s N
. 3.: at the'local level, in-service programs be scheduled to ensure that

. . . -
. ’

~ . séhbol staffs dre not only familiar with the guidelines reéarding

v v 1
- .

L ' students with'special needs, but also have been ingtructed on the -

vy . e

o -;procedunes to be féllowgd'té-ensure that files/records of students

. Y ‘yiqh special needh are complete, and documentation regularl{ .
) X ' . ‘

.
.

x - ) ' up-dated ds described ta the gﬁidelines.
, ‘ .o \‘Q&\\in*servfce prégrams stresg definition and discussion of terminqlogy,
\ & . .
. (
- - such as "1deJEi ying characterigtic¢" or "needs assessment"” for

example, in order to ensure that such.terms are clearly understood

.
v . . L

| . by staff. .

S
» D
* A4 ¥ +

5. at provincial and loeal levels, clear directives be promulgated to

&

] )
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‘ensure that all required documentation on a student is maintained ,

«

in one file and that file adequately controlled and maintained by’

- the school administrative office.

\

6. clear statements of students' needs, and how such needs will be

met by the special help be required before studert movement out of

- , -

the regular, special educatiom or adjusted clagsrooms for Qpecial

A ” -

help ts authorized. Moreover, continuous monjtoring of the épecial
help and co-ordination of special help with the student's class-

room program is judged to be essential in order that the help be

effectiyg in achievlng goals.
Evaluative Question No. 5 . Conclusions. It was coficluded frgm

~
- N

interview and other data that not avery teacher'invalved in speéial

Edqcatibd'in the systems' schools clearly undenstood what was invalved

2 -~

"1 developing and providing an individualized e ucation program. //)

-+ pecommendation- It is recom@éﬁded that\workshops be provided
to give special education teachers’the opportunity to familiarize-

themselves with the need for individualized education programs for

v t

students with special needs and how such programs should‘be developed

’

and presented.

~

‘Evalnativeruestion No. 6: Conclusibns. ‘Fromlthe data, it .

)

was concluded that there was no consistency in the‘system;',schoolé in

N

obtaini;g comprehensive individual assessments and re-asgessments of

children in neéed of, or,receiving, special help. It wag also concluded,

as a result of the records check, that individual assessment reports -
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Recommendations. It 1s recommended that, at the local level,

a clear directive be promulgated regarding the requirement to obtain
comprehensive individual assessments, and re-assegsments as hecessary,

of all children i1dentified as needing spe61a1 help or receiving special

help and that such directive stress that the assessment reports,

L3

because of their nature, remain in the student's record which should,
in turn, be maintained and controlled in the administrative office of
the school.

Evaluative Question No. 7 Conclusions. From study data, it

was concluded that school staffs were not sufficiently aware of the
meaning of such terms as individual agsessment ané educational éssegs-
ment, nor did they appear to be aware of the use of thorough *
individualized aséessme;t as a more objective, and provincially

recommended, method of identifying the stud n need of special help.

Recommendations. It 13 recommended that procedural manuals
and workshops to familiarize staffs with the school's role in providing
special education services include clear definition of terminology,

r
related to the assessment and re-assessment of needs and the minimum

S
1

requirements of identification of needs through thorough individual

2

assessment of the student by qualified personnél be emphasized.

L3
Evaluative Question No. 8, Conclusions. From the data

regarding student disposition on completion of the Adjusted Program,
it was ¢oncluded that programming for children with special needs does
not provide satisfactory oﬁbOrtunitles for occupational fulfilment. -

. 4 L N

Many of those children who must, by reason of their skill limitations

remain in a gpecial education setting thrmoughout their school yaars,

+
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leave school without prospects of training or employment even though
* they might be motivated to c&Btinue if there were appropriate programs
available.
There is, no doubt, a problem of low employment levels in
rural/urban areas of the province such as that in which the study was
~ conducted. It 1; recognized that limited employment opportunitles for
the job-seeking populatioh due to economic conditions which are general
throughout the country and evident in the area of the study contribute
to the exceptional students' difficulties in finding employment.
~Nevettheless, for those job opportunities which are available, excep-
tional students are not competitive with their age mates who are able
to acquire job-related skills with greater facility and have a
background of greater academic success. Moreover there is the danger
that, from tﬁegpopulation of learning disordered students, alienated
from their more competent peers and lacking hope of achieving economic
independence, that a portion, if not the greater part, of our delin-
quent adult population may develop (Graubard, 1973, Kunzweiler et al, <+

1 b

1977 Lane, 1980, Wilgosh, 1982).

Recommendations. It 1s recommended that.

-

P v

a -

1. the Adjusted Program or any Junior High School level special help

program be reviewed and properly sequenced with the Special

-

Education Program in“the elementary schools.
> ' 2. “where necessary, the elementary school Speciél Education Program
4
curriculum be modified to introduce more subject matter’,

particularly in Language and Mathematics, integrated with hands-on

types of activities to\p;ovide a degree of lead-in ‘to vocational

4
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- " .

type programming which 1s recommended for introduction in the

-l

Junior High School special help program.

-

14
3. the Adjusted Program be extended to be a five-year prpgram. The

incréased length of the program could provide vocational training
qf a limited 1ev;1 and range 1n areas.which ;re likely to equip -
the Student with a salable vocational skil{. It is suggested that
such vocational areas as buiiding cogetr&q}1on, fishing, buildigé
maintehance, housekeeping, child care; f;od‘preparation, etc. be
explored tgidevelop five-year programs,’én guccessful completion
of which, the student would ;eceive a cergificate or diploma which
would be recognised in the various Lrades. In order to develop
such a curriculum it would, no doubt, be necessary for the Depart-
ment of Education to work in conjunction with thi Department of
Manpower in order to establish the legitimacy of the curricalum
and certification. ‘

It is suggested that a Jo}nt federal-provincial planning and
deveyppment organization would be required %p.order to consider
the present and foreseeable ne?d for manpower in the region based
on existing and projected industrial requirements. On the
industrial need basis, job descriptions for limited skill personnel
should be developed to fill some of those manpower neeés. Training
programs to develop skill levels to satisfy the job descriptions
should then be develop;d and jointly financed by the federal and
provincial governments specifically to train persons with the

limitations of exceptional students. The training programs so

\ ¥ 4
developed should be recognized by the federal manpower office and
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successful completion of such a program should result in federal

manpower office certification. C€ertification should be linked to
established pay scales for the job cladsification. It is further
recommended that such programs of training should be open only to

exceptional persons 1n order to protect their occupational future.

.

It 18 suggested that existing vocdtional facilities have
adequate space and equipment to provide the training. However, it
is judged important that the teaching staff be trained particularly

L 4
for teaching vocational skills to exceptional students.

.

« It is considered, that such a program would not only provide

-

students who are presently not receiving appropriate training with

- * 3
improved oppertunity for job-traifning, but weuld glso provide to
A . . .

A4 -

the laboﬁ}*market a level of limited-skill workers who are needed

and should be available,at a lower pay rate Ihén_the usual skilled

tradesman. Moreover, it is suggested that the prospect of “intreased

.

potentirality for %mployment would improve ‘the motivation of students

- ]
.

to continug in tﬁe prograﬁ. This, in turn, could lead to a reduced
- 3 3

incidence of delinquen¢y amongst the exceptional student pdﬁhlétion.

. ~ -

In order to Rrovide yvocational training for learning disordered

students special educators and vocational instructors would need
. 14

to work co-operatively to share information about the student's

L

learning and social characteristics, to develop IEPs, review

student progress and modify instructional plans as necessary

(Greenan, 1982). Teacher training and attitude are important if
T
vocational programs for exceptional students are to succeed. -For

example, a teacher of students in a program fot carpenter's helpers,

'
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. - ‘must not only be a skilled carpenter,gbut must know the proper
.

_prOcenge for small stepkbresentation_of {nstruction with @ .
. e R . . .
. adequate practise time at each step or-level in the chrrﬁqulum. i’
Such teachers must also be aware of uhq:natqre and learning
+

characteristiecs of special students qhd'bé eager to work with such

students. . - .
‘ o -

- < , N -

. Evalugrive Question No. 9 Conclusiéns. ‘From the data, it
o

was concluded that thére was limited_ cpntnct w1th parents in relation -

t
- « ~3»',

tdwthe placément, and progress of studeﬂts vith special needs. ' :

.

. JTeachers!' rebpenses of "Left scHool" to qyestions tegarding R
L . ' * . . ' \ .
parent consultation appeared to Qﬁgge%t a Iack.of propetly structured .

- & [

e . procedure fQ\ parent consultatjon or, d&ternatively, an ignorance of . . T
B v '
. ~ . - :. N Y

the meed to follow proper proCedu;eL JIf ptocedures existed and weré . . %
- » - . ] ~

followedy it 1& assumed t:haf tea?:hfhg staff would ma,ing.ain in the

- - - B

: student record\a record of ‘all céntacts with parenta or attempts te A ’

.
- . .
¥ A < W b . . *

S ‘conxsct which were unsuccestful. Suqﬁvanbiguous tqparks'as "Lef: Lo s

. - -y
LI - * . - M

- -school™ are not judged to ﬂlapznaa’hﬁkh the rehponsibility of the -

4
- * N .

. . school staff to contact parents to detérmine why,x stﬁdent haa Qbsented o

- -~ - - v
* e + 5 - - S

, himself or herself from school. v Loe Care S
- . » DT - '

. » -
1 - -

. It was also concluded that parental 1ﬁvolvemént~in _the educav - .

* -

tional process was probabty not being explqited tp the beat advantagé £

iy - J]

v - -

of students, p&renxs and school. 'I‘hete— nre'na &oubt thoae pat’enta s

o «

whose ipeptnéss and attitudes tdhardsaedncatiqn afe. auch that “thay R

am

. [

could ptovide Itttle benefit to’the qtudeqta Néwe;thgleasy it Ia

- - -
L

. con&idered r.hat‘ it remains the ruponaibiiity of - ther .m’cd not patents, ) )

*
R -

. . to ensure that parents are. 1ﬁvo~1y¢d Ln t:he si:udmt"s leaming expeticnce.

R . - P

.
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. . .Tere was a marked lack of evidence in student records that a

. ' proper gtructure’ exiated” for obt#ining parental consent, or where
- . e

evidénce of»—consent was found that consent had been obtained before

" .

o +

P ;

- B placement of ’studé‘,nu in speci_al programs. Moreover, since many of

-
" *

~ the cgonsents were obtadned in® 1980 and la(tér,'thege was some question

-

‘as to whether Ypr not thts process wag aétivatea as a result of the

3 % e ~ - A
; * schools' knowle ge that the eva‘luati.on was to take pl&qe, or was tfking

had . ., ¢ - =

s =
D«
- e i‘. - - .

o r v o -

-

place. = . | R
% R v »
- Thg quality of record keeping in relaticm to psrental ~consul-

» . vt [ > S

. .- wtation, appeared to be ,poor¢ Staffs' teliance on,r parfent ~teactier nights
» M . uW

- and term repoOrts: for co;;su']:ting wi;:ﬂ parents of chi»ldten w:ith spectdl .

:.
" 5'? ¢§ A ¥

' needs app,eared te ba cqn!non amd was ‘judggd te teau,lt i,n & further .,
* L ~ '
weakenmg of the edugationt‘ pi'ocess for such ctﬁldran by failing ;6*

4 + r

involve parents in and Anforming them aﬂequa’tg‘ly; abbut the studentlﬁ

&
F] ~ -

. + e r
. # #
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- parental support is far more likely to be developed through the

a;hool;s helping the parents to perceive themselves as effective
teacher's helpers, if only in dome limited aspect of the student's
educational training. 3

.?. with regard to parental congent, parents be informed as soon as

« possible after the decision 1s made in the school that a student .

a2
¥

"  requires extra help. It is at this point, it is recommerided, that

- parents should be interviewed and their coriBent obtained for testing

and special help. At such interview, parents should be informed of
the nature of the help to be provided. Parental consent should be
obtained before removing any .student from the regular classroom
- program for purpoées of providing any specigl help by anyoﬂ? other
: than the. regular classroom teacher. It is recommended that a proper .

procedure to obtain such consent should be developed and promulgated

by means of leocal directive to all schools in the system. It is
- ¢

recommended that, in all instances, a dated consent in writing be

obtained by the school.

- s
-

v

Evaluative Question No. 10: <Conclusions. (1) From data

i >

obtained in the study, it was coficluded that there were no statements
of procedyre to cover q&ministration of oral medication ‘and no Yormal

control of oral medication administration within ‘the schools. Often

>

the only record of medical problems was a ﬁrjef notation on a &

cumulative record card. There were also instances of potentially

-

serious medital conditions, or a tecommendati&n for medical investi-

gatfon of sus oblems (i.e. suditory investigation). Yet there

-

waugto ev_gd'anee in the student's file that the pouiblsz medical problem

B F e o e e e e e P

p i rnmnie ™ B

TTE g,
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v

had been ruled out or the recommendation for medical investigatiaﬁ
acted upon. Records regarding medical problems were judged to be

inadequate.
(2) It was concluded that there was a lack of consistency in

procedures followed‘in informiﬁg parents regarding childrenys assess-

ments.

(3) The data collected in relation to number of staff involved

in the education of Adjusted Prpgram students indicated that in System

v -

1, there appeared to be more staff involved in the students' education
than might be diiirable to ensure a good student-teacher relationship
as recommended in Curriculum Development Teaching Guides No.'s 53
63 and 65, 1980, p. 10. There appeared to be an awareness of and an
effort made to rétain teachers of the Adjusted Program in their positions
for a sufficient time in order to develop ggfll and to develop closer
team and teacheral:udent relationships.

.(4) From the data obtained on the ™H students, it was con-

cluded that records on these students appeared to be seriously

4

inadequate. The existing procedures regarding year-end reports did

-

not appear to have been followed.

+

(5) It was &réaumed that, as stated in interview, evaluation

of teach;rs ang program had been completed, although such evaluatione
! L)
[

were not made available to the evaluator. Although there appeared to

be a local directive stating the need forispecific reports on TMH '

students, teachers and pprograms, in actual practice‘;here may be some

.

lack of .clarity as to time for completion. .

Ll

Recommendagtions. It is recommended that:

e

1. with reference to Nova Scotia Department 6f Education Supplementary -

"

5

PR

rp e PeO T
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Document No. 24 (1980) p. B, provincial authorities issue directives

to school administrators indicating that reséonsibility for adminis
tration of medication is not to be assumed by school personnel.
alternatively, if schools are to continue to assume such responsi-
bility, at the system level, clearly-stated directives be

promulgated regarding the procedures to be followed in each school

¢

in relation to administration of oral medication. Such directives

A\ /0

should cover: - »

(a) the need for instruction and authorgtion in writing from

a doctor,

(b) the proper maintenance of medication within the séhool, and

. h ]

(¢) record keeping of the administration of the medication'.

(i.e. date, time, amount, person administering).

# . .
directives be promulgated by the provincial Department of Education
L i

\

regarding the maintenance of a separate docymnent recording a

medical problems of the student, such document to be maintaine

the student file. It is suggested that g distinetive colour might

-y

draw attention to’the document. "It is further recommended that
clear directived be issued as to who should be responsible for
starting and up-dating the record and when such a document shoul

be commenced on a student, such as: -

L]

(a) on enrolment, .covering existing medical problem(s),

(b) during time in schoecl, when a problem ariges,
L
(¢c) during time in school, when investigation of suspected- N

3

medical problém(s) is recommended.

L3

at the system level, annual reviews of staff involved in teachingl

. -

.
P a i P

L L
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exceptional students' programs at the Junior High Schoocl level be
conducted to ensure that the numbers of staff be kept at a level
such that the staff members interacting with exceptional‘students

have sufficient contact with the students to develop knowledge and
+

understanding of them.

-

5. a proéedure be instituted in the office of the Superintendent to
send to Principals of schools requests for reports on students,
L3
staffs and programs for special children, one month {or more if

deemed apﬁroptiate) in advarice of the due date of the required

report.

Evaluative Question No. 11: Contlusions. From the data

gathered, it was concluded that it would be difficult to compile an

*

accurate statement of total funds received and total expenditures made
for provision of special education services in the two systems fof the
1981-82 year. '

' If the costs of services for the school year were estimated
based on the figures provided by the Inspector of Schools, which
represented the funds‘allocated to special education for the period
1 January to 30 June, 1982, namely, $336,254.00, the average per month
allocation was ($336,254.00 + 6) or $56,042.33. Ovér a ten-month
périod, at tﬁe January to June, 1982 rate, the total allocation of
provincial funds would have been ($56,042.33 x 10) or $560,4§3.30.
However, System 2 Superintendent indicated that such agr esiimagion
would result in an unrealistically high estimate of total funding
received from the province for the 1981-82 period for special,

t

education, since there was a sharp increase in ggnding i 1982,

x

Q)

o

4

e
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Alternatively, if only the January to June, 1982 period is

14

considered, the number of students in Special Education Programs

(part and full time and the Adjusted Program) in the }‘li-SZ school

year, as provided by the Principals {Table 4) was ’

Systems ) Sptcial Education (all typeﬁyrqgrams)
) ~
1 and 2 ) Adjusted Program

k3
-

Total Special Education & Adjusted

1 3

LS

§
123
60

183

151

Based on the provincial fund allocation only, the cost’ of services per

student was ($336,254.00 = 183) or $1,837.Z5 for the six-month period.

However, data indicated that in addition to provincial funds there

-

were funds provided through the town, municipality and district.

4

I1f

the $33€,25£.OO was ‘'used mainly for teachers' salaries, (the Inspector

of Schools stated that hasically 99.9% was allocated to teachers'

salaries), the cost for the six-month period in 1982 was estimated at

( $336,254.00 £ 13) (Adjusted Program and Special Education teachers)

or $25,865.69 per teacher for six months' service in 1982.

On the

basis of information provided by the Inspector of Schools, a small

estimated cost of teachers' services to Special Education and

Adjusted Programs in the six-month period iﬁ‘}982 from January to

June, inclusive was (§336,254.00 - $2,000.00 for materials)

or

pgrtion of this amount was used for materials. Thus, the corrected

$334,254.00. It was concluded that for the eix-month period,'each'

» ' )

of the 13 teachers' salaries was estimated to have cost the

Department of Education (334,254.00 = 13) or $25,711.85. This

represented a sum of $4,285.00 per month approximately per teacher.

-
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In vie the study findings in relation’to pfogram limitations
s .
and ch' eitensive uge of She federal-}.y-funded tutoring prog{am, it was
conclyde} that the costs of operating the ];rogram in the two\ systems
appeared.‘to be,\b.igh with fund allocation unclear. ' )
‘ C Recommendations. It is r‘ecomgeqded that - ) N g -

iy

. i
: *

1. a more accurate accounting of funding "and expenditures for special -

- 3 N *

- § K i,
. ' programs be instituted. . i
M i ' * ' ' H
' 2. 1if as petyasive a program as the federally-funded tutoring program
e ‘ L d 2
. were continued, it be taken into account as )
i .‘l - N E * a " » . -
’ (az additional funds received in t*e systems for provision of
: " specigl helbp and ) - b L ) \ ' g
A b A : -
(b) a‘program for which tlie.isy\st\ems must acknowledge ‘“heir iy
T : \ » : ‘
» » ' accountability for -Poth its quality and effectiveness along < ’
LIRS M H .
0 - e * -t i N
: with the special education and otfier d#pecial help programs
R . )
. = < »! . . PR A
. o . which are provincially funded. - ol
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General Conclusions and Recommendations / :

. .
t

Learning Deficits and Special Education k

-~ A\

'
Conclusions.  Study results were judged to indicate that the
.
"provision of help to children with special needs tended to be

fragmented. This was donsidered to be due, in part at least, to the

categorization of learning deficits into special categories with
labels. Thus if a child could be classified as Trainable Mentally

Handicapped, there was a fairl

clear program for such a person from

schdol\age through to adulthood in a™gprotected environment, whereas,

for the children labelled as educable meptally handicapped, learning

disabled or slow learners, the educational program was considerably
£

less clearly structured. Their academic futures being less SEFZain
4
appeared, 'in turn, to lead to greater uncertainty in vocational/social
N H Y *
ad justment,

; ’ [
: Recommendations, It is recommended that-

»

1. less emphasis be placé'd on, ca;\egorizing the student's defici® as a

A 5 -

slow learner, oftlearniqg disabjlit;f'etc. Instead,~morg'attention’

should bd directed to the identification of*the nature of, the

vy
- A

deficit area(s) (i.e. the specific receptive br expressive lamguage

.

L] . » N
,wgakness,&arithmbtic deficit, inadequhte ‘visual-motor fine fhuscle

-

co-ordfhétion, etc.),. by means of thorbugh diagnosis, and to

C oy , .
development of teaching staff and programs which meet the freeds
. of a varied student popﬁlation.
> - E . \ .
2. all special help programe be gategorized as special education forf
A S - .

& . ¢
funding, program development and accountability. f

-
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Implementation of Directives or Guidelines

Conclusions. It was concluded that non-implementation of

provincial directives, or widely divergent forms of interpretation of

v

directives might be due to one of the following reasons

(a) the directives or guidelines are impracticable,

(k) the meaning of the directives or guidelines is unclear or
contradictory, .

(¢) the dirkctives.or guidelines are so written that more than one
interpretation of intent is possible,

(d) the providers of services have not familiarized themselves with
the guidelines,

(e) .constraints of o;e kind or another (i.e. manpower, financial)
preven.t implementatior\, or .

(f) the prowiders of servig,s do not consider it mandatory to follow

the directives or guidelines.

i

Recommendations. It is recommended that when a directive or

guideline is publigshed, the new document or amendment be examined

immediately upon receipt by those members of the staffs of each school
system who will be responsible for implementation and a written report

forwarded to the provincial office. To increase the efficiency of such

Il

a procedure, it is recommended that a standard form for reporting the
x

critical comments be developed at the provincial level and forwarded

-
.

along with the document or revision at the time of publicétloﬂ. .
"=

@

This procedure would not only prdvide feedback regarding

[y

po§sib1e non-workable or unclear regulatiens or guidelines, but also

. L
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would ensure that those immediately concerned with implementation at
the school level would be obliged to familiarize themselves with the
content of directives, guidelines and amendments thereto which relate

to their areas of fesponsibility.

Evaluation in Special Education

EN

Conclusions. It was concluded that, in order to provide
effective special education services, on-going evaluation of the
services is essential. Evaluation ig required of all gspects of the

programs. However, it is judged imperative that continuous evaluation

4
of the congruence of procedures at the school system level with the

I

procedures set out in provincial directives and guidelines be mandatdry.

It was further concluded that evaluation should be carried out,

*”

as much as possible, from within the department and the local system.
It is‘judged that such a procedure would reduce the degree of .appre- “
hension which eVvaluation tends to crdate in staff, would permit

increased accessibility to data and greater freedom of movement of

the evaluation personnel within school system facilities. Moreaver,

[ . .

theﬁI“OIVement of sys;em staff in the evaluation proceés would pro%ide
an oppoertunity for staff who are responsible for delivery of service

ta better understand the meaning of and -need for the accountability

of provider:bf s’ervices‘. e .

Recommendations. It i{s recommended that

>

1. in ordgr’to provide effective evaluation of the congruence of special
‘education procedures at the system level, the provincial Depart-

ment of Education investigate the feasibility of developing a

*
"

\



- 156

'standardized report and document’system related to all aspects of
record keeping for special students. With the application of
computer tecgnology to the documentation and record keeping process,
it should be pogsible to develop time- an npower -efficient

/

procedures which would provide precise records, timetabling of
‘ ~

procedures and adequate feedback at all service delivery leveis.
The purpose of s;:ﬁ a documentation system would be to institute
at the school level, throughout the province, an efficient documen-
tation and control ptocedﬁre which would be commenced on each
student when first designated for special help. With such a system
of documentation, a record of each student so designated would
automatically be passed to the Superintendent's office so that a
continuously up-dated and precise record of th; students being
provided with help could be maintained. It is considered that cost
effectiveness of the programs provided by specfal education cannot
be determined without an accurate contin;ous accounting of the
students actually Qeing served. ‘
a provincially developed method of record keeping be followed on
each étude;t to ensure that proper records are maintained. Clearly
specified records would facilitate the institution of regular
periodic evaluation of student records of excepéional students by
system‘staff.‘ Such evaluation is recommended ift order to:-
(a) 1increase school gystem efficiency by makdng the providers of
special edhcation services in the.systems aware of their ..
accountability, and l

(b) provide a measure of the extent to which the school systems



v
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'

are able to carry out the procedures for exceptional students
-

as directed in the provineial directives and guidelines. Such

information is judged to be essential for effective decision-

making and policy development at the local and provincial levels.

Evaluation as Bagis for Effective Program Change

Concluqlgégf From study results, 1t was concluded that, in
general, before changes in any programs are undertaken, it is essential
to examine the extent to which providers of.services are implementing
existing programs. ConEext evaluation provides important data as to
t?e areas of organization, administration and communication which will
benefit from improved clarity and precision of direction, the practi-
cality of procedures, as well as the need for improved methodology and
staff education, As a consequence, gvaluation findings can resultﬁé“

program changes which are more likely to be effective in improving

delivery of services.

. Recommendationg. It is recommended that:

l. context evalustion form part of an on-geing evaluation procedure

which should be carried out by the staff of the ,ystem as much

.

as possible. . -

.
1

.

fo
2. to the extent possible, when a progrém or modification of a

program is designed, an evaluatiom procedure be designed
‘ N

into the program and, to the extent possible, the evaluation
procedure be designed to be carrigd out by staff of the

unit being evalugted.. Such a procedure, it is considered, -

»

* would be ‘cost-efficient, would tend to improve staff N ,

.

‘ L

L3
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competency through involvement in the evaluation process and would

be less threatening to those being evaluated.

L2

Evaluation Models and Real Life Situations

-

]

Gonclusions. Evaluation models such as the CIPRP model of

Stufflebeam (1971) indicate clearly defined stages' in evaluation
v .

(t.e. context, input, process and product). In redlity, in undertaking

evaluation of a program’ there tends to be, of necessity, some overlap
in evaluation stages so that elements of more than a single stage of

-

evaluation are carried out concurtrently.

7

Recommendations. ft is reéommended that in planning e¢valu«

ations of programs, planﬁers bé)avare of the artificial qualities of"

A
1

the evaluation modeéls and the need to embrace within the planned
evaluation elements of other aspects of the program which might oot be
their primary focus but mudt be examined to .some degree in the real-

life situation in which evaluation is earried out. S .

Implications of Results of the Study

4 t

-

Conclusions. From this study of spe¢iu¥ educsgtion in two

school systems, certain conclusions were reached regarding pbsstble 2

- -

shortcomings in areas such as regulations and 3nide11n¢a governing the

delivery of services, schqol system structures and progaeires, inter-

‘

’

agency communication and funding.

Recommendations. It {s récommended that further studies '~

similar to the Yarmouth study be carried out in order to provide gddi-

R +

tional relevant data to those administrators.responsgible for 1nati§u;1ny:
" - - &
change in sp‘nl education. - . L .

i
N [ \
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z .o ., ) Appendix 2 : }
l - ™ - \
L : INTERVIEW gyt-:s'rmmum: = Schopl Bbard Members !
- & ' e
§ kY
T . 1.  Name
v, . . f .
+ - ' ,2. Nature of Membership (1.e. Exgcutive of Board)
1;3‘ . 3. Name of Board . - ’

[2re - " 3 )

Tk 4 Date of Interview » ! . ,

4 ’i - 9 » \

3 l 5. Have you, as A member of the Board, any partitular regponsibhility ¢

' * ’ ) N ) ' ’
. related to .Special Education programming in the school g$ystem?
£, .- . 3 . ’ : .
N . 6. If "Yes", please describei: h . '
o - : , N ' . » .
:, # S 7. Has,the‘%ud appmired any locally formulated statements of philo-,.’ e

LN . . sophy, ains, goals and/or procedures regarding any aspect of Special Y

‘;"{ A ‘ R M N ° R y
N e . * i . Education? .

2+ ~ N > f 4 N ’

A ’ - H t * ! - N 'S. E3 3

o . - " 9. Have any significant changes or formalizing of procedures related .

“ * s . t - < * g

3 .' R ) ‘ﬁ to 5pecia} Ed. pFograming in the system been caried out duting‘v .

P . - x. . . -~ ) oy

£’ . " . this school year?

. Tl S e "y <
- L < a7t 9. Are you aware of any contemplated changes in Special Ed. progpam- Fi
ba yor . iy * » . .

e ) P , ¢ ing %n the system in the future? 4 H
¥ S i.i“ . ‘# o x %%

% . o s ) 10, What was the total)ﬁmding for Special Ed. in the system%s scheols &

L3 « . f

3 \ 4 ~ M
. / , .for the school year, 1981—827 . . ) T

3 » 1 ‘3\ r N o - » #‘ 4
Al . g - o .
. . . _ '11_- How were these funds distribdted? - - © ras \’ v .
Mo a : ST . |
LN § * . ¥ " 12. *‘ I8 there a specific Board polioy related to stnndards of qualifi- ! ,
v
.‘- ~§ " "'\ H . +
S T oL A cations of special Education 'reachers employed in the system? '
» ' Y & N 4 # . t -~ ) P ;’f.
A 13 Ir "Yes", plaase describe o " ) “q
e P v .
LA f ‘~_ ‘ 14, {(a) How mny chilﬁren- were, provide‘d wlt.h speci‘cl Ed. services in # ]
[ he 4.\,‘ ‘ Il ' . . . 3
.t y d system s schools diring the 1981-82 échool year?’ .
. . ., LI, ’ . . B ‘ “g
* . L3
. Lo LW Does’ this npn)er inc],ud& the.m-a&tguf dxj.ldtm in tbe tutor‘ing - !
. —————in. . Y " - . ot
& : . v P{Ogr“? \ - ‘ 6 . ) * PR Ty
- g L] £ . N : . . - . f ] .
r% N S . PR JE T , ' ‘ .
. . v Q, . ¢ v - ‘ \ ,ﬁ M ‘-1'
" . . R A . oy - . N . , ® , . N v -y
‘ . : P b M . ) ¢ N v ' ’
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Appendix 2 (continued) . . -
I

tutoring program being carried out

-

“

in the,schools (i,e. 1s 1t considered a part o; the Special

Education progr;m)?

> v ¥ »
How 1s the tutoring prggramffunded? .

How 1s “the tutdring program adninisteied?

How is the tutoring program evaluated (1.e. 18 its overall super-

i
" 5

39 4
vision under the N, S. Department of Edudtion, the School Board, -

Superintendent,

individual pringipals) or, alternatively, 1is
there no éducational supervigion?
,gow are children selécted for the tutoring program? Y g
How 18 their progress ;wiluated? -’h
- L
Have you any furthif comment;? y
. o

s
# . . - N .
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' Appendix 38 X . .
- ’ ‘

SUPERINTENDENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE (for interview purposes only)

1e Name of Superintendent:
2. Name of School System

3. Date of Interview:

~

4. Are there any locally-formulated statements of aims, goals, policy
. and/or procedures governing Special Education programs in general
or some aspect of Special-Educatien programming in particular?

. 5. If you answered "Yes", could copies of the documents be madeanhll-
able for examinatién, please? .
' 6; How many students are enrcolled in your school system during 1981-

-

82 in grades (d4) Preschool, (b) 1 to p, (c) 7 to 9, (d) 10 to 127

L g 7. How much money did you recewive frqm the Province of Nova Scotia

s -
¥ i

. for Special Education for the year 1981-827°

¢

8. Did thas represent your total Special Education budget?’

. 9 If fundfnd was received from other sources, please spécify the

. . -
. . ! source and the amount. .
H .

10. Pleagse 1ndicate how your Special Education budget was distributed

-

*
- to the variouS'Spegial Education programs. .

.
. . .- + - .

11. How many professionals and para-profgssionals were employed and

‘paid for ‘through the Special Education budget and in what ﬁioggams

i

.

- were they employed (1.e. duties, EMH, TMH, RAdjustél, Reading
] f '

' ) '

, FARYS

' b K "

' . 12.° Hdve you done ahy formal evalugtion of your SPE al paveitian pio-

.
- .
" ‘

/ ! v
- grams to date? ’ ' e

Y

s ¥
g

. ‘ 13. 115-“!09'. could a copy of the evaluation report be made lvailibIe? -

a»

-

]
.

-

-

Pre
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W A
What procedures are followed 1in your school system to

S
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Appendix 3 (cofitinued) .

diagnose
A

the problems,and assess the needs of a student identified as need-

*

A .

ing Special Education? '

\ »

) 15. W?at couriselling services are provided for chl}dren served by the
2 . ) Special Education ptograms 1n your school system?
) ~ 16. what community resources outsidg the school system are available ‘
‘ to children .served by the Special Education program in your school -
syst;m? ) ) ' . ) .
17. -Is there a review committee procedure 1in your school‘system to
‘ -~ . »
. - A advi;e on Special Education program placement? . '
. A M h
: ) ) ) p 1?.‘ If "Yes", please indicate the membership agd their positions. ' o ‘
. ' ‘ s lgu How many Special Education teachers do you have in the school ' : ‘ ‘N;
T - - systeﬁf . ' - ' '
¢ 20" How ;any séécial Education teachers hSVé‘an uidergrad&ate major . ‘:
. .‘ L i or post-graduate preparation in Special Ed;cation? . - g i
’ .i R 31. HQQQma?Q:Special Education classes do you have;ln the system? P .E
- i e C (szd:§nd Number) . ., ’ ’ 3
- e . ’ . ¥
| . . " 22. pid {py/bf your'staffdéartlcipatg in 1nrservice education ths . o
) : . .‘ year in the, Special Education field? - . 0
, ) ‘: - 23. 'How many ;hildren do you Q;fe in the school systeh iﬁ Fhe following' '. [
s . ) ‘ ] categOfie32$ (p{ mentaily handigabped, (b)éemotlonall; diséurbed, " ¥
f,«:’ B ! '” "fln(qob1eaf;;ﬁéxd%s?§ilihies, (d) speech impaired:’ (e),vi;ually ‘ 7 7
ot . . :'.’ -v‘*{mpa.iredl (f) ﬁh;i.gcialiy handjlcapped, (q‘) mu’ltiply-handic:pped . ' L
. . . . \ . \
) ., —~ , ’ . ("i;e.'-‘bu’nd ahd deaf, mentally retarded and deaf)? S .
v . g . , 3 . .
‘ T 24.' Aie childmen,ente}ing your d&hool system ;eqﬁireq to have any,pée- . S
o ’ - . v . ) y - \ b



25.

~ 26.

27.

hel
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Appendix 3 {continued) - ’ '
.- ' . ~
. . .
. » ’ .
entry examination? . ) .
y ' . .

1f "Yes", please descripe.
- \\ —

»

Are documents available for inspection 1in your affice covering

4 .

-~ e r3 .
the initial referral of all TMH students *ffor Special Fduocation
A
Programs? \ .
What documents or records are maintained by your office on children .
v " . .
rn Special Education Programs? )
- . A )
5] 4 .
~ “ -~ <
' - 2
. . .
. | T T .
- - ° . . y 3
. .
* <
[ oo >
L
. . . .
v 4 ' > ¢ Ay
- » v - - o -
e “ - - . !
v > 2 .
: o L4 I3
. v ‘ » L3 .
. e 3 4
' . v . 4
AY .
- .
v N \ e .. Pl
1 . .,
* T , N .
. .‘
3 - o
[ ‘. ) - - ’ '
a )’1 . >
' \ . . .r N .. .
R ¢ ~ ‘/‘ B . - -
., - N ‘ T ’ . .
. ., ’ N * -
- 7 . N .‘:!: ? Y T ' t - -
. " « - . \ ¢
. [ o * N . » s vt
= e N . v -~ ’
Ye Ve 4 i . oo
. . Y \ ]
[y b v ‘ {_ 1\\ L ’ h‘a . N
e o} " , . o, o
. "“la ‘$~‘.“";‘ \.; - , . » . . ... )
» ° :
r 1Ps ., . "o ¢ e \
J s . ‘. .
- -
) ., ., K ' . R . i ; , )
. s v, . T -
L N v . | s ] ’ ¢ ' . »
- » . . P . 1 N Pl O
LTS . . om0 4 . »
. ";‘ . ~ - ! ’ t N '
. & N * A -
+ 2 K | -5 . R
- L} “ . .
. * e o ! - v ) S ~

-

P

e



- -

Lo vt v —- -~ —— e

; . * . R
. l . . \\
’ ' E , ' 166 - R
- ‘ " o Ag‘gendix 4. ) B )
- PRINCIPAL' LQLSTmmAI;E (£or .thtprview purpbses only) ia
. & V- . . ,
, 1. Name of Principal. ’ ' | v

' 2. Nawme of School;

4
N 3. Date of Interview: ' s ,

- - 4. Are there any locally-formulated statements of aims, goals, policy
. ’ \
- and/or procedures governing Special Education programs In general

- or- some aspect of Special Education programming in partlcula;r?

. (Yes or No) , ({“ < ’ . e :

~

= 5. If "Yes", cqula copres of the documents be ma’da available. for

\ L]

. - examination, please? * R
' ) *

» 6. What was the total studenb bopulatlon of your school as at 30

v - IS -
L Y

. sePtember, 19817 . . X -
- 2 . . . .

How many of the above students are 1in Special Education praograms
3 . . cx T . : .

: A s . in the fol_lo,wmg categories? ,

~
.

(a) regular classrooms but requiring special maten'al's Ox equip- *
i . . ¢

. ment, (¥) part-time in spé01al classes, (c) f‘uli-time in special M

.
. - - . -
’

) . classes (1) EMH (2) T™H (3) Adjusted. _ . .

. -

8. How ma,ny 6f( the 'students'listad afn Item No. 7 were identified as -
N .’ e Lo ‘4

.. i requiring placesient or r,equinng special materials or equipatent

. ” ’ / d'urin.g the current’ school year? (a), (b), (c)(l), (2), (3).0 ’
. R .. # ,
A ' ! ** *9, * How many students, identiffed as requiring placement in Special

- ) -
& ~ = -

. R T Eciucation prqgrams durlng the current sch031 Year, Rave not ;> -
. 7 been placed in appropriate progrqms?‘(-a), ®), ('c)(1), “2), (37 M
3 f (3

. - .+ 10. on the attuched form, pl'aase 1i.at the childrgp new ' in _Special /

-
7 .-, v

-, . Education prcgrggts i!: your schaol ‘and ‘details relevent to each .

. ¥ LA
.
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11.

12.

13.

L ]

14.

(TMH,_CLASSES ONLY) ’ B ‘

.

15,
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Appendix 4 (continued) ) .

student as 1nd19ated. .

n

With regard to children in Special Education in yohr school, what

procedures are followed for paréntal congultation, regarding

. ,

(a) Identification, (b) Needs Ahssessment, {c) Placement, and
(d) Progress of their children? ‘ -
. . d r
® (NOTE: Folloﬁlng should be determined: manner of éommunlcatlpg

- .

data~-notification in writing, personal interview with Principal

’

and teacher, teacher only, telephone call only, may or mé& not

be informed, written consent obtaimed in case of placement.)
L4

What records do YQU keep on" each childz -

¢ . 1

~ §
what form of needs assessment 1s carried out for children identi-

v

-

fied as requaring placement in Special Education programs?

(NQTE: (Aﬂ\standardlzed procedure and documentation (details),
. ¢ .

N L3
s

{b). no standardized procedure, (c) assessed’ by stchool staff’ - e

. LJ

specialast, (d) assessed by outside consultanté - one source, vari-

.

olds, (e) regularized procedure for re-assessment. ) . -

)“\
In the ocade of children in Special Education prqograms for whom

" -
. L

particular medical considerations must be recognized, what pro-

B '

” ’ . - N
+ cedures are followed to ifiform teachers ragarding (-a) the nature

R - PRI B d - . ¢,

N - . ‘ . . 14 e A
of' the conditioh ahd actiop to be taken for children for whom there

x .

3
1s a, risk of medical embrg;;EyT/;;E'(b)'cth@ren who. 'must ‘receive
, . Pk /

& ’

-

oral médicatibn durlﬁg the school day? .

.
w . ’ " 4 ad

s
(a) On what dates were the most récent evaluations of .the, follow-*

KJ‘xng compléted: (1) Tum-te&éhers (namés anfl dates), add_(Z) . -

A
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. - ':&ppendi.x 4 (continued) .

. -

curriculum (leyel and dates)? .

. (b) Could a copy of the year-end report (for the school year 1980-"

'

t
i 81) to the Advisory Committee on all TMH students be made

B »
.

available for examination? .

'Y .

16. what funds were allocated 'to Specjial Education programming during

; . the year 1981 and how were these ‘dqistributed or allocated?

»
4 . |

-

. (ADJUSTED PROGRAM ONLY)

*

.

1 -
, 17. (a} .Is there a review committee for 'reassessing students' progress

.

. 4 and setting' educational and vocational goals for Adjusted
" R . N ’ “‘Prcgram s‘tuc:en’ts;‘j - - ) , S ’ ‘
(b) If "Yes", please 1indicate the membership of “the com;!u.Etee,
1 E
’ ) . .{1.e. Pringipal, Speecial Education teacher, cor:sultant, etc.)s
. . .
o o (c) How frequently does the éommxtFee meet? _
R ’ ' (d) If answer to (.a) waé “"No*, how 1s peno'c;ic re~assessment and
’ ; ~ " e o gQall-Settlng carxied, out? ‘ e : :
._ +
. : .« B (e) Who 1w resgonsxgle For final decmion—ma);:mg regardang Adjus‘;feci
t . .- . , . - .
« L e A . . ) Program students' future placement ’on~ complet;,on\ff tthe Gg?de

. Nine Program? , .
' . ! oo ' ) o i

» t ' ¢
¢ 7. (f) ‘Row many : students are in each Adjusted Class in this schoo®
e -
{i ’ ' - “ v . . .
ot R Dyen? M N ' " * 5 - N .
¥ ‘ . P e * t ’ - .
o L -, 4 : N k" ‘('- . -1: . - .‘l . s
< X {g) Is tl}e Adjugted Program in your school functioning*as a depare-
R dwm( & . - : s , » ’
= \ mentalized sys_tqn {where several teachers mget'r each Adjusted
.. va b . r ! ' '  f . -
) , Class)? “ . ‘ .
« ) 4 ’ * il- ’ ) i n
L . ‘(l{l If “Yes"”, how many teachers have an assignment ‘which 1qc1udes
N ooy ¢ . . 7 e *
. e = . « i Vo
e . some Adjusted Program? . L . o, 1,
-P’ £ d » . ’ N ’ ‘ * “ .' N
. SN - L » . . *

-
v
s
.
»

¢

ry
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\\\\ Appendix 4 (continued) C

f (1) How long have each of the teachers in the program be&n invclved .

with teaching the Adjusted Program in your school?

-

(3) What procedures have you followed during this school year to

ensure that all of your staff have a good understanding of
. - »
the aims and objectives of the Adjusted Program?
» ‘ . -
(k) On the Record of Adjusted Grade 9 Students ,1979-80, 1980-81,

-

pleasé list all Adjusted,Grade 9 students for eagh of .the two
’ . , - 1Y > -
years and their final digposition on completion of the program.
[ -

Please indicate the number of student drop-eouts in the scheool years

. +

1979-80°, 1980-81 for the following grades: {a) Grade 6, (b) Grade

»

- -
-

7, and (c) Grade B.

(NOTE: "Drop-outs" - students who fail to continue and caomplete

.

the program for reaséns othér than the following: 5

-

!

(1) physical disability, (2) alternative training (item .
4 .

{2) ‘does not inlude casual émpfbymeﬁt aj unskilled labour),

«

Fa
.
-
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* RECORD OF STUDENTS'IN SPECIAL EDUCATICON/ADJUSTED PROGRAMS PRINCIPAL'S REPORT Page No of
, school . Completed by ’ School Year . N Date Completec?’
Name of Student . Identafying Needs Assess ] Special Education Time 1n [Date of m IDates off Outside Consultants Source of Data
ristics | €ompleted Program - Program cm“l 1092 [lparental] Present for Consult
ngte 1St fcns:m for more jconsuita Cum Cards,
[« or Place] years taon Date jArea of {Who Attended } Superimendent's
Surt * Given \ Yes | No ;art Full Time Other  [No Yrs | Mog mert Dates of Fxpertise Principal's or
ugname Name(s)]. ; . 1me [EMH {TMH [Ad) |Explain |Prog Re-evalu .
) ] atr0n oTHTY Pr |Tchr | Pa- | Teacher's
N " P ! N (s) ]Jrentf Records
. p|mMlY . DIM[Y PIMIYRoI MY
Y
- s, - ‘/:/
« \f '
- p v‘ » y .
n L] 1 .
. 3
- H
. o . . Al
R f
f
- . v . . 3
. 3
1 .
b 1 . -
* L]
* . h '
[ . .
. L I ' v
C -
- & - -
. AP SIGNATURE S e
,
. s - R ~
-~ N : *
; —
~J
(=]
.
.
.
2 « -
s
.

-
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Appendix 6 .

-

RECORD OF ADJUSTED GRADE NINE STUDENTS - YEAR: 19

-

Student's Name . Year 1in whach
) . Grade 9 was g
- Completed (
. ) . . (
Surname - Given Names - (

oQ aouUw

St ot e

‘Final Dasposition:
Voc. School
Gr.10,8r.High Schl
Occup.Explor.Inter.
Indust. Program
Employment

Other

L2




W -

1.

24

3.

4.

5.

6.

~ _How many childrén are 1in your class? ' -

I3

. . . vy
* ” - "‘ - PRI PR
. \ . N -
- - - "
- ¢
, ) y ot . . e Lt , «
- - -
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* s . .
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« Appendix 7
v Fi had
[

« SPECIAL EDUGATION TEACHER'SAQQES&IONNAIRE

< -

5

- - - *

-

. {for interview purposes onlyd - N #

Name of Teacher: '

)

Name of -School: v

- ~

Kind of Class (EMH, TMH, A&justéed, Other - explain)
. ~ . - - F-LY

Date of Interview: ’ .

* ” ¢

&4‘

4 N -

On the Record of Children in Spec;al~§ducatﬂon/Aé]usted Classes,

a *
. . N

pleasg list the particulars requested for each child

in your class. 7

M -

{Interviewer should review the headings and provide explanation as.

needed.) ‘

“ .

B
+

s

7. - what methods of on-going evaluation of student progress are usad

11.

- »
-

for your students: (a) rfecorded teacher observation of student §er1
I ’ - ‘
»formance, (b) criterion-referenced tests, (c) teacher-made tests,

¥
.

(d) other - please explain briefly? .

In what ways dre ﬁarents agtively involved in the students’ “educa~
¢ h

PN
4 Y N

N .
tional process: {a) support tutoring in the home under the teaCher{s‘

guirdance, (bl classroom tutoring, (c) not involved beyond periodic

-

consultatipn, (4} not involved? ? -
How long have you been employed #s a Special Educatiog teacher? -

What background of teacher training\dld you have when you assumed
’ r’ ”,‘ ) v
your duties as a Special Education teacher? .
- . »
L
what further training have you had since ass(’ng your duties, which

L)

~

is directly rgiatqd to improvement of your skills as a Special

Education teacher? .

*

o

e
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-, Appendix 7 (continued) N T
) ", ao LT .
- ! 12. How(.[ong have you been employed in .yQux preéent, teachxmj srtuatien - .
* ' . - - :L ) - ! € * -
. - 1in Special Education? ' ) . K LA -
- £ - 4 . . . -
g . ADJUSTED PROGRAM ONLY ' e 5 .
. T . . - e .o v o
- 13, (a) Are you paﬁf of a team of teachers responsible fo:; ;hé adjysted -
4 - > - . B ~ = . - ., . ~
; . . N L \ 7 . R ~
program? - . A ..
St . g - ’ v SR
- (b)»2f "Yes™, please indicate the names of the team members, their :
. ¥ " L 4 o, : * ':w‘ " et e T " .: ! . t N “".
duties, and the length of tipie-each has Been in his_ br her pre— .. .
v - T 4 foe Yo *
sent teaching situation. P ? RN
-~ - , -
ALL SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS . ’ J K
» " » T
*14. What records do YOU keep on each studeat? * i .
1 »
° >
" - . -
R 4 * -
. r, - . - . o
[}
{ C 0
- [y
. o : &
A * » E Y
- * - = - y.
» N -
e LI
o Fd el «
o . N
- . q ‘ ?
AN . 3 ) r . hd v
- -
~ v Y
v rs - e A
. . :
» 3 & N L] *
» . .
- - . - R * »
¢ " “ -«
< &h (NOTE: This form used for interviewing Reading Specialists, modiﬂed'_ as
> -
- « « - s
. -
, . ? necessary for different responsibjility.). .
/ ) " ’ .’ [ ’ ) . ’ .
v » P S [
R A . ) .
. { " * r * N
- - &
‘ M ’ . - . >
, ’ ' ¢ |
- . : ,.I T v . . .
- & )
.
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RECORD OF STUDENTS IN SPECIAL EDUCATION/ADJUSTED CLASS SPECIAL EDUCATIONYABJUSTED CLASS TEACHER S REPORT
School Scheol Year: . DATE COMPLETED . e, o
- 4
Rame of Student Identxfyf‘ng‘uﬂteeds Indivi-~ Parental Student's Progress in 1981-83 Source of bData, - .
SuFhane Assess~ dualized [Fonsul- [based gn Criteripn-referenced tests p =
[ment jEqucatiomil ., . - Cum Cards Superaintendent's,
Program Principal’'s or Teacher" ris *
Yes |[Nolves | No Dates Date
Excellent|{ Good |Faix |Poor Subjects - A
3 R DiM D! M| Y .
piM|Y .
v S :
. [ > - - s r -
. .
Y - » b
. L Y 1
~] . L -
. t
. ] . _
. s ! - .
alt
» - - s .
- i . . -
L *
A < -
- ' *
-7 . * .
v = - -
E »
~ . -
a - - ~
hd - 4
- N
. ~
. o
L . . ) 5 - ] . .
. ] -
. , -y y o
1 |
g ; . |
4 - - . -
v 9
.
. . .
. . .
. : Signature: 5
» - b
. . ——
- . ,
. -
L4 - »
* .’
) - - s -
] * e °
- + A
- ~ - s . N
= “ . e ., XY - - - v,

; Vs
s o B AR I
BE S <% L !
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\ . Appendix 9.
REGULAR 'CLASSROOM TERCHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE’ '
© v
Teacher's Name: . t
School: - - . C. >
Grade: Subject(s) .Taught N i
Date: * ¢

1.
v

0 -
* D
.

Howgmany chlldren‘ﬁave you identified’ as requiring Sﬁecxal Education
1 »

placement duwing this school yeag?

-

Please laist on the.attqphed form all students in your class who are
- - . ': . "‘y/
receiving part-time Special Education programming and the &pﬁftlcu-

|
lars as indicated with respect to each student. v

v
.

a

How”many children in your class have physical handicaps requiring

special eguipment 1in“order that the child can receive educational

-

training in the regular clagsroom?

What records do you keep on each student?
ki ‘ .

PLEASE RETURN ALL MATERIALS,
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. Appendix 10
‘ . *

Special Education -Program Evaluation - 1982 * .

. : .

Definitions T

( . “

Students - The students 1in your class in this academaic yea£ whom' you (o¢ *
L4 - " yd > Y -
a preu;aﬁé teacher) have identified gs requiring Spec1%}

.

Education services.

\ <\ \

i )

// Special Education Skrvices - special equ1pmeﬁ% in the regular clas%room,* 15

special class placement, remedial .classes' part-time, .hpecial

tutoring. .
’ ' ‘ &

2 ~
.
.

Needs Assessment - proper,- thorough assessment by means of diagnostic

testing of the student in order td determine the. student's
r . - LY
specific educational needs.
>
Placed 1in Program - date the student was aftually transferred to, special

class, or the date part-time plaéément (or remedial program)

f
. .
commenced. : .

>

Kind of Program - kind of Special Education service as 1ndicated above.

. "%
Student Progress - based Ln\spst results - excellent, good, fair or poor.

gzrenE Consultations - all ocgasions, duraing this school year.

Source of Data - from what files or records did you obtain the informa-
‘ L]
‘ tion needed to complete this report?

v '



endix 11 . .
. i Append ”
~ REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHER'S REPORT
- X - . he
Year,. RECORD OF STUDENTS IN NEED OF/OR IN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN REGULAR ‘CLASSROOM
» {Identifying Needs Placed in [Kind of Student Parent |Source of Data
Names of Students Characteristics |[Assessment|{Program ¢ |Program ) Progress Consul- ©
N - ¢ . tation .
. Yes . |(No|Yes No |part~time | Based on Cu. Card- Super-
Surname | Given Names (Date) (Date) Adjusted |Criterion Dates 1ntendent':'s,
pim |y — Y EMH, TMH |ref'd tests principal's,
DM Other (5ubject- teacher's
- ‘ Explain Ex,Gd,Fr,pr)|P| M| Y |recoras
¥
> * . ” L
a .
- .
] B - - . '
X
L ' . .
A4 . - ) I}
- -~ ) i
] . »
i . - i} 1 p .
Completed by: ’ Grade and/or Spbject Taught. . -,
School - * ' Date: ) ol ’
H .\ -
) . * ~ . . )
- - 0 Al
by A& +
N -
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. . 2 ! ° {
v " ’

)
’

. [ - 3

G« R. MAURO, M.A. (Psych.)’ . .

Registered Psychologist
. ) ) ™~

Province of Nova Scot:ia
. . 58 Grand Street \:

: - Yarmouth, N. S., "BSA 2Z9 - ;

ad
Dear .

X .

7 »
I am carrylng out a study into special education services lé Nova

“ .

a » &

-

Scotia schools as my doctoral research. J
® As a part of this study, I am reguesting the helb of all parénts

of children receiving specidl education serxvices in the 'schools of the

+

fown and Municipality of Yarmouth.
o

- e 4
B .

/ Would you be kind enough to comﬁlete the attached questlonnair% anhd

0

return 1t to me in the enclosed'stamped, self-addressed envelobe.’
\ ¢ - . P

Please be assured that my research has the approval of %the School

.
.

Board and the, Superintendept of Schools. All tg{;rmatlon'which I\recelve

i

v

will be treated as strictly CONFIDENTIAL. .
¢ -~

. Yours sincerely,

“ . L

LT

L

(hlss) G+ R. Mauro, M.A.(Psych.) “\
- .
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v y ~ » Y - v ’
[} » :' N‘
~ PAREN?;S OR, GUARDIAN' AQDESTIONgthE .
. L. — . N
Names of Parents: .
. =, . Yy .
- Name of Student- . ~
. [4 * ‘
" ’ School attended by Student: N

et B

9 -
PLEASE NOTE. These questions apply to the past school year

1981 to June, 59823 not to the current school ye now 1in

» -
-

progress. . :
. ) ' L
Were you informed that your son/daughter was:- s "
- r - ’ » A
(a) ;‘ecelv1ng part—time special, instruction Yes No
[ Y 7
ve ® i
(b) being placed in the EMH _ TMH_ __ Adjusted Yes No
- < A
Program v . v
b ¢

If you answered "Yes", who informed you?

-

Teacher Princaipal \Superlntendent
- ‘,. -
“How were you informed? Telephone , Letter P
. ’ , {
Pérsonal Interview - \ .
L T -~ T

Dprd you give writtem consent to placement of yo.ur child 1in the
o ,

-

special education program? Yes " No

v

.
- . N

On the basis of progress reports rgceived from the school, has yeur

’ - ‘e

. * ~J 2
son/daughter bepnefitted and improved 1in their general progress as

.

a refult of special instruction or special ’Ql\gement? Yes No'

—

How many times were yé; contacted By either "the teacher or principal
- \

n ’
during the ‘'school year (1981-82) .regarding your son's/daughter's

[} ’ . ¢

progress? (If possible, please provide the dates.)
L3

.

rom September
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’ , “ Appendix 12a (continued) . !
" *
¥

Were you advised by thehteacher(s) as to what you could do lq., -
help your son/daughter, it'home? Yes No
Were you involved in any way 1n the education program for youf son/
daughter, which was being carried out at the school? Yes No

If "Yes", please explaigain what way(s)’

( we‘ P P3N y(s).) .

3 // ¢
; /4
= 7

As you understand it, why did your son/daughter require special in-

dtruction? R : '
» o .

* '
Your additronal comments regarﬁlng children with special needs apd
special education prdégramming are welcomed . :

] (B

' \ - ‘
. . s
* -
[ . M

- -

(Please use the reverse side of this questionnaire for any additional
. ) A
.comments you wish to make.) ¥ .

N .

»t
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CLASSROOM QBSERVATION RECODRD FORM \ R P . ®
Bchool Xind of Spectal®Educ Classrooms No ' of Students Late .. L Time Borom o To »
Name® of Observed Tegther ’ Teacher s bclcrxpr.xun ©of Subject Matter end Activities Observed (to be obtained &t start [ vbservatoins! 4 -
{ .. -
- ——
13
- - N 1, M B .
Minutes of ob-o)utxon —-—t 1i2{3lalstel7(e|obwpvein|wisie 17 aiwpo | 22(23]24 2eR62708(29130131]32]33) 34 15 pe 17| 8[ 12 4!42{_3.(45:247 4HAFS0 BT K2 B IBAES 6 7?,95.%9..
Cat ries of Activities of T.lchcr o . L I L 1
_.._eg 2 4 -t -t~ - - “+1 1+ 4 44,
1 Lecturing - Whole Class - giving facts r ] ; ’ ) P 1 *
opinions sbelt coiitent, procedured expres- 3 X i t, ,
sing idea asking rhetdrical questions - ] { 1 L
bl ! —+ 4-{ P o TS T e o T «L — l
2 Asking a guestion -~ to Class as Whole - about ! [ ! T T ] .
content or procedures with intent that ’ \ -
students answer « R + L - ! )
e 4t 4 b
3 Instructing Small qu“f ~ remaindeyr of
class at vatious activities ' l 1 | !
[ '
< + + )
4 Instructing - one-to-one - or other one-to- f . v [ !
one involvement - remainder of class at N - } |
various activigies *| - ’ !
2 s
5 Giving directions, commands, or orders - ' i1 ] !
© class es whole 3 \4— . -
. -
5 Att-ndinq to talk by students (cl a i P 1 i
-whold) ponding to t h r-Xnitu!cd | ¢ -
caontact ha 4 w‘;
[==2r - e } t
7 Clarifying, building or developing ideas L 1. -
suggested by sfudent L ’.
B Accepting ahd clarifying feelings of . E 4 { R )
students in non-thtestening manner »4 3 iR A
- ~ 4 -+ +—+
9 Prusu\g or encouraging student actian or ¥ f W O
behavxoux (1 e, aftztunvc nod of head v | . M
"go on", “yes", etc r H 301 i Ly
- t Tt -t ﬁ«r..—*-‘H+<1< «Lf'
10 Attending to talk initiated by stydent . A I ﬂ I
not telctodhto subject rt{cx (i e re- » A , ] b ! i
Quests to sharpen penci eave room etc) s ! b ]
: PR
11 Criticirzing or reprimanding student for - [ by b !
non-acca table behaviour {a) befoge whole L Voo { o ' } .
. class ) in small qtoug {c) ifdividually ~N - 4 o ‘ [ PO | i, '
code chock (8) (b) or (c) in minute space NAr ! h s P l | .
- 4 TS O S _l NS NP O
- T + ' i +
12 Justifying his/her (teacher's) own actions . l ! ¥ { j | s *
¢ N _ A + + 4+ —6-4«*—1 !
13 Silence or confusion - pauses, short periods j } { | ] [ X .
of silence or confuaiom with no directed - ; i [ | g »
activity under way - 1 * l ! ! -L I | .
rt A ;
14 Silence - planned organized activity under ' L d ! | Ey |
way - (teacher may be observing class and/or J b ‘ i [ } .‘ !
nttgglnq tO Minor preparatory work) l | t:]- | | J
] 0 4 . N ot = S W 5 S L | 4
- —~— -
obllkrver's Comments xe Subject Matter and Activities Obs&frved (Underline '-,Mnto items gnd add comments as necessary} -
‘o
Subject Matter (i s Resdfng Lanyuage Math, wtc ’ : . —— Y ooy
Teacher loctur.d or read/no vluul llﬂu/chnlkboard pr!?.n!ltluﬂ/pt)lt.tl or pictures/slides £ilm or transparencies/demonstrated with models or l%l eb)ects - g‘)

. S,

Students Attended to teacher/vérbally tresponded to teacher/completed written drawing or colouring work/engaged ln manipulative actiwities {(cutting gqluing mixing,
_ . . - -

- molding) hd - . Observer s Signature N :-
¥ L4 0 T s e e 2 e — - - - -

- ¢ s

-

Pl - - - - ‘ I3 » -
. -

.. . . P ) /
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Appendix 14

1

. .
PROGRAM EVARUATION - 1982

i

School.

Student Record Check-off List

Date Records Checkéﬁ' /
o -

/

Page§:.

¢

By Whom:

E

A

.

Name :

Student
Number.

Parents or
&Guardian:

-

Hbme
Kddress

Phone
No.

L

Student No. )

ITEM

.

DESCRIPTION

sionals Involved

Nameé of Profes-

r'd

:System

Staff

Outside .
Consultant

1 Ne% Assessment !

2] Periodic Needs
Re~Assessment . A

arent Consultations,
a) Needs Identaification;
b) Needs Assessment A
c) Placement

J Progress

)

P
(
(
{
{
( Other .

4
e
4| Wwritten Authorizations:'
(a) Assessment

{b) Placement

(c) Administration of

ral Medication
(d) Other

Py

5| Record of significant
medrcal problems and
wr¥tten promulgation
of 1nfo to classroom '
» | teacher *

A

6 Other Records
L 3

5

.

»



sAppendix 151"

]

Special Education Study oi School Systems 1 and 2, ¢
L

/

Y§§mdbth County, Nova szotla, Canada - 1981-82

<

Number of Contacts for Data Collection

; SR

o~

k]

Interviews:
nrerviews:

Provancial Dept. of Education
A

1

-

System 1 -
- o
‘ -
’

System 2 . -

w .
'? < - [ =

N - =

% B “r

e a¥ ’ -

.

Total Number of Interviews:
'y “

]
.

.

” —

Ca

- Assistant Director
of Curriculum Development
Inspector of ‘Schools ,

~

'S LarS

School Board Members

Superlntquths -

?

Principals

-
A )

Adjusted Program Teachers
Special Edugation ieacﬁerg
Reading Specialists

School Bo§rd Members
Superintendents

Princaipals

Adjusted Program Teachers

Special Education Teachers ~

+

Reading Specialists

/ /’Z
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Appendix 15 (continued)

0

Ld - .
Total Number of Responses from Reqular Classroom Teachers.

%

2. Written Responses to Questionnaires
Regular ¢lassroom -Teachers. System 1 - School 1
L) ) 2

h . ¥

7 - Y
. . . ‘ ‘?[3
. .4

. .

‘ 5

‘

System 2 - 3chool 1

2

‘e
4 i 3
. x 4
. 5

-

’Student N:omlﬁal Lists Completed: -
System  School Pr. SET Rdg Sp. RCT .AdJ.Proq.Tcilrs.
1 1 -z "1 - 16 . N/A 4
2 - - 1 X - 6 N/A
. , .
3 1 N/A (See Abov;:) . 6 N/A
! 4 ) 1 N/A. (See Above) 4 ,\bl_/A
5 1 N/A  N/A s 3
2 .1 1.1 1 " NAA
2 - 6 (See Above) 1 N/A
3 1 N/A (See Above) * 6 ) . E/A
4 1 * N/A 1 ’ - N/A
5 1 N/A N/A - 2
Totals Received 7 8 '3 , 65 5

[4

66

|



. Appendix 15 (continued)
4. Parent Questionnaires Mailed and Returned -

Returned
System School Matled Returned Undelivered
) :
1 1 47 23 - .
- b 2 10 7 1 .
3 17 2 -
4 7 3 - .
5 25 8 - .
| 22 7 8 4
2 41 - 22 : 3
. 3 9 v 2 1
4 40 ,13 2
7 ;
g 5 20 4 1
Totals. . 238 92 12
5. Number of Student,Records Checked ,
' . " No. of Records No. of Records. ~
~ -~ System* School Checked Not Available
: ¢
‘I{ 1 < 1" 69 4
n
. 2 33 ' . 2
* ’\ 3 17 £ 1, )
' 4 12 . )
5 . 37 2 .
' 2 - 1 52 -
. ¥
2 62 . 10 ’
3 23 2
. . ’ b
4 o1 2
’ - 5 25 - . %
Total No. of Records 381 . 31

1.

* Cumulative record cards missing from two student files.

*

LEY
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. ‘ ‘Appendix 15 "(continued)
D 6. Classroom Observations compléted bLEvaluator

t - v '\

®  System School .. TMH  EMH "' Rem. Nig. Rdg.: Sp.

4 - .
3

L1 1 | - Lo
- ) 4 . . %
' 2 - 1 . - 1
|
. h 3 - - I T
. s
. « 4 ' - 4 - - ’
* ™ .
2 1 - 1 - -
>4 .k.b
. . A T
. 2 3 2 1 1 -
- ’ 3 - - - U * -
. ! . o » . . R \
4 - - - .
" s M ~
v oe N \ 5 ‘ - _0 - » .
. Total Classroom , ) >
. Observations. 3 .5 1 2
\ NOTE For the purpose of this tabulation, the fc'allc;wing‘ \
. svabbreviations were used
Adj. Prog. Tchrs. Adjusted Program Teachers
°  EMH Educable Mentally Handicapped .
. & - (Cla’ssroom)
N/A Not Applicable
* f »
. \y Pr.. Principal
) RCT Regular Classroom Teacher
’ g Rem. Rdg. Remedial Reading (Classroom)s -
Rdg. Sp.- Reading’ Specialist (Classroom) -
SET: Special. Education Teacher
TMH- € Trainable Mentally Handicapped
Classroom)
- ( 8 |
. ) . ’
» ‘
¢ . v
-~ . .
’ * - '\' s
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| Appendix 16 x4
. .. Admissions Form for T.M.H. Students . B -
L3 ~- hd
- N $ v, )
Puplﬁs Name - ! ”
, Surname First Middle 4
L4 N v ¢
! Address: Name of Village: ,  _
e » ‘ » t -
Mailing Addrdsss .
L) ~ - * ‘, ~ . « & -~ ‘
- - .. - “ 'm
Brrth Date: c . . K '
Year - Month Day : , )
L
Father's Name: @ / PHONE: Home )
+ L4 - o
Mother's Nama: N ‘ PHONE: Homé - N
Ve
In casg of, an emergency, ‘1f you cannot be reached, please state whom we )
- . ~ :
\ mdy contact and where. ‘ 3
- . . :
< . Name: . Telephone: h
. 'h . o . %
+ Name of Famfly‘ Doctor i
v ’ . &
.. : o The following information is attached to this application form. Clieck one. 5
N . Yes No i
. , A. Complete medicalgistary of child from Family-DRoctor d i
v . - .
K;{ . . - B. Medical report ‘offfspeech, hearing apd vision ; ¥
. ! o ¥ R e To. ) - i '
) = - C. , Psychological, and/or psychiatric repart % > ¢
o D. Previous Schqol history (if applicable) 5 . /
‘\-'w.' . * fx&f. N
<8 - E. Repowt from the community health nurse
F - - . -
. “ ‘
3 F. Are there any medications being administered to thais
A M . E e
y . : s
- . , ~
: applicant? > . . .
LR . R \\ . ‘ N . .
S . * G. Are there any medical problemg not mentioned &lsewhere . :,,?
e N +  of which the school should be aware? .Allergies, etc.- e
‘ Rl —— -
i “ - R
¢ L3 i v ) .‘ el Y 1;
) . - ” . . o
. < " g L 'lja
[ - - -~ . [ -t 2 + P
o ' P
v o0 : » . T
SR e VoL : &
L J
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Appendix 16 (continued)
.
Referring Agency (1f applicable)
Superintendent
Date of Application ] !
- Date of Admission
s " +
" I .hexeby apply for admission of into
the class for Trainable Mentally Handicapped. .
‘} . " .y
. Parent/Guardian
\ - * ¥
- - Ed
* “t
- . l‘;
. )
’
.
» -8
L ] Lt
(4 ) '
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- Appendix 17

Memorahdum . ,
To. Members of School Board
From- , Superintendent of Schools .
Re o . Criteria & Procedures for Admission of Pupils to Adjusted Program

4 v
1. ORIGIN & BACKGROUND '

e~
Up to the end‘ of the current academic year, Municipal pupils 1in

the Adjusted Program have” been housed 1in, and under the control &f)

the (name of SChQOl).// The criteria and procedures used for admission

of . candidates were 1in the past worked out caoperatively amongst the

two supertintendents and the principals concerned.

-

Beginning September, 1978, Municipal candidates for Adjusted classes
w1ll be housed in the (Name of School} and be under this Boaxd's juris-

. $
diction. It 1s necessary, therefore, to establish policy with sfespect

»
.

to the criteria for admission of our pupils requiring such a pfogram

and procedures for the Principals and Superintendent to follow.
¢ '
The crigeraa and procedures outlined below are essentially the

L}

game as those used in the past which have worked reasonably well.

4o

2. PROPOSED CRITERIA & PROCEDURES

{(a) Criteria for Admission of Pupils to Adjusted Classes

i -

1. ‘Any candidate should be 13 years of age or older;

/ 2. He (She) will have failed and/or repeated at least two

.

(2) years of school; ,

3. He (she) will have a generally poor over-all academic

N

achievement; ‘

@



o
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4.

{b) Plaﬁement Procedures

190
Appendix 17 (continued)

He (She) will have low scholastic ability (1.e. below that
required for success 1in regular academic subjeets, but

above the level that would indicate TMH class placement).

- v .
~ '

1.

4.

3 ]
No latey than April 30 in any school year, each principal

-
<

wrll submit to the Superintendent and to the Principal
of (Name of School), a 1list of proposed candidates, 1in
order of priority, also showing age, grade, achievement

and scholastic ability evaluation,

Each principal will also submit an anecdotal assgssment
[

on each candidate, -

The Superintendent and the Principal of (School) (in censul-

tation with the other principals where required) will act

as a screening and placement committeg. They will provade

each feeder school principal concerned with a list of ¢anda-

dates who #re to be wtred’ fowlacement,

Each principal will makes.initial contact, ewith the parents
of pupils L‘who are recommended for A.C. placement and advise
the Superintendent as to the parents' reaction (acceptance
or refusal);

In cases where the parents' reaction i1s podgitive, the
Principal of (School) will forward to said parents the
hecessary parental consent forms for signature,

Provided that additional accommodation 1is available, the

.

above procedures may be followed at any time during the

'
.

-
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Appendix 17 (continugg)

]
'

- .

academic vyear, ,1f such placement 1s deemed to be 1in the
»

best interests of the pupil and the parents either request

] *
In any such instance, the

or agree to such placement.

Principal o® (School) must approve the placement.

RECOMMENDATION

It 1s the recommendation’ of the Superintendent and all principals

)
the above Criteria & Procedures be approved by the Board as official

' J

poligy.

j June 8, 1978

. . Y

w&
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Appendix 18

(Name of School) R

1981 -~ 1982

M\
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADJUSTED PROGRAM
School AN Y .
Student's Full Name “ D.O.B. ) v -
Parents or, Guardians )
e

Address N Telephone
Present Grade Grade (s) Repeated

.~ t ~
‘K;pralsal of Work this year Math i Science

English . French
Social Studies 3 Ind.Arts/Home Ec.

A »

-~ -

Details of Standardized Tests . b

Please indicate type of test

* L
’
Norm, year administered, etc.

Principal's personal assessment of this candidate: (Please comment on

attendance and any other items that may he of interest.)

L4

Please return by E&éday, June & to: (Prancipal)
" (school)
» (Address)

v
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. . X Appendix 19 ,
(Name of School) .
- *
(Address) (‘
» ¢
' ]
Dear
4 v » )
Mr. . principal of has recommended

v .
that your son/daughter who 1s now in Grade in that school, should

v L f .
* be 4dvised to continue his/her education in the Adjiisted Program in the

'

(Name of School).

L 4
We realize that you will want to know more about this program, so
- X |

. ,
I will attempt to cover, in the following paragraphs, some ,f the more

. -

important features of the AdjWsted Program. However, -
»

will not be placed into the program without your permission.

T¥e Adjusted Program 18 designed for students wha have' experienced

¢ -
diffidulties with their regular subjects up to the Grade VIiI level. As

14

a result of this, they.are a year or more older than their classmates.
Very qften these students are reading below their grade 1eveliEnd are

having difficulty in mathematics. Sometimes such students become frus-

. trated and discouraged in the regular academic work.’ <

. In the course that we are recommending for , ‘the subjects

- aré adjusted so that they are more meaningful and practical. Two half
days per week$are devoted to Industrial Arts or Home Economics. There
‘will be a maximum of fifteen stud%nts in each class, thus there should
be considerable opportunity for individual help.
It 1s impartant to note that this i1s a three-year program, ending

. at the end of the third year. A "Work Experience" program is carried

on at the school whereby an attempt 1s made by the staff to find suitable
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Appendix 19 (continued)

¢

full or part time employment for the students in their third ang final

-

year of the Adjusted Program.

T A constant evaluation 1s done on each student tg determine any
i
&
special abilities he/she might have, as well as his work habits. From

’ -
these revaluations, the students are advised as¥to future options. Stu-
'Y

~ v

dents usually go out to work after completing the three year program.
In summaty then, the general aims of the program are:

1. To bring each student as close as possible to his potential in
h “

reading, writing and arithmetic.

t 4

2. To help each student to become a worthwhile person and a produc-

. A

tive member of his community.

#

’ 3. To help each student to develop the attitude and skills neces-
sary to find and hold a job.

’ ¥

4. To help each pupil develop the understanding and attitudes

¢

necessary to establish and maintain a home.
L}

I# you‘'would like more information on this program before completing

the attached form, piease do not hesitate to call me at (Phone Number).

Sincerely,

N

: . (Praincipal's Name) . '

'y .
0 (school's Name) .
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Parents are asked to complete .and return this form at their earliest

Y

.

convenience to 4 ' (Prancipal's Name)
{ (\
. , (Name of .School)
‘ . (Address) ‘
Lo ?
v 4

-

Thls‘i;"‘to“certlfy that 4 have read the attached letter. I underst?a\i
that ,\hls 1s a three year program and that. (please check one ef the
folimlng). .

LA . . [ . ’ .

Y
\

(student's Name )
‘to be enyolled in this prpgram. » "

5

(1) . I am hereby giving my permission for

\2) I do mot wish my son/daughter to be enrolled in

’ .

this program.

(3) I would like to discuss the matter further

- : ’ . []

before giving my décision. . .

’ ’ \

[Parent's Signature) .

[ il ¥

1
s . , v «
- ' . ' ~~ .
+
.

Address . . .
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ppendix 21

(NAME

h-ii?ICE OF THE PRINCIPAL

10.

.

(Name of School)
s, -

OF SCHOOL BOARD)

() L3

(Address) ‘

Registration Form

»

196

! ) (Telephone Number)

A

(first)

Circle name mo

Date of barth

(second)

st commonly used.

Tthird)

)

N -
(day) . (month)  / {year)
Age ' ’
(years) (months) ’

Father's Name ' .
Mother's Name ' ,
or Guardian ¢
Home Address N

n W

Home Community

Home Phone Number

Have you had a serious 1llness or physical condition that your teacher

should know about?

»

3

Please state condition-

Yes ’G No

/

Family Doctor




av

"13.

14.

15.

.

Append1x 21 (continued)

) -

Former School

Y

(school last attended)

Number of brothers - " Names

.

Number of sisters

#.«:

"
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Appendix 22 .

Sections of Provincial and/or Local Documents

Applicable to Evaluative Question 2

~

Department of Education References. Public School Programs 1980/81, .

1981/82 states

0

Guidance services should be concerned with:

N
o

- helping students to acquire an understanding of thf career choices
’ /
available to them and a realistic appreciation of the personal

and educational .qualifications required for the successful pur-

-

suit of those careers,

- assisting students to develop skills of decision-making and

' {

problem-solving,
- helping students achieve more effective levels of personal

planning and decision-making within the context of their abili-

-

N

ties, i1nterests and personalities and the ed¥cational and

BVERRN
/}ccupatlonal options dpen to them,

t

7. assisting students 1in developing- and understanding of themselves

and their relationship to others,

~ helping the students to profit from the instructional &dctivities

»
v

of the school. (p. 6)
\

Supplementary document No. :24, Admln:§¥:ati§:’ﬂandbook - Special

-y

Education (1980) identified the classes of children in need of Specaial

-

Education and noted that, for such children, special attention was

needed in .
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. Appendl. 22 {(continued) ~ AN

'

..s.d1agnosis and asses nt of needs, remediation opportunitieg

.
and/or curriculum changes; counselling service to parents and
)

chlldgen' co-ordination andn acquisition of comménity gesources;
and redular evaluation of student progress: {p.2). b '

Educational assessment in ofdex; to 1dentify student needs was desc’r'ibed
as follows- . !

’

Every child referred for special education 1n the province of Nova

-

Scotia should have an appropriate diagnostic assessment by a guali-

t -
fied examiner. The individual assessments Should include a standard
& -

measure of general intelligence, diagnostic #ucational measurements ,

»

as well as measurements of pergeption and motor functioning,

-
-

depending on the child's’ needs.
In addition to the above-listed psychoeducdtional evaluation,

each child's needs should be assessed by his or her classroom

- “ o

teacher(s) and* also through information gained from parents during

’ 1

an intexview. \ &

-

* b )
It 1s also helpful to 1ncQude all significant information 1in

.
»

a school histoxy, e.g. successes, failures, interests, social and

. L 4
emotional factors, -intellectual ctioning w ac@tlve behaviour, -

medical factoxrs, parents' wishepe In cases where the child has

been under the care of a phy$ician for “a significant. problem, the
- s
medical evaltation shguld be included in the overall assessment.
Medical Assessment N . s
. -
"It 1s desirable for children to be tested for any hearing or vision
. L) v
defects which could “depress the results of any aspects of the

%

-
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] . . Appendix 22 (continued)

4 . [§ 4

. educationéﬁ, assessment or inhibit the child's edncationalwdevemp— . &K

©

N ment. : y A s

¥

AJ

M 4 In additlo;\any medical problem or condzt::.on should be made

known to the school authorities. COnd}.tiohs‘whlch cause stress,

~ . ’ 3
discomfort or fatigue, or which may reguire .emergency action by

>

teachers or principals must be identified t5 allow for suitable :
7 . » . -' -
y » ] . \

planning. (p. 7, 8) . .

»

L3
*
- v
- It. was noted that tbﬂlevel and nature of the‘;,«-(ghild's) indiva-

dvaliged program should be based on the infarwatwn gamed in the asgess*

-
- ‘ .

. . ment ax‘ should begin at the cnild's present level of functlonmg. (p.7)"
\
The review conmu:ttee as part of adm:.s[on procedures fcn: spec:.al $

- e o

programs was described as follows: .
. ' 1 — S
Review Committee . .
‘ . >z
u}&

When special programs for children ate consid€ked necessary, a ,

. % S U - - :

B /,r g committeq, should be esgpablished consisting of: -. T

g . - cl&ieg; educathion pfficer &r delega‘te, . - s : .
- péycﬁ&logicalb ‘assessment personnel, and ’

‘ \\ . s . = other pirtinent school céommunity permébnnel. - } : 4 ;

’ ‘ ~"I‘hisa committee should consider the assembled date# for each .
- - gtudex;t, ;dbise on sl;pecial program placements, and dCVelc;p_-a/
p;:eliminary program designd: All c;pti:mr should be curefully ‘
considered before. settling on* a p’ticular reqomﬂende& P’°9’7?‘ . ‘
- i g 8,9) - ' ,ii' ~

- ]
-

e

w

) ) . Teaching Guide No, 60, SPecial, mtioa Curriculzm Guide for™ ) -
L] ; ‘g
,!
Teachers’ of Educable Mentally Handicapped Stu&ents Agei 5 - 21, Nova o
(L] 'f
- . - } - :
- - 4
-~ o
’ ! .
i
”’ P . - 4
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Appendix 22 (céntinugd) }

Scotia Department of Fducation ( 1’9ém describes criteria for placement

>
“y .~

of EMH students as follows: - . . , e

.
- .
’ E)
- - - o

Educable mén.tally hand;ca;pped c}uldrén* can be 1de_nti:ied 'through'

< -'"_r

(1) mdlvidual\ intell;gence tests, _/(-2) adaptlve behavmur ratings,

> I

N (3) evaluation of perceptual motor skills, (4) Qvaruation of *};sual

. -

and auditoxy-qfciils,”. ,A(S-)-assessm& of ~sspeech and language sk}ilg p

- [ - -

{6) academic hlstoxy: - . - B ) ‘ ‘- 2

T

L .

As thege tests do not measure particular talents or personal

e
-

motivation, conss,derable care must be take'n . when phacinq a Cfulé

. N
N = N

In a program of instruction so the develdpment of these talents

J.s/not. limited. - . PR )

o ‘ '

It is recommended that the progreSS‘ of all cinld;en in, such

a program shauld-<be re-assessed\at least every two years to determine

- N . -« v

whether the program and instructmnal techna,ques are approprlate

for academic, personal,. and social develogmentn Ap2)

Teaching Guide No. 45, Special gducation ;i}i_lricufum Guide for

s
R * , v

Trainable Mentally Hamdjcapped S$tudents ,.‘iidva: S&bt:.a; .Department of

Education {(1979) stated: B . " .

Assessment ‘. - ' .

Indaividual evaluationsi should & performed, by, a qualifz.ed team

[

asgessing inte;l.leebual functioning», adapmve behavmur and medn.cal

a

factors. P

3
’
.
« - .

The .level of intellectual ,funé:;iionmg should be assessed by

» -
an

w
th\ adninistration of -a~ standardized xndiuglual 1nte111qence test

-

e A

I TR

&

4
%

+

. .
4*#'3‘1

s

L

&

ﬁ*.g¢ﬂ£¢§‘e‘£ﬂ*§w-:§"t e ._Lﬁ';‘?f’ﬂ" .

o s

g
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This assessment should be done only by a qualified and experienced

examiner. Nonverbal or checklist type tests may be administered

and the obtained scores correlated to more frequently used norms.

Considerathon must be given to the possible negative influence

&n the test results of factors such as medication effects, motiva-
-l-;

tion and emgg;onal disorders, and to the possibility of depressed

I.Q. scores. .

The level of adaptive behaviour must also be determined before

q,vﬁn;ﬁ

a diagnosis of retardation can be made. Commercially available
tests designed to measure levels of adaptive behaviour may be used
in observation of the child in has natural environment.

v
A thordugh medical eX8mination 1s strongly recommended, 1in con-

junction with the above tests, for initial placement of trainable

»
.

mentally handicapped children.

Oongoing Evaluation

Because of the changing needs of any child, ongoing evaluation
1s a necessary part of programming and the determination of the
continuing approprlateneés of 1nitial placement. Every two years,
or more frequently 1f required, the trainable mentally handicapped
child should be formally re-assessed. (p. 3)

Teaching Guides No. 53, 63 and 65,_Adjuste$ Program (Academaic)

Guides, Nova Scotia Department of Education (1980) described some basic

3

principles 1n relation to asseagment policies as follows:

Continuous assessment 1s extremely important. The teacher and

student should see assessment as i1including accurate diagnoses as
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b‘ '
- well as measures of achievement, progress and\mastery at each step.

AR

(p.8) 1
Supplementan( Document No. 34, Learning Disabilities, a Supplementary
- Document for Teachers and Administrators, Nova Scotia Depatrtment of
- Education (3980) lists 1dentification and assessment as a necessary
service to provide satisfactory eéucatlonal programs for learning dis-

N\
abled students and described identification and assessment as follows-

f

This 1s a psychoeducational diagnosti¢ service which devela

T Ad— e

/ 3 description of‘the‘ student's learning style and rate of learning,
-~ )
and a profile of learning behaviour 1including strengths and

! | ¢ .
{ weaknesses.

e v Nova Scotia has developed this type of service either through
¢ ’ ’

1ts school boards, regional mental health clinics, a variety of® )

community and provincial hospatals, regional public health and ’

social services unit3, or some c'omblnat;lon of these. Such a service \
¥ calls for the use of interdisciplinary teams which provide expertise

in the areas of academic, personal and social assessment, psychology,

;oc1al work, speech therapy and audioclogy.

As well, 1linkages with medical specialties are an important

aid to t%xe service team. These specialties include:, pediatrics,
\

ophthalmology, neurology, psychiatry, occupational and physiotherapy.
(p.3) ; v
{

~—
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Appendaix 23 P

Sections of Provancial and/or Local Document

« Applicable to Evaluative Questl\on 3

\ -

Departmént of Education references- Publla\sduool rograms 1980/81,
N

A

1981/82 states.

An appropriate program for a child in a specidl class will

depend upon the ability of the teacher to innovate and develop
materials and methods so that the child can acquire the skills

which he or she needs. (p.8) .
{

Curriculum Development Teaching Guide No. 60 xrefers to the teacher

of EMH students as havang to design a program whicH "....ghould blend

or fuse several disciplines around topics or units to allow for the

«

co-development of life skills and academics" (p.5) which will create

4

opportunities "forf‘&.nforcement and praetice of skills and concepts”

(p. 6). The specafic dk111 objectives are dlpﬁcted by the needs of

+

individual students in the classroom. /

-

Act1v1\t1es will therefore be designed within the context of
interest and ability grouping. This does not mean that stu-

dents will be given mahy individual work ‘package{ to be

)

completed without interaction waith other‘students. It does
mean that they will frequently participate in appropriately

designed group actavities which consider jfdividual's strengths
. 3
and weaknesges. (p. 6) ¢

Activities of EMH‘ classrooms ...sare related to the students’

interests and abilities and respect thear lear\ning styles.;..“(p. 8)

4

w .

/
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»

In describing EMH students, 1t 1s noted that -

205

)
Educable mentally Qpandicapped students seem to learn best

.

by working in concrete and semi-abstract, situations. They

must be given hands-on activities which allow them to do,
r

| »

to act out, to describe, as well as to sequence and organize

and transfer knowledge to a variety of si

2 ]
It further states that a successful acti

not all,

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

of the following. -~ ) .

pgrmit children to make informed choices 1n carrying out

the activity and reflect on the consequences of thear

2

choices; . :

assign to students active roles in the learning sityation

-

rather than passive ones;
»
ask students to engage in 1inquiry into 1deas and the

application of ideas, or current problems, either personal

N

or social;

4

involve children with realia;
allow successful accomplishment by children at several

differerft levels of ability, ‘

L]
£y

ask students to examine an 1dea i1n a new setting, an appla-

cation of an intéllectual process, or a current problem

which has been previously studied; :

N
require students to examine tepics of 1ssues that citizens

[y

in our society do hot normaliy eiaqlne - and thaﬁ are
1

typically 1ignored by the major communication media 1in
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the nation,
ﬁ -
(h) involve students in "risk" taking - not a risk of 1life
-« .
op O limb, but a risk of success or failure,
#1) require students to rewrite, rehearse, or polish their

initial efforts;

(3) 1nvolve students in the application and mastery of meaning-
ful rules, stanaards, or disciplines, v
(k) give students a change to share the planning, the carrying
out of a plan, or the results of an activity with others;
(1) be relevant to the expressed purposes of the students
{p. 9).
Currlculum Development Teaching Guide No. 45 noted that -
The teacher's attitudes and behaviour are critical i1n trans-
mitting to the student, high, yet realistic expectatiens.
GlQén appropriate goals, firm, consistent performance demands
can be placed upon students without fear of' causing undue
/
stress. If expectations are too low, high achievementt 1s 13:'

,

unlikely. (p. 5;

-
3

The goals of the TMA program were 1deq§1f1ed as development and

Use of skills 1n the areas of self-help, personal-social adjustment,

»

body awareness and movement, communication and academics. It was noted
&

‘

that classroom activities should be dasigned to use the strengths of

s

individual children as models and provide examples for specific behaviours

/

and skill attainment. (p.3) .

~

-
) '
Y

Curriculum Development Supplemektar§ Dogument No. 34 noted <that



o ' 207

4

Appendix 23 (continued)

the resoburce teacher contributes to the learning disabled student's

program by taking specific measures to motivate students.
»
Good motivational techniques .include self-checking and graphing,
displaying the results of work, offering rewards or incentives,
i
positive competition, and the use of interesting and relevant

materials. Instructional strategies should reflect principles

N .

of learning, these may include active student 1involvement

" -

.
4 >

in the selectaon of tasks, applications that proceed from

the concrete to the semi-abstract to the abstr@ct', and the
, .
establishment of goals that are selfrdirecting. Lessons should

» : .

be .well-planned, appropriately ”sequenced, and s}‘fcmld offer

’

students the skills needed to be successful and efficient

< *

in the classroom. (p. 26) . ’ .
, .

*
In. the general, teaching consideration recomhmended in order to en-
courage ,sound effective development 1in l%arning disabled students, it

1s poted. "All these students need carwrig, consistency, and indavi-
. . )
dualized learning 1f they are to learn to trust others and be successful."

r

(p. 20) .

. .

. Teachers who provide the best learning conditions for children

with learning disabilities are well-informed about the learning

v y
.

characteribtics of each student, conspstent in their expecta-

tions, predictable 1in their positive attitude towards thear

students, and yet able to express disapproval when necessary

. i
-

by differentiating between the sgtudent and ' the student’s

« »
R «

- L4 -
actions. Commentd like "You're lazy," "You're net trying,*

’
- r
-
¢
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)

or "You're a bad boy" are non-specific and can be devastating.
The key to developing an anxiety-free classroom lies 1in
teaching that 1s student-based, 1ndividuyalized, consultative,

and criterion-referenced. 1In this way the student i1s centrally

» -
-

involved in decision-making concerning the student's school
work. Everything 1s discussed and shared on the basis of
each student's cognitive and affective needs. This approach

'

should 1in turn encourage such things as peer teaching. It

1s well established that students can lear; as much from each

other as they can from adults, so i1t makes sense for teachers

to get this powerful influence working in the classroom on

i a carefully planned and organized b§51s. (p.21)

To improve motavation, the use of extrinsic rewards (verbal praise,
tokens, stars, stamps, treats, etc.) was recommenged as a means of
fostering intrainsic motivation (the student's good feeling at the com-
pletion of a task).

- ®

To develop favourable self-images 1n students, teachers should

provide the learning disabled student with -

security .
- affection
- consistent and reasonable management

- opportunities for success 1in tasks

:

’ . = assurance and support in difficulties

E
- encouragement in self-reliance

4

- 1nvolvement 1in decision-making commensurate witl each student's

o
.

level of development *



.

o ' 209
‘ Appendix 23 (continued)

4

- opportunities for *being responsible and for understanding one's

s

own role and the roles of others

r

- opportunities for ce-opgeration with and coemntribution to others.

- (p. 22, 23): R

'

- Examples of appropriate interventions for the hyperactive learner

‘e )
were offered, such as rewarding students when they are attending,

co~operating, and working, avdlélng~re1nfofc1nq undesirable activities
by drawing attention to them and reducing the stimuli that trigger off-
task activaty (p. 24). Withdra children ‘should be 1involved 1n'th;
activities of the classroom and helped to become more outgoing by the
teacher by establlshlpg a co-operative cf;ssroom atmosphere, givang

- Pl N
encouragement, being sensitive to the student’s needs (and interests

and using apéroprlate media to help the student express the student's

feelings (p. 25). -

-
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Sections of Provincial and/or Local Documents

Applicable to Evaluative Question 4

Provincial Department of Education ahd local references

i. Supplementary Document No. 24 (1980) noted that every child '

i
[

referred for special education should have an appropriate diagnostic
i

assessment by a qualified examiner. The 1ndividual assessments shqguld

5
-

include a standard measure of general intelligence, diagnostitc educational
measurements and measures of perception and motor functioning depending

.

.
on the child's needs. These should be supplemented by classroom teacher(s)'

assessments and interview data obtained from parents (p. 7}. The child's
records should 1include vyearly érogram plans, personnel 1involved and
tﬁelr functions 1n the development of the student, methods attempted
and success/féliure rate, copies of correspondence, dated summation
of parent interviews and reports of specialist services (p. 92).

2. Teaching Guide No. 60 (1980} noted that, for the EMH stu;;nt,
traditional cumulative record cards are appropriate to register personal
data, 1nitial assessment information and general statements of achieve-
ment - all relevant and valuable - but, nevertheless, an 1inadequate
description of the child's learning aptitude or potential for educational
development. Therfore, the cumulative file should also contain

~
(1) medical and/or clinical data { » )
(2) educational #ssessment data and recommendations
(3) outline of proposed curriculum for the school term

(4) profile graphs on which to record educational growth (p. 7).

3. Teaching Guide No. 45 (1979) noted, as did the preceding docu-
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ment, that the cumulative record card was an 1i1nadequate description

:

of the TMH child's aptitudes and potentials. The document stated that

educational growth and development records must be continually up-dated.
Development of a recording system which allowed for cumulat}ve recordings
of the child's growth was suggested. "The cumulatlQé file should codgcln
medicel and/or clinical data, educational as;essment data and recommenda-
tions, and outline of individual pupil plan for the school year" {(p.6) .

4. Curriculum Development Supplementary Document No. 34. (1981)
noted that the teacher of the learﬂlng disabled student should ‘maintain
appropriate records. In such récords. -

There should be clear statement of the problem, identiflcatlon

of the aims and 'ob)ectlves to be developed, the methods,

materials, resources to be used, evaluation methods and approxi-

mate review date. Such records are not only valuable to the

teacher, but assist when working with educational teams.

The teacher may wish to collect work over a period of time.
This work should be dated and have attééhed a copy of the
’ \ <

objectives and expectations in terms of student performance.
Different academic, personal ,and social performances must
be noted to determine where the student responds positively
and where there 1s difficulty. These statements must be
factual and descriptive w1tp behaviour and academic trends
recorded over a period of time. In addition, the teacher

should make a synopsis of tests and reports in the cumulative

card record file noting known medical anomalies. There should



’ ' 212

-

] Appendix 24 (continued)

be a statement of specific concerns and expectations of the

-
“

child in the classroom. (p. 13,14)

A)
The resource teacher also contributes to the cumulative record

.
v

of the student. "Progress, reports of the student's support priogram
A

should be summarized regularly. Any interviews with parents or other

support personnel and agencies that are conducted by the resource teacher

should be recorded." (p.27)

5. Public School Programs,_ 1980/61, 1981/82 (1979) stated that

the “responsibility for initiating and “maintaining a system of student

records rests with the administrative head of a school or system.”

.

The data contained on the records must be verifiable and

, objective and should be recorded only 1in order to provide -

»

information which will be helpful in blacing students in a
~ L3

»

suitable learning environment.’ (p.6) ,

.15 document notes in relation to placement of chaldren in sp'ecxgl

'

classes- *

No child should be placed X a special class without the

consent of his or her parents or guardians. The recommendation

a -

for such a program should be documented and the parents' wish

-

recorded.

If placement in a spec:ial class 1s considered, then provi-
sion should be tmade for:
(a) a medical evaluation,

(b) regularly scheduled re-assessment plans,
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N .

(c) 1ndividual psychological and diagnostic assessment,

(d) consultation with the parents (p. 8).

»

6. Teaching Guide No. 53 (1980) n‘oted that, for students in the

Adjusted Program, continuous assessment l%remely important. Assess-—

e

Y
ment should include accurate diagnoses as well as measures of achievement,

progress and mastery at each step. Reference 1s made to the use of
i . ‘' w
' the following n program planning.

a

(1) standardized test data found on record cards,

(2) additional testing as needed, l’ *

(3) records of materla\ls used, or student _perfarmance and indicated

-
¢ contimung deficits from previous year,

¢
.

L

{4) 1ndividual student profiles, and “ .

(5) student-teacher analysis of student's needs, interests and strengths.

-
. S : g
"Teachers must keep careful records of skills taught and results of

tests. The student should have access to records showing progress made,’

and often may take part in preparing and up-dating them."” (p.9) -

-

7. Policies and Procedyres Covering Town and Municipality and

District of Argyle Classes for Trainable Mentally Handicapped (1979) *
) »
i1tem 3b stated.
'Y .

The Superintendent, should have at least the following current .

information in written form:

-

I. Complete medical history of the child,

»

II. A report from a qualified medical examiner on speech,

(3

hearing and vision defects,

-
-

- -
III. A report of an examination b{\mologlst or an

»

examiner deemed to be campetent for this purpose by

.
.

- !
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-

the Superintendent congerned,

I

A copy of, or abstract of, relevant information from

>

the pupil’s cumul:tlve recoxd card(s).

A report from the con;munity health nurse 1including

referefices to prosthetic appliances &nd related matters,

n-
I3

e.g. toilet traiming, etc. \

A completed admission form gigned by the pm':ents.

If the chuld is admitted, all of the above shall 'be

kept. in the child's permanent fi\le.

o

L

[y

Lo

1

5
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. O ——
Sections of Provimcial apd/or Loeal Documents
. Applicable to Evaluative Question 7 '
4 ' ' ’
. i )
1. Supplementary Document No. 24 (1980) proyided the following ‘
- hd
general categories of .chpldren who could be 1dentified as sometimes ‘
requiring special education services: ' «
+ : 7 N »
» Mentally Handicapped ' '
) (a) Trainable Men.tall‘y Harfdicapﬁédﬂ * eV ; - . ;
(b) Educable Mentally Handicapped . i Lo "3
Learning Disabled ’ ’ . ’ ' i
Physically Disabled ‘ -~ ' -
. . ' [ 4
' {a) Orthopedically Impaired Lo ’ s
, - ; P
(b) Disabled by Other Medical Conditions ) b
. - . . . x
Behaviour Disordered a _r
3
* (a) Emotionally Maladjusted \ i
- . ) ' . , ’ 4 f@
{(b) Socially Maladjusted ’ -
Sensory Impaired s§
- . P . * ’
(a) Vvisyally Handicapped - - Toe
/ (b) Hearing Handicapped - &
Communication Disordered ! ;
{8} Speech Disordered ‘ o 5
(b) Language Dibordered g
Multi-Handicapped. (p. 2) ’
) Ve ' i
2. * Teaching Guidé No. 45 (1979) provided the definition of .
\! ‘ . . 4
a TMH child and the following explanation of characteristics by which '
: ;
. e i
. i

.t
[ P
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they are identifiable apaq;[from specirfic 1I.Q. testing.

The {ralnable Mentally Handicapped chiid may- exhibit one

or several of the following characteristics:

significant delays in developmental milestones 1in tgrms
of 10comot13n, motor co—ordlnatldh, speech and language.
The child may have accompanying physical and medical abnor-

malities, be emotyonally labile, demonstrate a low level

\

of conceptualization ability, and have an 1increased deper-—
dency period. A high percentage of children in the trainable
mentally handicapped group are multi-handicapped 1in some

of the following ways, and these secondary conditions must

»

be considered i1n terms of placement and/or program.
- impairment ‘of particylar senses, convulsive disorders,

- -
psychiatric or emotional disorders, motor drsfunctions,

S

speech, A language and expressive disorders, other specified

»

-

debi1litating medi‘cal condit:ions. (p. 2)

3. Teaching Guide No. 60 (1980) noted that the EMH child 1is

.

3

ane with:
. a low score on an indivaidual intelligence test who 1s also

generally impaired 1in adaptive bhehaviour. -Sweh students are

. .

|

generally capable of learning basic academic gkills and atti-
tudes which enable them to 1live independently or semi-
~
independently as adults within the community. (p. 1)
It was noted that such children could be 1identified through:

(1) 1individuyal aintelligence tests, (2) addptive behaviour

ratings, (3} evaluation of perceptual motor skills, (4)

¥
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<

evaluation of visual and auditory skills, (5) ,assessment
of speech and language skills, (6) academic history.- (p.2)
. : g )
T 4. Supplementary Document No. 34 (1981) described the learning

-

disabled student as follows:
‘ Students with learning disabilities demonstrate a disorder
* xn one or more of the processes involved in ‘understanding

or using symbols or spoken . language. As a result there is

l

a sagnificant dxsckepax\cy betweéen ?cademlc achievement and

' Al

asséssed intellectual ability. . 3

-«

This discrepancy cannot be expla.'u}ed ea
« ! T
fy
these children appear to have none of the ‘us al handicapping

flly.! . I{x fact,

&

conditions such as mental retardation, ,;{.mpq ent of vision
or hearing, motor development probc s, primary emotional
-

disturbance, or disadvantages related to,enVJ,ronmental, c'ultural,

» I/J . . N v
N
or economic factors. ‘

The discrepancy, however, 1s freT\ently identified@ through

3
i

observation of deficits in the areas ‘of: receptive language

(i.e- listening, reading); language processing.(i.e. thinking,
{
conceptualizing, integrating); expressive langyage (i.e.,

talking, spelling, writing); and mathematical computatiens.
These deficits may be evident in both academic and social

situations. (p. 2}

This dbcument also provided a comprehensive discussion of the "1ndi;11dual

»

patterns of ‘performan&e" which might 21dentify such students through

careful observation of students by the classroom teachers (P. 9,10,11).

< -

[
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5. Teaching Guides No.'s 53, 63 and 65 (1980) provided guidelines

for 1dentification of candidates for the‘édjusted Program:

Following are some of the characteristics, attitudes and prob-
lems to be considered in 1dentifying a student who may be
placed i1n an adjusted program: -

1. Lacks a number of the minimum core of "skills and under-
~
standing needed to advance 1in the usual r&nge of junior

high courses, :

2. Possesses only partially acquired skills ' which are not

adequate to promise success 1in reaghing the demands and

objectiyves of more advanced courses.

- - 3. Is perhaps one, two or more years overage for the grade

”»

level.
4. Has a short attention span for academic courses.

5. Seems t3 work best in concrete, tangible learning situations

. which require less abstract thinking.

6. Either reacts more slowly than other students or more impul-

sively. D

7. Demonstrates at times behaviour problems or defiance of
-

class or school routlnei and rules as a result of the cuﬁu—
* ~ <

lative effects of failure. .
-

’

8. Demonstrates reluctance to co-operate 1n group activities

- -
for fear of peers' assessment.

9. Is especially unco-operative if activities emphasgize an

inability to read, Epeak or write fluently or correctly.

“ . -
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- "

10. Has difficulty in some se],‘-d,lrected activities.

[
11. Lacks a realistic self-understanding, self-belaief or self-
A
confidence. (p. 3,4) )

e

219
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Saqples of Teachers' Responses Distributed to Deficit Areas
Deficit Areas Sample Responses
General Intellectual - development
Functioning Level ) - total developmental delay
4' - problem with abstract thinking

- general knowledge

- low TI.Q. -

Motoxr - Fine - deﬁterlty
- Gross - - cerebral palsy
- deformed on left side (hand & legq)

.

- spine defect

Physical & Medical - mongoldad
Abnormalities - cerebral palsy
- deformed on left side (hand & lag)
) ]
- microcephaly
¢ - spine defect

-

- Dawn's syndrome
N

: ~ visual problems

' - . - LY
) - hearing problems . .
. | - mlssed'a lot of school due to
“ 1llness ' . . L
Psychldtrlc and ' - very defensive '
gmotlonal Disorders - aqt1—soc1a1 behaviour ]

s

- soc¢ial adaptation .



&

Deficit Areas

Psychidtric and

Emotional Disorders

{-

W

Attention

Memory

Perceptual - Motor

’
. -

221
Appendix 26 (centinued)

.Samplg Responses

/

- i1mmature behavioar in groups

1 .

9

[

- confidence , -
- immature

- lacks confiderice

- -

- shy ~

- 1nsecure with new work

-

- has little Eelf-cqnfldence
- poor self-esteem .

- gives up easily

-, often calls self retarded

- temper ¢ »

- hurries ~
- restless « .
v

- poor concentration .

- hyperactivaity

-

- lacks ability to concentrate
- tends to stray» off subject a€ times

- unable to workiindependently

- poor retention

- poor memory

-

- hand-eye coordination
- could be neater in work

- not very neat



Deficit Areas

Perceptual - Visual

- Auditory

1
»

.

Language - General

- Receptive )

- EXPI‘GSSJ_VE

Reading

Math

Previous Academic Histery

0

T

Appendix 26 (continued)

Sample Regponses

weak eyesight
visual problems
problems with ears

hearing problems

Language Arts . ‘
Language "delay \
weakness 1n vowel sounds
phonetic skills

speech '
spelling
sentence structure
sequence

written lanquage skills

#
vocabulary
-

decoding
reading difficulties
weak 1n reading

comprehension (uneaplained)

weak in math

has trouble with math

[y

was 1n special education

recommended by Grade 1 teacher

222
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Deficit Areas Sample Responses

Behaviour - daydreamer
-~ bored
- overt behaviour
- aggressive behaviour
- disruptive behaviour
- outspoken above the rest of the
. class‘ln Math and English
- lacks effort but not ability
- a behaviour problem
- reluctant to work
- very loud in talking
- poor work habats
- lacks motivation
. - unhygienic

‘

- disorganized

General Achievement' 1 - slow learner

- - cannot cope with reqular praqgram
;
- very slow v
. - general academic weakness
- lack of basic facts

. = unable to cope in most work

- not progressing satisfactorily
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Deficit Areas Sample Respunses
No Entry - (No remarks entéred under the

heading "Identifying Characteristics")

- 1irrelevant remarks such as.

special tutoraing

Kéat writer

- co—operaélve in class
- left school « f.
-~ verbal 84, non-verbal 84

- misplaced student

.
. - male



Analysis of Special Education and Adjusted Program Teachers

Regerding Parents

Appendix 27

Active Ihvolvement in the Students

*

Responses

Education Process

.

225

{
Support Tutoring ]
System | School | Teacher in the Home Under Clahsroom wot gxblvcﬂ Beyond f;ot . [
. nv
Teacher's Guidance Tutofing Periodic Comsults olve
. . tion ;
Y
. Special Yes several Has had some About one-third Possibly 2
Education (Parents}) Two parents in of parents from whom
1 Teacher children are using classroom but there 1% i
behavioural charts not parents of very littie |
at home students in Tesponse !
classroom {1} %:ﬂ !
parent volunteers
Speclal - Not really
applicadle
Education | nope Y None Most even super- }
2 Teacher vising home
, work 1s not
alvays done
well |
Adjusted Mast - many 1
1 Noné ¢ None Some parents are I
r not capable |
i
}
b} Ad)‘;""d None \None f Al None t
)
Adjusted All except 1 ’
3 None None Grade 9 student One
1
Special i
1 tducation | No » No Yes Yes {some}
Teacher *
Trainable ) are not involved
Mentally ’
Handicaped | none Non one
SpEETaT 7
Education |
Teacher & - |
Trainable f
Mentally |
capped
Rands Yes - four None Yes tot '
ssecxn . Applicable
Education
Teacher § ‘
< L 2 7}
Trlin;tlc
Mentally 2 parents have
Handicapped pa s Do¢s not
responded ‘well
2 Special None Yes apply
Education a third is
Teacher 6 doubtful -
J
Educable v For the ma)-~
henuhly . 4 ¥ lority, parents
Handichpped . are not in-
special Nore tone One volued It 18
Eg:catlon not due to
Teacher 1 teacher dis-
. cobraging
1 ) Due to un-
settled home
situations
Educable g Poor response
:'"“HY\ to vutt:‘;
andicapped
None None For some ki requests for
Special tome kids parerital help
Education with home
Teacher J - 4 drills
» Remedial
- Readin Do not re-
Speciae None None In some cases spond to in=
Education v';uuon:
Teacher
‘ td
“’3“““" None None Some Some
' Parants less
Adjusted None None Some laterested
5 2 no phapnes \no
replies .o
mall
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Appendix 24
L)
Teacher Allocation

anl Crass Size

3 g Principal s Responseas Adjusted Program Teachers Responses -
S |H] Mo of students Adjusted Program|No of Teachers wiyo Adjusted Program - Period Em- | period 1n| FPATE Of Teamof
Tjo in Class De;’urtmenu‘l}?ud Have assignments which |Teachers - Length of time| AdJusted | o150 04 as er : Teachers "ssi"’";d Cther Members {
[ ] include some Adjusted [teaching in Adjusted P"’";""’ Adjusted present sible for Adjuse of Team
miLilcr 7]6r 81Cr 9 {Yes [NO Remarks Programs Program Teacher prigram position Pragram o
o Teacher YES
() home room |Gym teachers-2 Home Four years generally, Adjusted Adjusted-} * t
4 2 12 10 X _ | teachers} Economics-2 Industriallexcept ome for whom this ‘ 4 years 4 years | 4 ; Adjusted-2 i
Have tried to| Arts-2 Music, Art is the first year Reading Specialist |
keep no af Science Including all the de- Guidance Counsellor
teachers to igr 7 one extra eachfor|partments referred to t tull-time
fewer than Social Studies and most have been involve tytor
. reqular Health plus home room |$inCe we opened but T —
1ys classes teacher one has been in ) years | Adjusted Adjysted - 1
two in first year and 2 T year 15t year X - Reading Specialist
. Cr_ 9 as for Gr ? one in third year re- Guidance Caunsellot
mainder in fourth year 1
Adjusted Adjusted .
3 3 years S years X - ReadLng Speclidist
Cuidance Counsellor
Two teachers | 4 teachars but not one--7 years ope--i Ad)unfed Adjusted ~ 2 ll
responaible h am year t st year 1st year X - plus staff of
for academic alvays the sh ¢ onex industrial Arts - Junior and Senior ,
"0 8 8 X . |ehysical gdu-| from the Kigh Schdol JAverage--d4 years High Schoals |
ca:xon Indus{ staff - change for Home Economics - I
:rr\d.’l(o:::" each half year . Average--4 years Adjusted] 2 years Adjusted - 1 i
215 Economics Physig¢al Education - 2 Special 7 ve X - certain staff of [
e tu:qht by re- Average--4 years 53:°;§‘°" years Junmor and Senriort .
ar High ~ot-
- g\éheol 9 ' province High Schools
teachers for . 7 years N ’
those subject Adjusted v * H
‘ areas Program l
. N
5 .
.
.
N
N .
-
~ - L]
. y
N
: s ~ Y
* [
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4 Appendix 29
- Summary .0of Correlation Between School Principals' and Study

A

Investigator's Distributions of Observed Teachers' Activities to

-~

- ~

Fourteen ., Activity Categories during Simultaneous Observations of

Two Special Education Classrooms 1in .Yarmouth County, Nova Scotia,

Canada.

* 1981-82 ©

A\
d
Teacher Observed Minutes a b c
- Observed N r
g Db
’ »
: Sy2sc1 SET 1 55 14 0.9507 10.6181 | .001
Sy2Sc2 SET 1 57 14 0.9892 | 23.3699 .001
\
- 2 Number of categories
Q.‘ ‘ .
The Spearman Rank Correlation coefficient
‘g
— Student' t, df=12 .

. d Probability level

Y,
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