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EMROLMENT OF IMMATURE SCHOOL-AGED ‘CHILDREN IN R
. EARLY CHILDHOOD SERVICES PROGRAMS SR

]
" 1. \THB ISSUE

. / L}
1.1 Background . : (
Prior to .January 1, 1984g§the’xa§ly Childhool Services (ECS) Branch
funded schocl-aged children in ECS programs without much questmn.
- . . During the seventies and even the very earliest eighties, budget aver—
- runs were met with relative ease; however, in 1982~-83 and 1983=84, the
. advent of Testraint measures drew attention to the uncertain y of ECS
budget planning because more and more school-aged children, e pec;ally
TR the hané;cagpeé. were :em&ining indefinitely ih ECS programs.

"y

_— r In addition to budget prablems, basic eéucation was seen‘a§ not assume’
ing its responsibility for school-aged children, esPecially the hand;-
capped. ) ¢ S
. ‘ In conjunction with the simplification .-of . grants thf&égh the Ménagésﬁ
‘ ment and Finance Plan (MFP) in early 1984, the ECS Branch attempteg to
) Shift the enrolment of all school-aged children“into basic education
- where they would be funded through the School Foundatian Program Fund
. (SFPF). _The f£irst announcement ¢c this effect went ‘cut in the
. Information Bulletin on May 2, 1984 (Appendix 7.1) e

.

- _ .

. ‘Reacticn to the shift of all schocl-aged children to basic educatian

.- _and SFPF irrespective of program placement resulted in a strong reac-

s tion from parents who had delayed their children's enrolment in an ‘ECS

program for one year. They believed that their children would sudden-

, 1y face enrclment in Grade 1 without the benefit of a year in ECS.

. - This 'was especially true in the case of parents who were planning to

enrol their children in an ECS program run by a private operator.

* Some school boards and counties soon pointed out that they did not

intend to set up agreements with private BCS operators who had counted

on delayed enrolments as well as repeat enrolments in.their 1984~85

_ budgets. . Consequently, in addition to the parents who had delayed

- X their children's enrolment in ECS, parents whose children were sche-

' ,duled for a ‘sefond year in a private ECS program :;feconcerned as

were the private ECS operators whose financial solwern depended upon

such enrolments for which funds were suddently put inta jeopardy by

school boards and counties which had refused to develop tuition agree-
.7 ments ow behalf of the school-aged children involved.

The strong reaction was expressed almost sclely on behalf ef non-

handicapped children:. whose needs were related to maturational fea-

4 tures, hot. discreet handicaps. As the result of persistent objection,

. y the Honourable David King decided, in consulfation with departmental

staff, to alter the policy outlined in the first Information Bulletin
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. to accommodate} on an interim basis, delayed enrojments and second-

year-in-gCS .enrolments through ECS grants paid directly to the pro- -
grams in whzch schoel-aged “immature"” children were enropled for. )
1984‘85. "} - N ' . -
o ' s , .
1.2 . Interim Pol;gyvfor 198485 :

-

ﬂ‘:’
¢\ The interim policy on the ‘enrolment of immature school-aged children

was publicized in the second edition of the Information Bulletin (see
Appendix 7.2 for the text of G., page 9, 5). ‘

3 -

V. Subsequently, the’ policy was iterate¢ in Part 4, Section %(c}@ page 4
. of the School Grants Mahsal for :choel-aged immature children enrolled,
) 4in ECS programs and in Part 4, Section 2.3.12, page § of the ‘S&hool
T Grants Manual for- mildly and: moderately h:pdica,Pea pupils ;{see o
‘ : Appendix 7.3 for bqth policy sfktements). ' _ /f L L« v‘ :
. ﬁ'%* - H
Mr. King initiated the change in pelicy fer‘i&metutg child with the
. ' following condition outlined in the note foun@ efggr Part 4,- Section
'.1(d) oni’page 5 of the School Grants Manual: IRy _ '

With respect to (c), 1984-85 will be a transi-
" tidnal -year dnring wvhich these policies ‘will be
monitored and ttvi-ued in terms of their educa-
- . tional impact, cost and; incidence of application -
throughout the p:avince

? < 1.3 thervatioﬁKX/ liéy tation o ‘ 2 )

‘ : Mr. Klng s recons;deration,quelled the xmmed;ate furoré but the issue
retained high profile all year’ lang. By far the greater proportion of
action requests handled by the £CS Branch addressed the matter primar-

- ily from the point of view that’ ‘writers wanted a guarantee that the
policy would be retained so that, in essence, parents would be able'to -
decide when to enrol their children in ECS for the fir;t time and, in

\ consultation with ECS5 staff, decide to retain their children in &n ECS

’ program for a séccné year. .

Nearly all the wrzters Eﬁ letters to the Minister recommendeé‘that ECS

grants should suppo£§% ;‘ ren enrolled in ECS programs irrespectzve

of age. However, oﬁxd 4s of the initial policy: statgment in the

Information Bulletin (R » 1984), some cooperative school jurisdic-

tions immediately set up agreements with ‘private operators e.g. Red

Deer Public School District with Fairview Kindergarten Society for

fifteen school-aged chjldren. On the other hand, some school 3uf15-

dictions e.g. Calgary 3oard of Education, Calgary RCSSD and the County
of Red Deer flatly refused to implement agreements with private ECS
operatdrs. The 1atter instances preczpitated the loudest objection.
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R o Once the amended policy, wes put :mtc place, operetional ecceptence was
immediate. Only in a few instances. was policy implementctmn prob-

lem}gic. o P » : . .

© . In summary, the greatest implementation problem was constant pressure
from clients to retain :he‘policy in line with ECS philosophy. As

* well, the prospect of entrance into Grade 1 seemed to precipitate the

greatest demand to retain flexzbihty in ECS enrolment and entrance

into the first grade prégram. P . “A

2. THE SURVEY

R 3

. < /

v

2.1 @estidn: To Be Ansgwered By All BCS Operators ' ’ -t | -

In addition to the basic questions ‘on gost, incidence of ' school-aged -
. . +,  children's 'enrolment in the ECS program and educatzcnel impact of
.+ . delayed or second vyear ‘enrolment in+ ECS pfograms, questions were’
. raised on the following items which were ,gleaned from the action
. : requests, telephone calls, letters to the ECS Branch and cesnal .
() 3 d;scusszons which occurred from guty through December, 1984'
é 2.1.1 cut-off dates forGrade‘? enrolment (actual, propdsed and
- recommended); ° : :tl
. person{(s) responsible for decision. to delay ECS enrolment;
number of leecond-year-zn-zcs enrclments based on formal
testing results; ’
tests used in 2.1.3 above;
type of ECS programming required by immature Mldrem
ch#é's entitlement to BCS before Grade 1; and
financial respansibilit\y after ope year of*ECS programming. ,

2.2 Construction of the &ixrvex Ineé_r\mmt

2.1
2.1,

2
3

-

SRR
-
LY TS A S §
»
I TS

N Planning Services and she ‘ECS Consultants from Progreml Delivery were
involved in the design of thy{y survey instrument and ¢tRe content
. respectively (the survey instru t can be seen in Appendix 7.4).

THe survey was then mailed along with a covering letter from the
Director of Early Childhbod Services on January 22, 1985 to every ECS
‘operator in the province. , Although operators were free to derive
their respcnsest.‘m whatever way they wished, the ECS Branch asked for
one. survey per jurisdiction; this meant that lerger jurisdictions
N would present aggregate information.

-

3. RESULTS OP TEE SURVEY
« a ' L3

3.1 Respopse to the Survey

A total of 383 surveys were mailed. Cf this number, 281 (73&)Egere
sent to private ECS operators; 102 (27%) wé’re sent to public jurisdic-
tions. The deadline for "return was -originally set for February 15, (
1985. : : Lo - : .

-3 - *
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. _ ‘i . : : ‘ _ : o/
A total of 299 lu:veys ‘Wwhich were returned represents a response level
“of 78%. : : t S 7f ' ’ :
- -« » ‘ + . PO
~ A telephane follow-up was undertaken by Plaqhzng Services on March 1
. 1985. 'An extension of two weeki Had been given after many delays' in
the receipt of the survey became evident; the followifg table shows
‘the d;sposzt;e;~cf su:veys not received on -or before Eebruary 28 1985 .
‘by the ECS Branch : . . . - .

&

4

3.1 1 - :ent (but not ‘received by Ecs ‘as, of 85.02. 28) - 29
3.%.2 not received by aﬁérator - 39 , . '
2 . 3.1.3 - not sent because of nil report = 12 . , —
3.1.4 - .

. lost after receipt - 4 (total of 84). « ~
. . *

- * - . N

b -

3.2 Surve y Analyles X : » I . ‘ §:f .

"Each ccmpleted survey w&S asszgned an. eccessien number (1 thxough 29¢%

and the correct Jurisdictuon code to permzt -individual survey retriev- '

al, response profiles by public and’ private ECS operator type and

regicnal praf;les by private, publzc and gregate response. -

/ \ _

The narrative'responses were ghen analyzed for gcntent,nné_freqéency

o ' counts were éiven to -each ig’éiified response as it was recognized in
syccessive surveys. These statemeﬁgs_ﬁwere consolillated by the
researcher and later collapsed into fewer®greups by the Associate
Director cg Early Childhood Services. The questions or parts thereof

which were analyzed in this way were.x SN
- b . ' ,
3.2.1 2(a), 2(b) and 2(&F L . -
i 3.2.2 4(c) and &(€) Explain
3.2.3 Q ' ‘ .
3.2.4 mhe COMMENT . for each of 1, 2, 3 and 4, ‘Section II (View-
~© ' points) and the Qpen-enﬂed)questzcn (S}, all en pages ¢ and
¥ 5 of the survey. : - . . .
. . ) ‘-;»:’ - N : ,

-

Numgrxc&l respcnses and selecticns - between/among gzven choices were
9 key punched and analyzed for frequenczes.,percentages and splzts by

} operator type and zones. . This task was done byigsmputer Services at .
the request of Plannzng Serv;ces. . -
. 3.3 Survey Results - : i ‘ . :
\ - Y ‘ \ ’
o 5 3.3.1 1984/85% Actual and 1885/86 Prq;ected Enrolment of Immature
I ‘ - SChocl-QQEQ,Chxldren in ECS' Programs »

. £y

A total of 2.456~immature schocl-aged'children are currently
enrolled in ECS programs (500 in private ECS programs jand
\ - 1,956, in ECS programs operated by school jurisdictions),
\ All enrelled iﬂﬁature school~aged children represented 7.8%
of the reported totq} ECS enrolment of 31,368,

BEST COP¥- 7 - |
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The inc;dence cf ;mmature schaol-aged children in Ecs pro-
Grams was lewest in'Zone 1 (4%), slightly higher in Zones 6
and 5 (6% and 7% respectively) and highest in z8nes 2, 3 &ng
¢ (108, 5% and 9% resRectively). ' /

Nenrly 5?% of the reported immature school-cgeé children are
presently attending an ECS program for the second, y&ar. 4éh
of' al]l reported immagure schocl-aged children now enrolled
in the (1984-85).ECS program experienced a one year delay in
their initial ECS enrolment. .

<

- Proj&cted enrolment of immature school-aged children in the

1985-86 ECS program stands at 2,050. This projection does
not ineluée the Edmonton PuRlic Scheol Board which reported
“no immature school-aged enrolments in 1984~85, De5p1te;
uncer?aznty, the prejected numher i npt unreasonably dif-
. ferent from the némber enrolled in 1 B4-85.

ments can be found in Appendix 7.5.
L

Cut-off Dates for Grade’Oﬁe Eﬁrclmént-‘

The three most frequently reported eut-off dates in 2(3} angé

2(b),’ page 2 were: : ‘
. . . ) \ _“. . i M
o _Pubiic -Separate Total
* February 28 (29) - 127 | 42 169
. - . ’ » i . ' ‘
* December 31 €3 . 18 81
. 1 . . . N \ K
] - . ~ .o *
.*  March 1. 24 8 - | 32
. ‘li\

The February 28 (29) and March 1 cdi*affs refiect compata-
bility with departmental poljicy;, grant ava;labzlity is pre-
dicated an these dXtes. ‘ - \\\x

however, réflectg & popular move
from the February 28 (29) - March 1 cut-off date tc elimi~-
nate January and February births from enrolment. Several
jurisdictzons provide conditional enrolment of the January -
February births for a period of ‘time after shifting ‘to the
December 31 cut=off. The same condxtxonal enrolment crite-
rion holds t:ue for- jurisdictions. whose cnt-aff Bate is
Febrpﬁry 28 {29} or March 1. v

The December 31 cut-off,

Frzvaﬁe ECS operators attempt to fix their cut-off .dates to.

‘match those &f the jurisdictions(s) into which children will
move for their first grade programs. Difficulties ari'se zif
there are two jurisdictions each having a different cut-off

3y . \ -

- BESTCAOPYE‘ T
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date; some difficulty may arise for the child who transfers

fram a February 28 cut-aff to, ;jfor example, a September\ 1
cut-off.e Most t:ansfexs ‘are accommodated irrespective of
age so long as they were enrolled in an ECS program before
transt‘ernng. THe analy‘s,xs can be seen in kppeadix 7.6.

3.3.3 Explanation for Imatuxe Schocl-tgeé Children Spendzng a

. Second Year (But Not The First) in a, Pcrticular Program.

(4(c), page zg :’.,'\ e ‘ .- <

.
.

. 4 Nearly all :csponst ind:.cated that the clul g been in a

“totally different progra:h. had only been in a prescheol
- program for a few: months before moving oOr havd moved to
Alberta from another province or nation where standards were

,different. N f’v R N

~

Persons Who Decided To Eelak ECS Enrelment. By Ong Yea-r-
, N —
M(e). pege 3) 1 -
' f
nlmost. all cases, respondents chose one or more of the
ind:viduals listed "and alsoc reported that the same

Anyone reporting “other" almost all named the principal with
a few respondents designating the community health nurse.-

A responsibility for, placemént decisions. = The secomd most

frequently reported decision-maker was the teacher-parent

combination. A significant .number of ECS operators -{10
private and € public): indicated tHat placement decisions
were made by the parent, teacher and the school counsellor
or psychologist.

3.3.5 'I‘est.é Used in Placement Decisions

» In the case of all school-aged children enrolled in the
1984~85 progmam (4(b)- and 4(c) on page 2 and 4(d) on page
3, respondents were asked to report tests used to deteymine
placement if, in fact, fomal testing “was used to determine

*  delayed enrcolment or a second year in ECs.

In the three tables which appear in Appendix 7.8, tests
reported five or more times ‘are shown by type of operator.
The third table shows d’ommonality of‘test’s where both types

' of operater reported use of a certa;n sest £ive or more
times. . .

£

¢ R ) -6 - ) -
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individual(s) would be making the “decisions in 1885-86.

According to the analysys reported in Appendix’ 7.7, the -
parent was cited most\ often as the person taking -



Of the tests used most frequently, there was an extradbrdin-
ary similarity in the tests used by: both public and private

7"eperator_s. The latter reported the use of the McCarthy
. Scales only once while the former repQrted the use ‘of ABC

Tests twice. Regiocnal workshops, ddntracting diagneet‘ic .and
assessment services and university training probably account -
for - the eqmpatabili:y in tests used; however, further study
would have to take place in order to find qut why there is
such'a prevelenee of testing at the ECS level,

Section II (Viewpoints)

LS

1S

»

Four statements were presented. Respondents could AGREE or
 DISAGREE and providé written comments if they wished to’do
. ~80. Following are the positions taken on eech statement
together with a brief summary of the cpmments which either
substantiated agreement or provided an alternative view in
cases of disagreement with the position presented in a
statement. The fell enelys:.s can be reviewed in Appendix

79,

T 3.3.6.1

.“ . .

. '
Statement’ 1 . :

School-aged children who are enrolled in an ECS
program because of i.—atntit:y require tégnlar ECS
px:ogra-ing ONLY. * . ’

® 5

This statement resulted 'in the least deflm.t:.veA
position of the four. Provincially, there was 518

. agreement with the statement; 37% disagreement,

Unspecified or double responses accounted, for t.he

remaining 12% of the 299 reepondents. Propertxon-

ately, public and pnvate operators -toock opposite
positions: public agreement was 39% wversus 46s
disagre ment while private agreement was 56% versus
33s disagreement. .

Comments . revealed the reason for ambivalence; the
majority emphasized {that  the ECS program should
address the individual needs of the’ immature child,
especially during a second year in ECS or, if only
scheduled for one year in an ECS program, towards
the end of that year. ECS programming is, by
definition, needs bised; therefore, programming
can't be as cut-and-dried as it was portrayed in

/the stateflent .. . . as though the program were a

prescription. -

b

< ) \
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3.3.6.2

School . system regspondents more frequen&ly empha-
sized program flexibility t.!gm the private sgector:’
this -differende may reflect the availability of
personnel, resources and a wider range of placement

13

possibilities. . -

- BN

Statement 2 ~ °

,i:reapect.i'e of age.

-
.
'

Before entering bagic education (first grade, year

one, etc.) every child is entitled to ONE year of -

xcs * programming «-nxpportnd “by Ics grants

' \
The ‘fesponse to this statement was definitive; . 73%
cf the respondents agreed with the statement; 18%
disagreed. Unspecified or .double .respongses
accounted for the remaining 9% of the res;mnden:s.
Public and private views were ‘aglmost ider:;ica.l

Comments revealed two significant cc.nsiderations:
that .evéry child be entitled to at least one year
of ECS programming but that EES program enrolment

. not” be seen as a must ort prerequisite to Grade 1.

A large proportion of the respendents 'emphasized
the value of,an ECS experience in preparation for
the first grade and’ a few private operators noted
that no one over the age of seven years should have
to be in an ECS program to have needs net.

LY

+

Statement 3 \J

N

After mpport by ECS grants in an BECS program for

one year, ocertain f:hiléren fay, becapse of
immaturity, grequire “additional time in ’'dn ECS
program. - The financial responsibility for ECS

programming beyond the first year sbould be -

undertaken bydGrade 1-12 authorities/grants (not
ECS grants) even if the' child is in an XCS

., program.

-

There was widespread gisagreément with  this

position. Provincially, 77% of the respondents”

disagreed; 11t agreed. The public-private split
occurred again on this = item although the
directionality of their views was the same. Public
operator duagra‘ement was 58%; agreement was 28B%,
slightly less than half the disagreement." Private
responses were much  more definitive:  85%
disagreement versus 5% agreement, " ’

'
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The comment's conclusively recommended- that children
enrclled in ap ECS program beyoﬂd the "initial year
should be funded by ECS grants. Private operators
were especially adamant on this® point; particularly
those who experienced flat refusal,. on the part of
school boards, .to draw up ah agreement with private
ECS operators so that ia school-aged child might
attend a privateJCS preogram in the’ thld‘s home
community. Some school 3urisdlctions “noted that

they wanted to report the children on basic educa-

ti enrolment . forms, collect full School Founda-
ti Program Fundzng for such children and arrange
plagement suited to the child's needs. Th

-¢majority of the respondents, including severa

. 3.3.6.4 Statement 4 .

<

school boards ‘e.g. Calgary Board of Education,

stated*a preference for ECS i.e. 60% SFPF funding’
"for chxldren enrclled in ECS programs. The most
. prevalent term used by both puhlic and private
resp&ndents in describing the potenti¥al school
board =~ prlvate operatar .interface was ‘has§lé“
which all could do without. - s

r N -
. . _ -

In consultation with' ECS staff, parents should be.
able to delay the enrolment of their children in an

. ECS programe

, "
This position received marked agreement provincial=~

ly; 88§ versus 4% disagreement. Public and private .

respondents reacted almost' identically to the

statement, the public presentihg S0s agreement.
versus 87% for the prxvate and 3% versus 5% dis- -

agr?ement.

Comments revealed, however, that a parent's deci-
siop should be final after consultation for 1n1tial
enrclment, the- finality of the parent 's decision to
enrol a child in a second year of ECS was not
expressed gquite -~ as adamantly. In such cases,
respondents frequently commented, *Surely such a
decision has to be a team activity.” )

*

3.3.6.5 Other Comments, Observations and Recommendations

¥

R

| AY ‘ ‘
The+ responses to this reguest reiterated, in the
most part, positibns taken in the comments which
followed each of the four statements.

2

“a
1
e}
\
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- - K . o
. . . . . - L™

. had to do with Increaming stringency ih Grade 1
N A +, pProgram expectations of children which 'was, in
'part,: accredited to Aj.herga Education's mphas;s

. -upan, provincial | standardized tests at the énd of
Grade 3. In, cdd:ﬁt;on,.reppondcnu enphasized the
" need for additional flexibility 4n childfen's

. _ + ., -access tM moYe, ‘than ‘one yedr in  ECS to permit a

- "« child additional opportunity to acquire a level of
Co . maturity.with which to cope wnh a Grade 1 program °
‘ - driven plso by a response to the. ,public s demand

£ *

T fer a "b:bte the h@sics_ first grade program. .

S - , ,
"Cne of the most prevalently mentioned observations -

+
-
t

. The ﬁollowzng fmchngs arise from the numerical and sub;ectxve data éleaned -
~from 299 campletgd and returned gurveys: ‘ _ L r S

!

-

4.1»‘A.Enrolm¢nt in an ECS pragra’m was delayed by one year for 1,091 .children

4.2

4.3

4.6

‘A sxgnificant number of immature schcol-aged

attending the 1984-85 ECS. program (44% of all, imtu:e sc‘hool-aged

‘children enrclled in the 1984 85. ECS program);

S . ~
A significant number of immature :chée&-aged children are presently
enrclled in their second year of the EGS program (56% of all imture
school aged children Attendmg the 1934-85 Ea‘;rogrm)l

¥

iTdren are-enrclled in

' the 1984-85 ECS program [7.8% of the. total « ‘enrolment of the 289

respgxding public and private ECS ‘operators ‘{2&56 out of 31,368
ch;tdren)}; o o . £ .

.

-

' Less than 25% of all re;xa_rteé immature- children were formally tes#ed

in conjunction with their initial and/or seqond-year enrolments in ECS
programs. 'An extensive range of formal dngnos‘eic, assessment angd
Observatignal mtenals had been ysed to &ccgmphsh ‘the reposted
testzng, : - Py ‘

Consistent with ECS philosophy, goals and ‘p:ogram dimensions, ECS
operators provide special program elements for children whose needs
demand more than what one might ‘call a “regular” ECS program;

‘e

Parents should, in consultation with ECS staff, assume respo‘s:szbfht&
for deciding when to .enrol their children in an ECS program for the
first time OR for deciding to ®waive the ECS experience for their
children in invar of direct enrolment into the Grade 1 program,

Enrclmcgt gf children in a second year of«@:cs should be the result of

. a joint” decision invelving parents, ECS staff~and if apprap::;ate,

other professiocnals;

-

v -
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4.8 C}nldren Who are enrolled in an Ecs program should- be suppcrte& by ECs

- “grants, hot by SFPF throu agreements between school boards ande
" ' . private operators; And % < _ .

¢ -

4.9 ECS operators are extremely sensitive to the “developmental needs of
preschoclers and, cons«guently. ‘'see themselves as being - rnspons;ble
.far the ‘best possible preparation of children for Grade 1 through the
£cs program; thé 'ECS operators unanimously agree that when extra time

e o is requirld.by . a child §n an ECS program to acquire,enough develop-

menta} st il ty and competence to cope with Grade® 1, .the child shoulgd
_be able t‘;‘vg that opportunity at ECS &:cpense and irrespectzve i .

s age. f . . ‘

4.10 Approximate cost . of mintaining 1,393 secondhyear-in-scs children in

‘ the 1984 85 ECS prbgram will be $1,500,000 inclmé'transportatzbn.

5. CONCLUSIONS

.. N 5 o » A ' 3
Findings which arise from survey results lead to the following cenclu-
$35 RIS - . : . " i : .,

-

..y 5.1 Enough immature school-aged children are 'p‘resentl} in ECS programs or

-~ already identified for enrclment in 1985-86 to warrant policy, guide-

‘ lines’ and frocedures which will accommodate such children in ECS

< programs at ECS expensei ~ ~ .

5.2 Because parents wish to be d;rectly ;nvvolved in decismns gbaut pro-

’ gram placement fcr their children, depart@ental polxcy, gu:ae,}:mes and
procedures must facihta:e such involvement; and.

- 5.3 The . broadest possible range of entry &cints .intc the ECS program
v . should be clearly enunigiated through @artmental guidelines and
' procedures so as to give parents specific information and enough lead
i ‘time to make appropriaté placement -decisions:.in consultation with ECS

s © staff, other professionals and school jurisdictions.

* -
¢ “ ]

\

m
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RECOMMENDATIONS | .

-

Six recopmendg,tions arise from the survey findings and conglusions. Each

. recommenda;zon is supported by a brief rationale. The recommendations are

compatible with the School Act, Section 142(1), the Program Policy Manual

and the School. Grants Manual. As well, the propositions are in harmony

with Management and Finance plan principles and the nature of the recom-

mendations is consistent with the princi_ples which appear in Partners in

Education . . - . .

- : Lo | , o

- O . : S

The . reccmmené&txens, ‘if approved are scheduled for implementation in the
1985-86 ECS program year. . . ‘ ) .

-
i v

THAT the Early Chlldhood‘Services policy statemgnt in the Program Policy

-
t

Manual (Revised 1984-09-17) be amended to read as follows: .

For the purposes of enhancing individual abilities and
future educational opportunities, Alberta Education supports
the provisim of integrated services, through' parents, .
staff, and community, that address the develop-ental needs
of each child before school entrance and developmentally
immature children who are six years or older on the date of
school opening per Section 142(1) of the §chool Act, subject
to joint agreement between parents/quardians. and the school

jnrisdictian in which they are qesident. N - .
RATIONALE e | .

The policy statement, as amended, speaks to - flexibility on the part of
Alberta Education in ‘respect of children whose developmental immaturity
putg' their potential to succeed in first grade activities at risk. Such
chiléren may, via the amended policy statement, delay enrolment in Grade 1
until they are mare able to handle the program. Handicapped children, on
the other hand, "are able to access up to- three years of specialized ECS
programminq before they are school-aged. Because specialized programming
is an ongoing requirement of nearly all handicapped children, ¢transition
into special educatlon programs from specialized ECS programs J_s,;a logical
consegquence for such children and should, in no way, impose a hardship upon
them,

THAT Guideline #6, page 7 in the i;rogram Policy Manual (Revised 1984.09.17)
be amended as follows:

. ) ) C \
Children eligible fotr ECS programs are: . N “

(a) those with special needs ‘who are:
: CFTRe— N
i) haaring impaired and/or severely disabled »\xﬁ.e.
_eligible for the program unit grant and at least 2
years 6 months of ageasqueptubez 17 or

- 12 - .
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T2
’

-

$1) mildly or moderately disabled and at least 3 f
years 6 months of age as. cf Septe-her ¥ Y

’ *

, (b} those who &re at. le}st 4 yurc 6 mnm of a f/n of

. © September Y. . .

- ™K d) ‘those uho were enrclled in a ragy}.ar ECS program for . _
N one ysar; subsequently require a #econd year in a b
‘ regulax ECS program because of developmwental i-:turit;r A \‘
and tlmtSymssmth:ofcggilot -
September 1{; \ . o
' ¢d) ¢those for whom.initial enrolment in & re
: program has been delayed oneé r by parents/guardians
-on the basis of development&l immaturity and are at
least 5 years 6 months of age as of September .1; and

(e) wudbject to joint Agre&ent between p:renu/guudiuz.s
__anéd the school jurisdiction ir®which the parents/guard-
i*"m are r&sié&nt, those who are denlog-:ng’.ally imma-

. ture ngd are at least 6 years of age as of September 1.
RATIONALE . ,:_ - K | S

. R Py - - .
In a few instances, parents/guardians may wish to delay the Jrclment of
their children in an ECS program until t{e child is six years or older at
schoel copening; in a few other instahc'es, a child may not, after one year
in %n ECS program, be able to cope with the first. grade program. In either
‘case, upon joint agreement by parents/guardians and the schocl ;Lur;sdzctmn

in which' the parents/‘guardzans are resident, such children may be eni‘oll;d
in an ECS progrgn andvsupported by ECS grants. .

*
« . -

THAT ¢f¢& follwiﬁg procedural statament be incorporated into the PROC.EDURES‘

presently cutlined on pages 8 and 9 of the Program Pohcy Manual:

In the ncnt that the parent/gquardian, pfofe::iaguh includ-—

ing BCS staff and the school jurisdiction in which the child
- is resident cafinot agree upon the placement of.an immature

child, who is six fears or older at school opeping, in an “
. ECS program, the issue should be ,girected to "the Local

Placement Appeals Committee for resblution. . ‘ .
¥ ’ . o oty ' -
RATIONALE . S

R . L
There mayﬂ'be instances in which the placement of & schocl~aged child in an
ECS progras ®annot be reconciled by the parents/guardians, professionals
including ECS staff and the school jurisdiction responsible for the child.
The recently mandated Local Placement Appeals Committee structure presents
an avenue through which resolution to such 'i‘ssues may be brought’

~ BESTCOPY .
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THAT POLICY %.3.8(c)(i and ii), page-4, Section 1, Part 4 of the School

Grants Manual be amended as follows in respect ‘ff school~aged immature
children: . .~ . - T T e

L .‘ - . .. . . I . }

', N o . <

'« « ..CHILD means a pexrson Y

_who is eligible to entex Grade Ope per schoo} board policy
| AND in agcOrdante ‘with the dpfinition of PUPIL under the
' School. roundatioh rtoqrn Fund Regulation, Section 142(3) of
the Scboo}LAct and’ Fl.rt 1. Snctim 1 of this document AND
who is deemed immature by the p;rcnt./guudim in consulta-
tiopg with professionals incloding BCS staff }né the school
jurisdictiona i.n \rhich the p:rent/gunr&ia.n is resident AND

;’ who: .; | . N ; -Q | r\ .
"(1) although eligihle, did pot enrol in nn nrly Childhcod
Seryices program in 1984/85; OR*~ - _ o

(if) attdbded an Eirly Childhood Seivices ' progrém in 1984/85

- . AND! becausé. the cwild’s parent/guardian, -professionals
A ‘including ECS staff and the :school jurisdictian in .
‘ 4 Vhich the “parent/guardian is ‘resident jointly agreed '
upon a second year ix; an hrly Cbildhaod Setfiees

' program; g

may be counted as Rarly Childhood Services &fl&fen under
this section AND the claiming. Early Childhcod Services oper-—
ator is eligible to receive the basic operational Barly
Childhaqd Service gruxt in. mpect. of such ehildren « e o

RATIONALER

s
-

Services philosophy, goals and program
drmensions, a child's progress insQ basic education must be datermined on
the grounds of developmental maturi as well as chronological age. Inm
addition, parents/guardians should have~the right to decide when (or if)
fheir children should@ enrol in the ECS program for -the first time. In-
keeping with Section 142(1) of the School Act, parents/guardians may deter-
mine ECS enrolment until their children are six years of age as of school
opening: at that point, the decision to enrol children 'in the ECS program
would depend upon agreement among the responsible :chool board. profession-

In keeping with Early Chiléhoo

- als including ECS staff AND the.,parefgxts/guardxans. Thzs_:rrarxkgement affers

a wide range of programming alternative for preschool children who, on oﬁe
hand, are not markedly handicapped but, on the other _hand, .Are not deemed
to be developmentally mature enough to handle Grade 1 expectltions compe -
tently. - . . : :

R - N ) '
TEAT adequate budget allocations be made to meet the cost 'of .children who

are enrolled in the ECS program for a second and, in rare instances, a
third year (the Third year being subject to school jurisdiction approval).

BEST COPY v
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RATIONALE o ’ \ /
- " The aéditional~f1exihi1ity which is inherent in Recommendations 1, 2 and 3

.} will result in an additional calling on the "ECS budget. The allocation
cgld be based on & maximum of children at the basic instructional grant .
. level e.g. in 1985-86, 1300 children at $1,037 would result in the need for
‘ a budget supplement of approximately~${S:OG.eoﬁ_including transportation.
v . » . f '
‘ - The cost at the EGS level: will most 1ikély offset potentially higher costs P
n hasic education where, children who are not permitted more time to pre-
re for Grade 1, are likely to fail and require aﬁdition SFPF while they
Tepeat one or more grades.

6. THAT POLICY 2.3.12, page 5, Section 2, Part 4 of thRk School Grants Manual
remain the. same in 1985-86 in respect to handicapped chIlldren. ‘

RATIONALE =~ . ’
» «
Any difficulties related to the implemen;ationgof this policy in 1984-85

were qinimal. Handicapped children who may have had up to,three years of
specialized ECS programming by the time they aré eligible ¥ SFPF shauld
- be served through basic education so that_long, as well as short, term

. : program plang can be put into place for such children. »

- .

) ' - . . ECS/Marchy15/85
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Excerpt from the fi& Information Bulletin ¢ 1984

Grants to Schools) which was published on May 2, 1984.

From the Summary, page 7.4:

o f -7 | |

ILDREN WEO ARE OF AR AGE TO BE ELIGIRLE TO ENTER:

; B ONE AS PER BOARD POLICY -AND  IN mmmcx WITH.
f ;‘}r"n SCHOOL POUNDATION '~ PROGRAM _FUND'  REGULATION, °
- ' §CHEDULE, 1(H)(ii) SEALL EE CLAIMED AS ELIGIBLE PUPILS .

' UNDER TRE SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROGRAM PUND AND AS
- RESIDENT PUPILS UNDER ALBERTA REGULATION 346/78, _As

b

R

3

*mm. THESE mn.nm SHALL NOT BE COUNTED AS KARLY

cmmsaon SERVICES mzmm

s\ ’
Y r B

.. BEST COPY
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"Excerpt from the second Information Bulletin (1984
Grants to Schools) which was publ;shqd on June 1 -
1984. s

Y

{b) Poiicz

~~
&

[

From Section 9.2, GRANTS, RATES AND RELATED

INFORMATION;, page 9.5: . o ?

(a) Policy .

¢ -

Gf ~ENROLMENT OF IMMATURE CHILDREN

 CEILDREN DEEMED IMMATURE BY PARRNTS/GUARDIANS
: m;;:mcn. pmrxss:mm.s/ncs STAFF m:

= ALTHOUGE ILIGIBLE. DID NOT ENROL IN AN ECS
" PROGRAM IN 198‘-85.

- nmm AN ncs PROGRAM IN 1983-84 ANRD,
BECAUSE THEIR pm‘rsfmms AND LOCAL
P IONALS/ECS’ STAFF JOINTLY AGREED UPON
A" SE YEAR IN AR ECS PROGRAM, MAY EE

- COUNTED AS XCS CHILDREN IN 1984-85.

‘THE . CLAIMING ECS mm IS ELIGIBLE TO

RECEIVE THE BASIC OPERATIONAL ECS GRANT.

7

H: ENROIMENT OF HANDICAPPED . {CATEGORY A IRCLU-

DING PROGRAM DUNIT) CHILDREN.

 HANDICAPPED CHILDREN APPROVED IN THE 1983-84
. PROGRAM YEAR AS CATEGORY A (INCLUDING PROGRAM

UNIT) WHO ARE ELIGIELE TO ENTER GRADE ONE PER -

SCHOOL BOARD POLICY AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE SCBOOL -FOUNDATION PROGRAM FUND (SFPF)
REGULATION SCHEDULE 1{h)(ii) SBALL BE CLAIMED
AS ELIGIELE PUPILS UNDER THE SFPF AND AS
RESIDENT PUPILS OUNDER ALBERTA REGULATION
346/78 AS AMENDED. SUCH ELIGIBLE HANDICAPPED
CEILDREN SHALL NOT BE COUNTED AS ECS CHILD-
REN. THE CLAIMING.SCHOOL BOARD IS ELIGIELE
* TO . RECEIVE FULL SFPF BASIC (INSTRUCTIONAL)

SUPPORT FOR SUCHE CHILDRER IF, ON THE SEPTEM- -

BER ENROLMENT REPORT, THEY ARE REPORTED AS
RECIPIENTS OF A PULL OR EALFP-DAY PROGRAM,
INCLUDING ECS. .

“
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‘ - - > / ““APPENDIX 7.3

" Excerpts from the Schecl‘«@:ants Manual which superceded the ¢two
information bulletins cited in Appendices' 7.1 and 7.%

(a). ,FronfnPar{: 4, Section 1, page 4 with respect to immature sch?ol-
aged children:. L : .

- 1.3.8 CHILD means a perscn * '4} A .

N ! >
_ (e) who is aligible to enter grade one per school ‘

_ s - board policy and in accordance with the defini- .

B i " tion .of PUPIL under the School Foundation .

' Program PFund Regulation and Part 1, Section 1

of this document and who is deemed ure by

parents and local professionals d ly

Childhood Services staff and who: )

(1) although eligible, did pot enroll in an
. - Barly Childhood Services program in
1983-84, or o -‘

. '(ii) attended an Early Childhood Services
R ' : program in 1983/84 and, because their
: ’ ' parents/guardians and local profession-

als/ECS staff - jointly agreed upon a
second year, in an Rarly Childhood Ser-
vices program may be counted as BRarly
: Childhood rvices children under’ this

L ' section and/the claiming Early Childhood

Services ator is eligible to ‘receive

. the basic operational ERarly Childbhood

’ Services grant in respect of these

children, and . \

{b) {Frlom Part 4, Section 2, page 5 with respect to handicapped
children: - ‘ ’

. 2.3.12 Bandicapped children who are eligible to enter

Grade One per school board policy and in accordance

< , with the School PFoundation Program Mund (SFPF)

. - ' Regulation and under Part 1, Section 1 of this
document shall be claimed as eligible pupils under
the SFPF and as resident pupils under Alberta Regu-
lation, 346/78 as amended. Such eligible handicap-
ped shall not he counted as mrly Childhood Ser-
vices c:hi]_.dren. The claiming ‘school board is
eligible to receive full SFPF Basic (Instructional)
support for such children if, on the September
BEnrolment Report, they are reported as recipients s
of a full or half-day program, which may include an

\ Rarly chi].&ho‘o{ Services program.

- 19 - .
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g ' \ SURVEY OF. "IMMATURE"™ SCBOOL-AGED
\ | )
\ | o CEILDREN- ENROLLED IN BCS PROGRANMS
L : ~ -
\
8 \ . ]
~ ) \
o Klberta Education
Early Childhood Services
. | *
.
January, 1885 ,
H < %
h 3 *z )
~ /‘
o ‘ =20 - o, Alqu
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‘ | o | '~ APPENDIX 7.4

]

’ ~ SURVEY OF 'xnnArunnI- SCEOOL-AGED CBILDREN
| '© ENROLLED IN'ECS P -

& .
A Cf i ) | , .

2. (aF

t IF SCHOOL TJE:’RESD:CMONf name of DESIGNATED OFFICER -
‘ (b) | : e -_v | N /
. IF PRIVATE ECS OPERATOR or PRIVATE SCHOOL, name of COMERINATOR
3. Y A | . ) o
. " Address Postal Coiif
Y 3 —— v Y
Telephone -

'SECTION 1 (Enrolment Data)

1. (a) If po "immature" school~-aged children were enrolled in your
program in 1884-85 and if you do not anticipate any for
' 1885, please check the NIL REPORT box (immediately below)
and return survey to the Early Childhood Servzces Branch in

Edmonton.
[ __ 1 NIL REPORT - R \
. - ' R ) v L. : o
e ‘ (b) If you are submitting a NIL REPORT but wish to comment on.

the issue of schocl-aged "immature®” children, please check
the COMMENT box (immedYately below) angd present ycur remarks -
in SECTION 11 of this survey. - ,

1 coxnzxr

1 An "Immature® ECS child is a child:

E {a) whose enroclment in a regula: ECS program has been

delayed, or
(b) who is en:clied in a regular ECS program fbr a s§cond

-
Y

year. §

- I 3 : g
"Immature” children are pot e€ligible for sPeciaI needs grants;
ner do they receive extraordinary programming.

- 21 - S -
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- . N . F

2. Cut-off date(s)? for Grade 1 enrolment in your school juris-
diction or the school jurisdiction(s) “into whxch private ECS
operator's children will go for Grage 1% - ‘

o

T . (a) Publzc 5chool Ju:isdxct;en cut-eff date: _ e

—_— &

(b) Sepaxate Schoo? Ju:;sdxctrcn cut-off dagg- S

“(c) Special Comments (if any)__ . o e
' N T
. i ’. . i 4 ]
' | . N . , g»
A 3. Total ECS enrolment in your jurisdiction as of Decembéz 31, 1984:’
: . < &::—“ l
&. (a) Total number of “imma- - 1984-85 ECS =~ 1985-8€‘ECS
ture” school-aged . program year program year
77" ‘children (beyond-usual {actual number) . (projected
ECS age) enrclled in ) o number)
o~ " the ECS program offered . ot o
N | . by your jurisdiction. L | L
(b) Total number of "imma-  1884-85 ECS © 1985-86 ECS
' ture”™ schocl-aged ‘ program year progranm year
children enrolled in (actual number) (projected
the ECS program offgred - | number)
by your jurigdiction - ' -
spending second year P 4 Lo, K
in your ECS program - . R .
. (having spent the first
‘ year in your program as -
well), i
¢ (c) Total number of "imma-  1884-85 ECS 1885-86 ECS
ture” school-aged program year program year -
¢hildren spending . (actual number) {projected
second year in your ECS - - . number)
program (having spent . ’ _
the first year in L — I
another djurisdiction's : -
(‘ ECS program). Explain ~ Explain

— - g

/o

2 Cut-off date refers to the acceptable birthdate for a child to,
enter Grade 1 in the local school jurisdiction. A
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- g - -
. : . . . '~ APPENDIX 7.4 :
. : , : { o -
-3 - ) o
- ; > 0 . ) ~ ¢
{(d) Total {;umber“ of *imma~- 1984-85 ECS 1985~86 EGS ¢ 7
: ture® school~aged’ program year - program year
o children who were - (actg@l number) - (projected d
: .° e3igible $o attend an . ~ number) -
e N - ECS program but were . _
| ’ enrolled one year l&ter - __ — . .
[f ‘ 'than they could have : N - ‘ ‘ X
~ - been. . * The sum of 4(b), The sum of 4(b),
: : ' . - 4(c), 4(3) sholuld 4(c), &4(8) . should
be the same as be the same as
7 the number , the number
, ‘reported in 4(a) reported in d(a)
. (@) "In the majority of 1684-85 ECS . 19e5-86-£Cs
‘ cases, for the program year program year
x " children reported in l. __ parent/ 1. _ parent/
. 4(8), who decided : guardian - guardiar
" that these children ‘2. __ teacher 2, __ teacher
are "immature® 3. __ school 3. __ school
: . {i.e., should start , counsellor ¢ counsellor
S : ECS one year late)? 4. __ school - 4. . schoel
‘ CHECK ONE COR MORE ~ psychologist psychologist
. - | 5. _ other- 5., __ other
. . : Explain "Other"” Explain "Other"”
. . ‘ ‘ -
L4 ' ‘
<~ _5. zhe nampg;_of children, 1584-85 ECS 1983~-86 ECS
- teported in 4(b), 4(c), progranm year program year
or 4(é8), who were formally . (actual number) (projected
tested to decide placement _ L numbef) ‘;
- (second year in ECS or one - e e
-« Yyear delay in ECS enrelment). . -

&\‘LS. 1f any children were formally . —
- tested, pleese list tiit(sl/f‘

used:
(a) N ——— : R
Lb)
(c} o la . ! ——————
{8) o
- >
. A
- 23 -
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~ , & o~ oy ‘ ( ) :
| - SECTION xJVIViequints)v * : ‘ e
oty AN : -~ ‘ _ . , * 4 *
R . e ‘ ~ s

, Foliowzng are four statements which are based on beliefs.
expectations and recommendations exptessed by both parents ahd Ecs
progran operate:s. Y9u are,invited to comment on each statement.

1. s:hoal-aged chzldren whc are en:elleé in an ECS prog:ax;because
of immaturity require- regula: ECS programming ONLY. v

AGREE ~ S | o s
....—__'. Dl SAGREE ' o : ‘ ) 't" A . . 8 . L S :
COMMENT . - N R
# , - F - - N = . \_ » " " A pu ) - . A - B .
- e .Q ‘ e »_‘, -
A o + - B ‘\i%%

2. Befo:e ente::ng bas;c education (first grade. yea: one, etc. }
every child is entitled to ONE year of ECS programming suppo:ted .

by,ECS grants. irrespgct&ve of age. .. . A |
AGREE . , s . L A TV

T DISAGREE - | ‘ o
COMMENT j L . | R

Y . t V . ) :
. .

3. After support by ECS grants in an ECS program for one year,
certain children may, becauvse of immaturity, require additional

time in an ECS program.. The financial responsibility for ECS . »
programming beyond the first year should be undertaken by Grade
1-12 avthorities/grants (not ECS grants) even if the chzld is in - 7
&n ECS program. _ ‘
AGREE M~
DISAGREE
COMMENT * .
/ | e e e e e o
- e — #

S —— G G- AMARE. e
»

BES#T COPY: i } 26: B | Al




4. Tn consultation with EES staff, parents should be able to delay
the enrolment of their chilaren 'in an ECS program. -
AGREE . , .
DISAGREE | o ~
R T L Lo

- | COMMENT - o . S S
. 2 —— -
. ¢ ¢ - ¥ . '
y3 e ,J‘ : —
- s ; ) @ . ‘\,\i

: 5. -Please provide comments, obse:vations and :eeemmendatzons yeu pay
s © -, have in add:tione eeinfcrmatzon provided eisewhe:e in. tb;s

" . survey. . . : St

S p o . o ;
N ) f\

@A o
- _ . -r- .
(A' , (' .
. . ~ cim ~ — < i -
- | . “ ‘ -
N -~ p . ¢ 'y
* . ) . . . T -
. . TEANK YQU POR !OURfASSISTARCE.IR.RBSPONPIRG T™O TEIS SURVEY
. o r ’ K ‘ '
v Recurn one copy of thzs :urvey to: - S ‘~".‘ ‘ . -
The Associate Director of’ Ea:ly Childhood Services ?- . '
Alberta Education ' o
. . 10th Floor, West Tower, Devonian Buzldxng _ ‘ o
v 11160 Jasper Avenue -
+ Edmonten, Alberta : o - :
TSR 0L2 . '
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-1984/3 ACTUAL. MO 1985/6 PROJECTED DROUMENT OF INTURE SCHOOL-AGED GHILDREN IN ECS PROGRANS
. . { o
. TOTAL IOWTURE woeer | g | mBeER OF LIRS g PROJECTED
SCMOOL~AGED $ | OF CHILDREN | SEROWD YE WHOSE ECS DELAYED ECS | IMMATURE SOMO0L-
TOTM. | DROUENT 1N ]  HeWTURE’ IN ECS FOR ME‘I;: DFOUENT DELAYED | DROUENT " AGED GHILD
: . EROUENT ECS | ENROUNENT OF | SECOND YEAR | OF INWATIRE | OME YEAR SEYORD OF JWMTURE EDROUENT iIx
| 200 1964-85 |  1984-85 TOTAL DOUNT | 1984-85 | DNROUENT ELIGIBILITY DROUENT " 1985-86
Public 1,582 - 65 4 a2 658 2 378 '
1 Private 278 s 28 . sos . 208 12
, Totat 1,060 | 70 at . 46 L 3 365 .-
. A~ | -~
. pubtlc  f 1,967 196 9 126 6es 75 385 )
2 " Privats - 422 . 20 12¢ 33 663 23 _40% S8
.. Totat 2,384 - 246 108 . 159 6%, ’% . ey 27
Publle 1,720 1,044 9 588 563 .1 ses 1,005 .
3 °  Private ‘938 90 tof 59 66% 32 < 36% 86
Totel’ T 12,6% 1,138 g 647 s7g 493 133 1,099
‘Public . 827 53 6% N 1 s8$ 23 4%’ 62
&  Private , 1,504 © 169 g 72 43g * 100 59% 156
v Totsl 2,331 2 ) o 103 465 123 * g% 218
Public 5,186 Q 407" L 258 63% 149 37¢ .2
s Private 1,869 - 144 . 8g 122 S38 A a8g 1950 .
. Fotal 8,055 '* 551 ;1 335 s1g 218 s0f 213 -
Public 3,455 191 6% .o 0% 118 628 \ 164
6 ;2?.,.“ . 620 42 187 26 62% . 18 . 438 51
Totat " 4,075 233 s 103 aag 19 set 215
Totet Publlc | 23,757 1,956 7.68 '\ 1,122 57.48 830 43,58 1,507
1 —
[
Total Private 531 500 8.9%- n 5¢.28 241 ®.23 533
- . 5 "'
Total Provisce 31,368 ©2,456 7.88 . 1,393 %6.7% | 1,001 .2 2,050
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APPENDIX 7.6

CUT—=OFF DATES FOR GRADE 1 ENROLMENT

2{a) Range and Incidence of Publ4r School Cut~off Dates

. CUT-OFF DATEw

- 'Scptembqr 1
Septghber 30

October 31

A -

December 31

January 1

Jandary 31

¢

 February 28" (29) -

March 1 )

*

FREQUENCY -

23
5
2
6 ., . ©
18
427

24

2¢b) Range and Incidence of Separate School Cut-off Dates

CUT=0FF DATE

i

\

FREQUENCY

§eptemb§r 1
+ i
Sgp}émber>30
0ctebe:>31_
December 31

January 1

January 31 ~

February 28 (29)

March

-27 -

30

2

A
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2(c) Special Comments - \.A »

-
* - ‘ -

Very fow rciﬁendenﬁs provided specjal camments.'AIn order of
freguency, the following observations were made:

..

¢ cut-off date siculd he_ngccmhe: 31 . >--.

* .cut-off date ;hauld'hc Se§:¢mbc:f%,

.

o '»"‘January and February births should be treated as spec;al
- ‘ cases; such children tend to be viewed as "at :isk' and \)
’ ‘ potential failures or underachievers

¢ where cotnrminns public Ané separate schecl systemj have

: : differing cut-offs, parents sometimes go £or the earlier’
.~ one fitst and then the Mlternative
g k
»

e if chilé is not 6 years old by Sggﬁember 1 and-does not
pass a readiness test, the child should be considered
¢ immature And theré%ore stay out of Grade 1 for another
year, '

@

-
LS
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PERSONS MAKING IMATURE CHILD PLACEMENNT DECISIONS ) -
~ ~ - ’ -
L € “ . .
’ . FREQUENCIES BY 7OME
TZomEt ] romE2 - 20 3 - 700 & ‘Z0%E 5 ZONE 6 SB-TOTALS | TOTAL
PUBLIC {PRIVATE [PUBLICIPRIVATE |PUBL ICIPRIVATE [PUBL IC [PRIVATE [PUBLAC |PRIVATE [PUBLIC IPRIVATE lPUBL 10 [PRIvATE
- L i ' N : *
' - . l : _— . ' o / ’ » e ' }
Vo PARENT 7 2 7 3.1 i Vo2 2 o6 6 | 3% 67 98
' ' R N . ‘ ‘ ’4 » ‘h
2. PARENT AND TEACHER -2 ' 3 "4 3 6 3 13 2 10 3 4 18 36 54
- - ( - B * L 4

3. PARENT, TEACHER AND

SCHMOOL COUNSELLOR OR 1 0 0 0 4 2 3 0 2 3 o t 10 6 %

PSYCHOLOGIST ’ ‘ R

LN N

33

[ 4
-
¥ -
:,’: l
o
s
. ¢
&
E .
b
-
L
-



-

TESTS USED IN PLACEMENT DECISIONS

.. 4 ) \
. » 'PUBLIC OPERATOR = ' FREQUENCY
T ‘ i) Metropolitan Readiness 15
‘! L ' 1i) WPPSI . o . ! 15
o iii) Brigance : " ™0
iv) Peadody Tests . , 9
v) Beery Visual Motor Integration 8
i ' vi) McCarthy Scales b 8
o vii) Stanford-Binet Form L-M - 7 -
. . & .
v . PRIVATE OPERATORS FREQUENCY '
) . - 4% Metropolitan ‘Readiness : 17 ‘
J . . ii) ABC Tests : : 7
' : ~1ii) Peabody Tests - 7
iv) Beery Visual Motor Integration 5.
v) Brigance 5
iv) anff 5
A v o - - : . ] | . .
= ™) s _____'wESTS USED IN COMMON TOTAL FREQUENCY
e ¢ _ i) Metropolitan Readiness 32 ..
‘ ii) WPPSI T20 . ‘
i1ii) Peabody Tests L 16 f
N iv}) Brigance - 15
V) Beery Visual Motor
‘ Integration , 13
» <
¥ .
Vs
£
. i
- w %
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POINTS OF VIEM ON THE DEODUENT-OF INRTURE O4ILDREN N ECS PROGRAS

& ¢

£

o STATEMENT 1 -
lscim’easgn OHILOREN WHO ARE
'ENROLLEDY IN AN ECS PROGRAM
BECAUSE OF IMMATURITY REQUIRE

" STATDENT 2

&

| BEFORE ENTERING BASIC
EDUCATION (FIRST GRADE, YEAR

ONE, ETC.} EVERY THILD 1S

STATDENT 3

AFTER SUPPORT BY ECS GRANTS
IN AN ECS PROGRAM FOR ONE
| YEAR, CERTAIN CHILOREN MAY,

STATENENT 4 X

s

. \l
IN ‘CONSULTATION WITH ECS
STAFF, PARENTS SHOULD BE ABLE
TO DELAY THE ENROLMENT OF

ZOME | £Cs PROGRAMMING OMLY, * ENTITLED TO OME-YEAR OF ECS | ‘BECAUSE OF IMMATLRITY, THEIR CHILDREN IN AN ECS ]
PROGRAMMING SUPPORTED BY ECS | REQUIRE ADDITIONAL TIME SN PROGRAM, v
GRANTS [RRESPECTIVE AN ECS PROGRAM. THE FINAN-
; 'OF AGE. - - ~ CIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ECS
: PROGRAMMING BEYOND THE FIRST
. YEAR SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN BY ‘
GRADE 1-12 AUTHORITIES/ ) |
GRANTS (NOT ECS GRANTS) EVEN
. g ‘ IF THE CHILD IS IN AN ECS
P ~ ‘PROGRAM.
é . h z. 1 . [ b
\ & ~ O) ~ \J
a8 a Q ' 8 B
j AT AT 1 ol I
. - ~ § ] ‘5] ‘
t CAR A o b ol ™ 1< fre
. 4 § -t g‘; T4 § ¢ S &
§ . SRR L o . QO ) .
o O 1 o ) g a2 3%, ) Q 12 3 8] Q o2
L < b, M g 0 m 2 < e @ & < a9
O S Jz) 3 ! 8 § S QO S} Uz‘ 8 O g = 8
Zlelo e BERiw < | {0 | Blw 2 el |» |58 < |~ of PO
Public 10 | 63 atzs) 22| wwjes| 212} 0] of si{st|{ vwolss} v]| 6| t6jto0] of{ o} o} o
Private | 5| 56 2221 21§22 717} 0} 0} 2/{22| 0o} o Ti18} 2722 61671 t {11} -2}22
Total 15 { 60 {24 46| 21|84} 2| 8| 2| 8| S}t20{ W7 {68 3 {12! 22(88} | €| 2| 8
. AY
Public 6| 50 5142} 1} 8 6i{sofl slez} vt} 8] 2|17l ofos] v1 8] 11)o2! 1{ 8] olo
Privete | 8153 | 6 (40| t| 7{ 12/e80{ 2¢{3} v | 7{ v{ 7| 1aj93{ of of wajos|{ 1| 1| 0 o
Total 1€ -52 ] 1t {41 21 7{ {67 .7 |2 2| 7 S|t} 23{8%5{ 1| 4| 25,®{ 2} V| 0} 0O
i
Publlc 1l 18ler] 2 %7 2118 st v sielso} mwies] 2} 7] 2595} 1] 4 3
Private 23 | 61 ol2ef slis| 22 l7.| slar sl 8] ol ol 32 B& L 6| 16| 32186 2} S| 4! 1
Totsl 30 | 46 | 27 (42| 8 |12 ) @8 |74 | 13|20} &) 6| 8|12 @} 75| s {13 sv |88 | S| S| S| 7
Public 220 6160 2|28] sls0] 110 vpwed o sjisol sisef 2}20{ 10100} 9o 0 0] 0
PFrivate 52 59 i8 | 3 4 8 39 T2 11 20 4 B 2 4 49 | Q1 3 5 S0 ( 93 2 3 2.4
Totalg | 34 | 53| 26 | M| 6] 9| a7 73|12} w9| S| 8! 7|11} s2|je} 5| 8| 60| 2| 3! 2] 3
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POINTS OF VIEN ON THE ENROLMENT OF IMAATURE OHILDREN .IN ECS PROGRMES (cont lnued)

r
-

{ - )
. STATDENT I " STATOENY 2 STATDENT 3 STATEENT &
: : A . ‘ . -
SCHOOL AGED CHILOREN WHO ARE | BEFORE ENTERING BASIC AFTER SUPPORT BY ECS GRANTS | IN CONSULTATION WITH £CS
ENROLLED IN A ECS PROGRAM EDUCATION (FIRST GRADE, YEAR | IN AN ECS PROGRAM FOR ONE STAFF, PARENTS SHOULD BE ABLE
BECAUSE OF IMMATURITY REQUIRE | OME, ETC.) EVERY CHILD IS 'YEAR, CERTAIN CHILDREN MAY, | TO DELAY THE ENROLMENT OF
o ECS PROGRAMMING OIRY. + | ENTITLED TO OME YEAR OF ECS | BECAUSE OF IMMATURITY, THEIR' CHILDREN IN AN ECS
© ¢ | PROGRAMMING SUPPORTED BY ECS | REQUIRE ADDITIONAL TIME ‘IN AN| PROGRAM. '
" | GRANTS IRRESPECTIVE OF AGE, | ECS PROGRMM. THE FINANCIAL | - ‘
’ OF AGE. RESPONSIBILITY FOR ECS 3
. | 'RROGRAMMING BEYOND THE FIRST
. ~ YEAR SHOULD BE UNDERTAXEN
, - BY GRADE 4-12 AUTHORITIES/ !
: . | GRANTS (NOT ECS GRANTS)- EVEN
\ , 4 LF CHILD IS IN AN ECS
¢ - PROGRAM, N
. = 8 2
1 B 58l 58 ¥
. ) 3 7)) ﬁ u . ) EI‘ E § :
o N o B fre o -4 fe o) e
5. o. 3 W - O ta | o 19 2 SE°Y
TEL lg L ES g P rgl E8 18 g 1E]d 8l (g Bs
- 02 & KN D Q ! n D TR vl o ‘c'u; [ Z
’ 2 le |8 e B8~ ‘f, - b{ei58 w|“|e]8 |w [BR » R'le |0 | \53 8| »
Pubtic | 2 ]25) 3i38| sisr| sles| ol ol s{s7| s]wis! «f{so|l.3{37] s|les| o} ol\s!|sr
S Private | 36 | 55 | 25 135 | 6 (10 48 |74 10|15} 7 {1v| s}| 8 56 {83 6] 9! s7i{s88] 3{ 5 7
] Total | 38152 26 /36| 9|12 55| 75{10[14[10 /13| 6| 8| 58 |s0| 9|12]| |85 3| 4| 8|11,
Public 7isof al29f 3t21fy e int} v b viostz2z) stav] sisr) sla2lwvfel v} 7 2]’
6 Private | 14 145 | 12 |39 .5 |16 {20 {65| 8|26 {-3| 9| 2| 7| .26 77| s{w6]| 26 |8¢} v ]| 5| «]13
Totat | 23 |47 | % |3 | 8 87| S0 (67| 9{20]| 613! s|ui s2{m| s]w| 57 || 2] 6| 6] 14
Public | 34 | 39| 40 |46 [ 13| 15| 66 {76416 6| 9|w|2¢! M| st |s5ef{12]15]| 8|90} 5| 3| 6] 7
TOIAL Private | 118 | 56 | 70 | 35 | 24 [ 11 ;153 |72 || w |20 ({1010 | wo|ss5|22{0 |15 87|10 s|s2| »
‘ Prowince | 152 { St [ V10 |37 [ 37 |12 212 | 73| 53 W2 934N TT 341226388 13| & }23] B
- . L
, ' ) -
A e
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