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MANIT ft&>
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Child Development and Support Services
Robert Fletcher Building

206 — 1181 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3G OT3

February 15, 1980

TO: ALL SPECIAL EDUCATION COORDINATORS

As part of the province-wide professional development program in special
education for the current year, the Child Development and Support Services
Branch will hold a two-day workshop for special education coordinators
on March 4th and 5th, 1980, at the V i l l a Maria Education Centre, 100
Place V i l l a Maria, St. Norbert. The program has been planned jointly
by the S.E.A.A.M. Executive and C.D.S.S. and is aimed at meeting the
needs expressed by special education coordinators.

The Department of Education wil l be responsible for the costs of the
workshop and for travel expenses, meals, and accommodation for all
participants. Coordinators using commercial travel fac i l i t ies should
request a receipt for their ticket and those travell ing by car are
expected to form car pools as far as possible.

Find attached copies of the program outline, a message from the S.E.A.A.M.
Executive and a registration form. Please return your completed
registration form and any case studies you may wish to submit by
February 25th.

Looking forward to seeing you at V i l l a Maria.

Yours sincerely,

V n

T

H. Stephan
Assistant Coordinator
Child Development & Support Services

HS/dg



February 15, 1980

TO: ALL MEMBERS OF S.E.A.A.M.

FROM: YOUR EXECUTIVE

The annual meeting for our organization will be held in conjunction with
the professional development program for special education coordinators on
March k, 1980 from 3:30 to 5:00 at the V i l l a Maria Education Centre.

Please receive the following as a notice of motion for changing Article V,
Section 1 1 1 of our constitution. The changed version recommended for
acception at the general meeting reads as follows:

Section I I I(a) The president, vice-president, secretary, treasurer,
and past-president shall each serve a two-year term. The president
and the vice-president shall be elected in odd numbered years; and
the secretary and treasurer shall be elected in even numbered years.
All elected officers shall assume office at the close of the annual
meeting and continue until the close of the two annual meetings
follow5 ng.

Section I I I(b) The annual meeting of the Association shall take
place between January 1st and March 30th of any given year. Provision
can be made for the annual meeting to take place outside of these
dates by executive motion.

Section I I I(c) The past-president shall be designated as chairman
of the nominating committee for any offices that have to be filled
at the annual meeting.

In order to make the workshop presentations meaningful to the Manitoba
scene, the resource people have requested case studies/data on groups of
special needs students (individual and groups) who have particular needs
yet could be carried with the regular class for much of the time, etc. If
you have any cases which you feel could be used in the presentation, please
forward the information with your registration.

The annual membership fee ($25-00) w i l l be due at the time of the general
meeting and can either be submitted with your registration for the workshop
or paid at the general meeting.

We hope to see you all at V i l l a Maria.

YOUR EXECUTIVE



PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION COORDINATORS

Program Outline

DATE: March 4-5, 1980

PLACE: V i l l a Maria Educational Centre
100 Place Villa Maria
St. Norbert

A Program Approach for Practical Design for Exceptional Children:
"How to Design Appropriate Programs" and "How to Evaluate"

Objectives :

1. To provide participants with skills in creating appropriate
programs for exceptional students.

2. To provide participants with a program understanding of the
principles of appropriate program design for exceptional
students.

3. To provide participants with practical knowledge of how to
evaluate such programs in back-home settings.

k. To provide participants with sufficient skills in basic field
research as it relates to these programs.

e.g. How to select control groups in evaluating such programs.

Monday, March 3. 1980

7:30 - 9:00

9:00 -

Registration and informal get acquainted with
the resource people

S.E.A.A.M. Executive Meeting



MINISTER Or EDUCATION O *) ^

WINNIPEG t~<\\
.R3COV8 --* lf-* *

•OCT 18 1979 ~

Mr. E. T. Sale -
Chairman - -
Advisory Committee on Special -

Education - . - . . . - .
Social Planning Council of

Winnipeg .'. . .
501-177 Lombard Avenue -
Winnipeg, Manitoba _, •
R3B OW8

Dear AS?. Sale: . . . , '

J appreciate receiving a copy of the minutes of the
first meeting of the Advisory Committee on Special Education
'held September 11 and note that the Committee is eager to
begin its work. In your letter you also ask for more specific
directions for the work of the Committee.^

Let me say at the outset that time does not permit
me to be in direct and continuing contact with all committees
advisory to me and my Department and that, since I would choose
to refer opinions and recommendations made to me back to my staff
for review and comment, I find it more appropriate for the
committees to be in direct contact with some member of my staff,
who can then convey the committee rs thinking to me. With that in
rr'-ndj I ask yov. to consider the Director of Support Services,
A£r». John Dyck, the first point of contact for the Advisory
Committee on Special Education.
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On. the matter of directions for you? Committee's work., •
following statements may serve as points of reference:

1. My Government' s' stance on educational programrring for
exceptional children is set out in the current Bill 22., Section
41(5): • ' .

"Every school board shall., as far as is possible
and practicable in the circumstances., provide
for or make provision for resident persons who . *
have the right to attend school and who require
special programs for their education. "

This reflects my concern for the needs of exceptional,
children^ while at the same time it recognizes the realities:

- ' same programs and services will only evolve over timef as
economic and human resources can be allocated and focussed.
Ify hope is that we can move quite quickly to address inequities
and inadequacies. The Advisory Comnittee could address the.
matter of perceived ine^ui^iss^joiAji^iad^auacJ^es in _gj^ggggg£gg
f o r exceptional children. . . . ; . - ~~

2» , As indicated in : the quoted Bill 22 statement., pritrary -
responsibility for progranTning rests with school boards. The

remain or become more directlif
•-.involved through special funding., ̂ consult ant support and

in .^j^rtain_hic;h cost low incidence programs .~ ~ ~_ _
What kinds of programs~~would~~be most appropriate in the latter
category., and how would they be most readily dealt with?

Th& education of exceptional children in the
is a philosophical and pedagogical

tistanca I endorse and will encourage. This ideal mzy never be
'-''fully attained in MazitGbdj or elsewhere 'for that matter., but

we can. strive- toward, it. In the context of limited resources.,
what actions will give 'us (Li&&jic£.advantages as we move toward
that ideal? How much of a priority is tea^her^p^r&oara^cn. in
this regard^ c^- what can be done efficiently 'here?
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4. Articulation among Health and Community Services.,
Education and other agencies needs to be maintained and
possibly strengthened to ensure effective and efficient
utilization of resources. How can such articulation
help in the early identification of needs? When is it
appropriate to extend educational services below the
kindergarten level?

5.. The needs of children with learning disabilities
and of those with psycho-emotional problems are difficult
to assess and program for. Ifaat options are open to us
as we consider programming in these areas? What level of
funding is needed?

6. Resource allocation and accountability must go hand
•in hand. What improvement in the use of existing resources
can be achieved^ if any? Is reorganization or re-ordering
of resources necessary?

You riiay find the above sufficient to start the action
in the Corrmittee. Dialogue with /<&>. Dyck could give some
priority to the suggestions made.

As you may be aware3 the public discussion of Bills
22 and 23 is to take place during the week commencing
22 October. Therefore, it will not be possible for me to meet
with you until those hearings are completed.

Yours sincerely3

Keith A. Cosens



TO ALL COORDIj'IA'i'ORS

A/-j
Present :

MINUTES

S.E.A.A.M. EXECUTIVE MEETING

November 15th, 1972

at 1:30 .p.m.

Room 206 r> Il8l Portage Avenue , Winnipeg

Julien Fradette
Eila Lamb
Janice Tomlinson
Elmer Bartel

Edna SiemanS
Lorraine Frost
Peter Thiessen
Hugo Stephen

Absent : Boh Scarth
Joe Gieni
Gerry Doerksen

Lome Johnson
Judy James

..1. Minutes of the last meeting were reviewed. There was no treasurer's
report because of Gerry Doerksen 's absence due to illness.

2. . Presentations to the government committee on Bill 22 and 23 were
discussed briefly.

3. A letter from the Minister of Education to the Advisory Committee on
Special Education, of which Julien is S.E.A.A.M. 's representative,
was discussed. The letter dealt with possible areas which the committee
could look into. The discussion brought up many points, as follows:

- The idea "as far as is possible and practicable" is being reinforced.

- Programs may not only not progress, but may degenerate, because of
a lack of minimum standards.

- The area of psychiatric services is one area of inequality and
inadaquacy.

- Concern was voiced that Education services are expected to deal in a
band-aid fashion with problems for which they are not equipped,

- What should the expectations of Education be for very low functioning
children? What is the .provincial committment to these children?
Perhaps the Department should be providing foundation grants to
divisions. What is the community prepared to do for low-functioning
people when they reach adulthood?

- Is it possible to change Bill 22? Concerns are valid and should be
stated, nevertheless.

- Bussing is one area of inequality.

- More resources should be granted for high incidence, low cost children.

- Specialist input from the Department is needed.

- More long term planning is necessary.

- Teacher training and strong in-service programs must be developed.

Continued



- Special education grants should be re-evaluated.

- Funding has to be regularized, so it is dependant on number of
children and program needs, not on amount of money available.

- Teacher aides could be put in the grant structure.

- Teacher preparation programs in Manitoba Universities should make
compulsory courses in education of exceptional children, reading
diagnosis and prescription, learning theory and child development,
and behavior management techniques.

- There should be more specialized summer seminars.

- Inter provincial co-operation for specialized programs must be looked into.

- There should be sufficient incentive programs for specialized training
to meet provincial needs.

- The Department of Health and Education must work together from the
grass roots up.

- Perhaps not doing Health's job could be one form of pressure.

- Is Education taking on too many of Health's responsibilities?

- There is a need for a close examination of the network of support
services in the cascade of educational services.

- What is the expectation of principals with special students in
their schools?

- Instructional diversity in the regular classroom must be examined.

' - The multi-learning problems occurs at all levels of intellectual
ability; specialization, not just an aide, is needed.

- There should be consideration of cost-sufficient alternatives for
children with multi-learning problem.

- Duplication of services has to be examined to get the most productivity.

- Strong leadership is needed to show administrators how to re-organize
resources.

h. C.D.S.S. Professional Development:

Ella reported that data received from co-ordinators indicated a need for
an in-service related to programming and evaluation in the area of special
education. She is presently contacting potential speakers. The in-service
will be a 2 day meeting, held at Gimli, either in mid January (1st choice)
or mid March (2nd choice).

5. Motion: Thiessen/Frost

That the S.E.A.A.M. annual meeting be held in conjunction with the
Special Education Co-ordinator's in-service, and that the membership fee

of $25 be collected at that time.

r!nnt.-' mipd :



6. S.E.A.A.M. executive meeting minutes will be sent to all co-ordinators.
Other information will be disbursed by area representatives. For the
benefit of representatives, whenever something is sent to all co-ordinators
is shall be so indicated.

7. Article V, Section 3 of the constitution will have to be re-examined at
the annual meeting. As indicated in Article V, Section 12, the Past-
President is chairman of the nominating committee. Julien will inform
Bob Scarth.

8. Provincial Co-ordinator for the Hearing Impaired: '

Edna related concerns from Metro, Manitoba Council for Children with
Hearing Impairments, and personnel working in the area of hearing
impairments, that a co-ordinator for programs is not available.

Motion: Siemans/Bartel

That the S.E.A.A.M. executive write a letter to the Minister of Education
indicating that serious consideration be given to instituting the
position of co-ordinator of the Hearing Impaired, who would provide
leadership in educational program development for the hearing impaired
in the province and who would be a specialist in deaf education.

Julien will write a draft letter pertaining to the motion and send to
all co-ordinators for response.

9. A letter from Donna Halek, representing the Winnipeg Community Club of
the Deaf, Inc. which asked for S.E.A.A.M.'s opinion of Ameslan, a
language taught to deaf children was discussed. Julien was asked to
respond to Mrs. Halek, advising her to contact experts in the field'
of hearing impairment.' for more expert opinions.

10. A copy of the 1979 special education co-ordinators list will be enclosed
with these minutes.

The meeting adjourned at U:30 p.m. If another meeting is needed before the
co-ordinator's in-service, it will be at the call of the chair.



Superintendent
D.F. Maclsaac

773-3107

<7 -/ <?/ / SS^Jrail School <=JU>

P.O. BOX 640

RUSSELL, MANITOBA

i^ion

AUB2

Wo. 37

Secretary-Treasurer
G.M. Bradshaw

773-3215

MEMO August 27th, 1979.

To: Executive Members - SEAAM

From: Julien Fradette - President

Re: Executive Meeting
Tuesday, September 11, 1979
Room 206 - CDSS office
Robert Fletcher Building
Department of Education
Il8l Portage Avenue, Winnipeg.

Time - 13:50 (1:30 p.m.)

AGENDA

1. Minutes of last meeting and Treasurer's Report.

2. Special Needs Funding for 1979-80 school year.

3. Secretary for SEAAM - Doug Reynolds now employed as a CDSS consultant.
Please refer to Article III - Membership in our constitution.

k. SEAAM representation on Minister of Education's Advisory Committee on
Bill 22 - enclosures.

5. Professional Development for Special Education Personnel - refer to June
letter from Mr. G.M. Davies, Associate Deputy Minister of Education.

6. Brief to Law Amaiendents Committee on Bill 22.
- A draft of the brief is enclosed for your examination. It is

essential that you examine it carefully and make any changes that you
feel are necessary. We will discuss it fully at the neeting. In the
event that you cannot be there, send your suggestions to me or to any
other member of the executive that you know will be in attendance.

7. If possible, set tentative dates of executive meetings for the balance
of the year.

8. A.O.B.

eld.

Jj4ien"Fradette .
•*T



Mr. Julian Fradette
Coordinator, Special Education
Pelly Trail School Division #37
Russel1 , Mani toba
ROJ 1WO

Dear Mr. Fradette:

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Support Services
Telephone: 786-0212

Robert Fletcher Building
Room 311 — 1181 Portage Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba
R3G OT3

August 15, 1979

As you are aware, the Minister of Education is establishing
an Advisory Committee on Special Education which w i l l direct its
attention to the education of children with special needs in Manitoba
and w i l l advise him on matters of resources, programming and supports.
The attachment outlines the composition of the Committee and suggests
its organizational procedures.

I consider the involvement of your Association important in
the planning of programs and services in the area of special education
and invite you to nominate one representative to this Advisory
Committee.

As 1 indicated to you, the member from S.E.E.A.M. w i l l
i n i t i a l l y be appointed for a one-year term expiring March 31, 1980,
thereafter, it w i l l be a full two-year term.

To give the person you nominate some advance warning, you can
advise him/her that the first meeting of the Advisory Committee w i l l be
held on Tuesday, September llt h , 5:30 p.m. at the Manitoba School for
the Deaf. It w i l l be a supper followed by a meeting in the library.

Please send your nomination to me.

Yours sincerely,

LL,^
/John Dyck

Di rector

Attachment



ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON SPECIAL EDUCATION

Terms of Reference

The Advisory Committee w i l l direct its attention to the education of children with
special needs in the areas of resources, programming and supports and w i l l advise
the Minister upon these matters.

Compos? tion

. One (l) member from the Manitoba Association of School Trustees.

. One (i) member from the Manitoba Association of School Superintendents.

. One (1) member from the Faculties of Education of the Universities, on a
rotational basis. —;x..*-<- •">-'•' i~r^~r**t-t^ -̂t̂ -*-*— Li.. y fiti^,^ .

. One (i) member from the Special Education Administrators' Association of
Mani toba.

. Three (3) members from the Manitoba Teachers' Society: One member at large;
one member representing the Manitoba Association of Resource Teachers and
nominated by its executive; one member representing the Council for Exceptional
Children and nominated by its executive.

. Three (3) members from service agencies and advocacy associations, as
recommended by the Social Planning Council.

. One (1) member ex-officio from Health and Community Services.

. Resource person(s) from the Department of Education.

Organization ' .

1. Members w i l l be appointed by the Minister for two year terms, with the
first full term to expire March 31, 1981. .Half the members w i l l receive
one year appointments initially.

2. The chairperson will be elected by the members of the Board at the initial
meeting.

3. The Advisory Committee w i l l report through its chairperson to the Minister
of Education or his designate.

k. Secretarial services for the Board w i l l be provided by the Department of
Educat ion.

5. Regular meetings will be held at dates agreed upon at the first meeting.

6. Special meetings w i l l be at the call of the chair.

7. Committee members will be reimbursed for out-of-pocket expenditures.
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Superintendent
D.F. Maclsaac

773-3107

August 23, 1979

P.O. BOX 640

RUSSELL, MANITOBA

Secretary-Treasurer
G.M. Bradshaw

773-3216

Mr. John Dyck,
Director,
Support Services,
Department of Education,
Room 311-1181 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba

OT3

Dear Sir:

I wish to thank-you for contacting our organization regarding the
appointment of a member to the Minister of Education's Advisory
Committee on Special Education. I have discussed the topic with
my table officers and I wish to inform you that I shall, as pres-
ident, represent the Special Education Administrator's Association
of Manitoba on the Minister's committee.

This appointment by SEAAM is subject to ratification by our full
executive which will be held on Tuesday, September 11, 1979*

I look forward to seeing you and other members of the committee.

Yours sincerely:

Julien Fradette
'President,
Special Education
Administrator ' G
Association of Manitoba

JF/sb
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IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

Purpose

The purpose of this proposal is to present an alternative approach
for the delivery of teacher in-service. it addresses itself specifi-
c a l l y to the development of in-service programs that relate directly
to p r o v i n c i a l curriculum guides and the subsequent implementation of
new or revised programs, rather than the issue of teacher upgrading
in the broader sense. Its focus is on a cooperative approach that
should improve both the quality of teacher in-service and of curricu-
lum implementation and development. it b u i l d s on the already existing
basis of cooperation involving local school divisions, the Manitoba
Teachers' Society, and the Department of Education, and anticipates
the active involvement of local professional development committees
and the local administration to ensure that both teacher and school
board interests are integral to the p l a n n i n g process.

Background

At present there is a wide variation in the range of in-service
opportunities a v a i l a b l e to teachers. In-service programming, however,
s t i l l , consists large y of the single-day, mu I ti-faceted order, with
l i t t l e continuity over the longer term. Although there may on
occasions be a need for such events, there is also a growing need
for more intensive training and development sessions over a longer
term. The ~FoT lowing factors are pertinent:

1 . Extensive curriculum revisions are taking p ace and teachers need
to become acquainted with and receive assistance in implementing
such revisions. Furthermore, they need to spend some time develop-
ing their own units and teaching strategies w i t h i n these larger
curriculum parameters.

2. A systematic approach needs to be followed within a school d i v i s i o n
or region so that teachers can focus on a particular part of the
curriculum in sufficient depth to a l l o w for real development to
take place. Priorities need to be set so that, over a period of
years, an orderly rotation of concerns can be met. F a i l u r e to do
this i n v a r i a b l y invites a feeling of frustration, due argeiy
to the fact that too much is being entertained at the same time
without adequate depth or understanding. This a p p l i e s p a r t i c u l a r l y
to elementary teachers, though d e c l i n i n g enrollments w i l l undoubt-
e d l y cause an increasing number of teachers in secondary schools
to teach in a number of different subject areas.

3. The resources of the Manitoba Teachers' Society, local school
divisions, the Department of Education together with the Faculties
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of Education, have the potential of creating effective in-service
training and development programs if they are utilized in a
collaborative fashion. None of the groups mentioned has the human
or f i n a n c i a l resources to provide an effective program alone.

4. Current in-service programming often suffers from the pressures
of pro v i d i n g a certain number of "events" during the year. A
focus on curricu urn implementation and deve opment wou d assist
local professional development committees in the establishment
of priorities and directions,

5. In-service or professional development days have been identified
as a part of an eleven day allotment to school divisions. Local
pressures and concerns for their effective use necessitate another
look at potential ways of organizing and u t i l i z i n g this and other
time ava i IabIe.

Rati onaI e

The Program Development Directorate of the Department of Education
includes w i t h i n its responsibilities the areas of Curriculum Develop-
ment, Curricu urn Services, and Measurement and Evaluation. Curriculum
development activities at the provincial level bring about a need for
implementation and orientation as new or revised curricula appear;
there is at the same time a need for local curriculum development
which bridges the gap between a provincial curriculum framework and
instruction in the classroom. Increased activity in the area of
measurement and evaluation (as exemplified by the 1979 writ i n g assess-
ment) w i l l l i k e l y generate additional in-service needs in specific
areas related to diagnosis and assessment. Thus, programs and
consultant activities w i t h i n the Department's Curriculum Services
operation w i l l need to be focussed on at lease these two broad areas.

The collaborative approach is again an appropriate model. In-service
resources in Curriculum Services w i l l be put to optimum use when
they support and advance the results of curriculum development,
revision, and assessment in cooperation with the teaching profession
and local school d i v i s i o n administrations. Provincial programs as
a whole and local priorities and needs are m u t u a l l y supportive when
they are closely articulated.

ProposaI

It is generally agreed that in-service programs are most effective
when the participants have been involved in the identification of
their needs and the program has been tai lored to meet local conditions.
Thus, an overaI I pattern of need may exist across the province, but
a certain amount of local t a i l o r i n g is always required. in addition
there is the need for local commitment; in-service programs must be
l i n k e d to issues and concerns that are being dealt with in the
immediate locale. Circumstances in a particular school d i v i s i o n
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may, for example, require a s l i g h t delay in p l a n n i n g language arts
in-service- Drograms if it is s t i l l g r a p p l i n g with the implementation
of science programs. Furthermore the resources of the Department
and the school d i v i s i o n s are limited. The f o l l o w i n g may provide an
avenue for m a x i m i z i n g these resources.

The Department of Education proposes to invite groups of school
divisions (where regional groupings are possible) or i n d i v i d u a l
school d i v i s i o n s (where they are not) to develop in-service training
proposals which would detail plans for ongoing development and support
for curriculum implementation and curriculum development. These
proposals would hopefully encourage long-range planning and a l l o w
for a more effective u t i l i z a t i o n of resources and personnel.

The Department of Education would be prepared to:

1. make its personnel a v a i l a b l e to local groups to he Ip in the
p l a n n i n g of long-range in-service programs.

2. bear the costs of program development and resource personnel for those
in-service programs that were approved - within the l i m i t s of
provincial g u i d e l i n e s related to travel, accommodation, and fee-
for-service, etc.

3. provide selected materials that were identified as particularly
appropriate to the in-service p l a n which would subsequently be
retained for use at the local level.

N.B. If a heavy demand for this kind of service should emerge, then
the Department would need to establish a schedule to a l l o w for
an orderly rotation of services. Priority would be given to
(a) those school d i v i s i o n s with few consultant resources and
(b) regional arrangements; and (c) on a first come, first
served basis, other things being equal.

School d i v i s i o n s or groups of school d i v i s i o n s would be invited to
submit proposals for long-range in-service projects or request help
in the development of such plans or projects. The school divisions
would normally be responsible for:

1 . the development of a proposal with assistance as required and
a v a i l a b l e from the Department.

2. a l l costs related to the participants, e.g., substitutes, travel,
or accommodation if required, etc.

3. all local arrangements for f a c i l i t i e s and program delivery.

4. iocaI follow-up.

Genera I gu i g e I i nes

The f o l l o w i n g general g u i d e l i n e s should be kept in m i n d :

I. The overall purpose of a I I proposals and subsequent in-service
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programs should be to assist teachers to move from curriculum
g u i d e l i n e s to actual classroom teaching strategies.

2. Priority w i l l be given to those curriculum areas that were
recently revised or developed. For the coming years these would
be particularly mathematics, science, language arts, and social
studies. For the 1979-80 term the greatest emphasis wouId be
on Mathematics K-9 and Science K-9.

3. Additional topics such as English as a second language, early
childhood, and career guidance could warrant attention as
areas for in-service programs together with more local concerns
i f strong arguments existed for their need.

4. A clustering of in-service days or short summer sessions might
be utilized as alternative ways of scheduling in-service training.
Short sessions can be u t i l i z e d for orientation and information-
sharing, but in-service training requires longer, more intensive
programming. This would require a review by !ocal school
d i v i s i o n s and/or regions related to the u t i l i z a t i o n of in-service
days.

5. Proposals should present plans for in-service programs of at
least one year's duration, preferably i n c l u d i n g at least a
sketch of the second year.

6. This program would be directed at a I I teachers in a selected
area. The Department would continue to provide training for
resource persons (as has been the case in mathematics and science)
and support other subject areas through its consultant activities.

Operational g u i d e l i n e s

1. The appropriate committee of teachers/administrators at the
regional or school d i v i s i o n level should review the Departmental
proposal. At this point a Departmental representative could be
invited to meet with the committee to clarify the proposal and
answer questions.

2. If there is interest at the local level, a proposa should be
prepared and submitted on behalf of the school d i v i s i o n or region
to the Curriculum Services Branch, Department of Education. The
assistance of a Departmental representative may again be requested
in the preparation. The proposal should include:

(a) Curriculum area and grades identified.
(b) Identification of teacher/school needs specific to (a).
(c) Intended outcomes of the program.
(d) Proposed time frame.
(e) Resources requested.
(f) Local commitment.
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Minutes of S.E.A.A.M. Executive Meeting - May 25, .1979
1;30 to 5jj)Q p.m. at C.D.S.S. offices

Present: G. Doerksen, L. Johnson, J, Tosiltnson, J. Gieni, E, Bar"*;!, ?, Thiessen,
J. Fradette, B, Scarth* E, Lattib, D. Reynolds

Absent! E, Siemans

Guests: H* Step'haa. B,, cinerliii

Motions Gieni - Seerkson*
• Yhut thi -minutes ba adopted ac circulated

Treasurers Report: F, Bartel will be transfering from $500, 00 - $6004 00
to G. Doerksen and th'j amount in the S.E.A.A.M, acr.ouat
will, total approximately $1100,00.

Due to the limited funds available,, executive, aembers are asked
to bill local divisions for expenses incurred in attending
S.E.A.A.M. meetings.

Bursaries:

Motion: Gieni - Jolr:son
- That a, Sr-arth be the S.E.A.A.M. representative on the C,D,S.S . Bursar'.'

Committee.,

Special Needs Greats:

- $10,000.00 - $15,000,00 left over from last year's special grants
lost as of April 1.

- although the 1979 deadline for special grant applications is June 1,
it would, be possible for co-ordinators to submit requests for additional
grants on behalf of transferred sttidents etc. at a later date,

- there is no quota per division but there are general guidelines.
- a suggestion that the application date for special grants be April 1
was discussed.

- the suggestion that a regular grant system be established was
unanimou-sly acceptable.

- che question of confidentiality was raised and it was agreed that
the names of the children are not required. If the names are used
in special grant submissions, the names do not go further than the
reviewing committee

- the special grant applications are received at the C.D.S.S, office
and returned to regional co-ordinators for their input and then.
returned tfe C.D.S.S. for final scrutiny.

Professional Development:

- $55,000.00 provided to reach special education teachers
- the professional development of various types of special education
teachers cannot be accomplished in one year, Regional needs must be
priorized.



_ 2 —

- the resource teacher model was discussed. Some concern was expressed
regarding role of resource teachers and the amount of time that
should be spent in providing consultative services as. opposed to the
direct teaching of disabled learners.

- Special Education Co-ordinator's will be asked to provide an
in-service format and objectives through regional committees and
C.D.S.S. will provide resources.

- an in-service program might be established whereby resource, teachers
might receive 4 days training; f.M.SL and Developmenta! teachers
receive 3 days and administrators one day. It was suggested that
school administrators might be a priority.

- a Special Education policy handbook is being developed.
- there was general agreement that conditional special education
grants be given to school divisions.

- it was suggested that guidance clinics and area adudnistrators bs
included on C.D.S.S. mailing list.

Bill 22:

The following sections of Bill 22 were discussed at length,

- 41(5) - remove, clause " as far is possible and practicable in
the circumstances"

- 41(6) - could parents request transfer to another school jurisdiction
if they felt it provided a better special educational program.

- 41(4) - should include Kindergarten

- 45 - urban school divisions excluded

260 (1) - what are the rules and regulations of school boards?

260 (2) - concern expressed about r( unless specifically excused
by the minister in writing"

267(1 & 2) - who determines "sickness or unavoidable cause"?

.- There was general agreament that the attendance laws are
inadequate.

- Bill 22 is an act, and regulations will follow.

Motion: Johnson - Lamb
1. that executive officers prepare a draft to present to Law

Amendments Committee regarding Bill 22 concerns.
2. that S.E.A.A.M. draft be mailed to whole executive and general

membership if time permits
3. that the Minister of Education and Speaker of the House be

advised that S.E.A.A.M. will present a submission to the
Law Amendments Committee and wish to determine when the
third reading of Bill 22 will occur.

4. that M.T.S., M.A.S.S. and M.A.S.T. be contacted so they have
knowledge of S.E.A.A.M.'s intent.

*****)•
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MANITiBA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Child Development and Support Services
Robert Fletcher Building

206 - 1181 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3G OT3

May 2, 1979

TO: A l l Executive Members of S.E.A.A.M.

In preparation for our meeting with the executive members of S.E.A.A.M.,
I am attaching a copy of a professional development proposal which we
are discussing with all the major organizations in Education. In our
discussions with Julien Fradette, he indicated that it might be helpful
if you had a copy in advance of our meeting on May 25th.

We look forward to having a discussion with you about the contents of
that proposal.

Yours sincerely,

N . J . Ceneri ni
Provincial Coordinator
Child Development & Support Services

NJC/dg
Att'd.



ScLot 2)ivUion \o. 37

P.O. BOX 640 ;;;

RUSSELL, MANITOBA
ROJ IW° Secretary-Treasurer

Superintendent G M Bradshaw

D.F. Maclsaac 773-3215
773-3107 ' ' 'MEMO

DATE: May 1st, 197?

TO: Executive Members of SEAAM

FROM: Julien Fradette, President .'•;;•

RE: MAY EXECUTIVE MEETING - DATE: Friday* fay 25, 1979
TIME: 1330 hcflrs (1:30 p.m.)

LOCATION: Robert Fletcher Bldg. , 1181 Portage Ave., Wpg.

For your information, I have enclosed a list of the executive members
of our Association & please inform me if I have missed anyone.

I presume that you will have, by now, received copies of the guidelines
for high cost, low- incidence Special Education funding for the 1979-80 school
year. In the letter that accompanied the guidelines from Mr. Keith Cosens,
Minister of Education, he also indicated that there was a special amount
of $65,000 available for a province-wide Special Education Professional
Development Program. Mr. Hugo Stephan phoned me last week and requested a
meeting with the SEAAM Executive to discuss this program. Ee requested that
the meeting be held before the end of May so that they can' get our iirpressions
of their program and proceed with the plans. With that in mind, I suggest that
the meeting be held as indicated above.

If May 25th is unsuitable to most of you, may I suggest that Friday,
May 18th, be an alternate date for our meeting. The agenda items would, be
the following;

1) Professional Development Program, and the Special Funding announcement from
the Dept. of Education.

2) Resource teachers and possible discussions with MART.

3) Discussion on the new or revised Manitoba Public Schools Act, if you have
received your copies by this date. A standing order has been placed with the
Queen's Printer to have them sent to you as soon as they are available.

- -Please fill in the following information and return it to me as soon
as possible. A final notice will be sent to you by May 9th.

***************************

Return to: Julien Fradette, President, SEAAM, Pelly Trail School Div. #37,
PO Box 640, Russell, Manitoba ROJ 1WO

SCHOOL DIVISION: .................... ........ ....................... ;

NAME: ' .......................... - ....................

I WILL ATTEND THE EXECUTIVE MEETING ON FRIDAY, MAY 25/79 YES _ _ __ NO _ _

IF NO, SPECIFY SUITABLE DAY AND DATE: ...................................
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S.E.A.A.M. Conference, April 6, 7, 1979.

Points raised regarding Soecial Education Report

1. Resource Teacher Model -
the Department of Education provide guidelines with teeth.

2. Resource Teachers and 5.E.A.A.M. shoujd hold a joint meeting annually.

3- The question of "who" has ownership of the student with high cost
special education needs. In particular, those cases where the parents
do not want to accept the program offered by or in the school division
and press to 'iave the child placed in an "expensive" program elsewhere.
Who pays the sost of expensive diagnosis related to a publicized program"?

4. Is there any Special Education component in the current Department of
Education planning for education funding?

The S.I.A.A.M. personnel "desi re", "request", "demand", some kind of
Special Education input.

5. The S.E.A.A.M. members subscribe t;o the consultant model in the Resource
Teacher Program operation but insist that a Resource Room and a
"remedial" type program is essential.

6. The inequities of C.r.S. Held staffing was raised -

Rural areas 1 professional/1900 students
Urban areas 1 professional/ 800 students

7. The Metro area should receive more support from the Department,
particularly in specific areas like education of the deaf, gifted
chiIdren.

6. Clarity is needed in defining what is low incidence/high cost. The
gifted child is a low incidence/high cost problem.

y. Grant structures do not recognize the high cost incurred by smell
school divisions that have to send students out to special centralized
programs. Ex. (Fort Garry students to Winnipeg No. 1 Schools)

Further that the transportation costs of about $7.00 per day is not
covered.

10. S.E.A.A.M. and C.D.S.S. should seriously consider the learning disabled
student in the secondary school.

11. What about student counsellor services to the students with special
eeeds?

A. L. Stevens



S. E. A. A. M. ANNUAL MEETING - April J & 8 - Red Oak Inn.

A. Workshop.

1) The discussion on The Special Needs Study was intensive and a
number of recommendations and concerns were presented.

2) Some really practical ideas were presented and discussed in regard to
programming for gifted children, children with dyslexic characteristics
and Early Childhood Screening.

B. Annual Meeting. - Resume.

1) President Bob gave a detailed resume of S. E. A. A. M. activities,
although the growth rate appears to be slow, S. E. A. A. M. has been able
to influence some government policy. On numerous occasions, professional
development and direct assistance from S. E. A. A. M. has greatly helped to
enrich the quality of education for exceptional students. We are the
advocates for exceptional children and youth.

2) Election of Officers.

The following is your elected executive:

President: J. Fradette
1st Vice-President: J. Gieni
Profess ional

Development: Dr. E. Lamb
Secretary: D. Reynolds
Treasurer: G. Doerksen

Area Representatives:
S. W. Region: J. Tomlinson
N. W. Region: E. Bartel
S. E. Region: P. Thiessen
Interlake: D. Reynolds
Metro: E. Siemens
Department of

Education: H. Stephan

3) Report of President Elect J u l i e n Fradette:

President Julien expressed the sincere desire of the executive to serve the
needs of the membership. He urged total involvement and participation.
We are beginning to be recognized as a strong advocate for the child with
special needs. Our continued strength w i l l be directly proportioned to our
participation and commitment to make S. E. A. A. M. a channel through which
the quality of life and education for the exceptional child can be enhanced,
"International Year of the Child" provides us with a marvellous opportunity
to develop awareness, acceptance, and sustained support for the exceptional
child.

4) Finance:

Mr. G. Doerksen w i l l be m a i l i n g out the membership receipts. If you have
not paid your membership, please do so at your earliest convenience.

Joe Gieni
Secretary
JG:nf



Child Guidance Clinic of Greater Winnipeg

^
Telephone: 786-7841

700 Elg in Avenue

WINNIPEG, MANITOBA
R3E 1B2

Meeting of Metro Special Education Co-ordinators

October 2, 1979

Attending:
Bert Cenerini - Child Development Support Services
Helen Loeppky - Seven Oaks School Division
Al Yanuszewski - Norwood School Division

i/Brenda Yost - St. Vital School Division
Joel Simpson - St. Boniface School Division
Hugo Stephen - Child Development Support Services
Lucille Blanchette - Transcona-Springfield School Division
Ed Reimer - Winnipeg School Division, Steering Committee
Dave Bertnick - St. James-Assiniboia School Division
Edna Siemens - Child Guidance Clinic, Winnipeg School Division

Chairman: Bob Scarth, Fort Garry School Division

Task: Talk with the Child Development Support Services representatives
re: the Metro P.O. needs and the government Professional Develop-
ment Funds.

The chairman reviewed the Metro P.O. needs generated in the
September 25th meeting (see attached).

The Government P.P. Funds- B. Cenerini and Hugo Stephan

- The funding represents a P.O. effort initiated by the Department.

- The Department would like to encourage the sharing of expertise

among us and will bring in outsiders for some things.

- One objective is to give Special Education a higher profile.

- The Department's intent is to provide some leadership in a long

term process - it does not want to become involved in content -

wants to set up mechanisms to use money for as many people as

possible.

- The general framework for use of funds is open as to whether the

emphasis is on special education co-ordinators, principals and

special education teachers.

- The goal is to reach as many regular teachers as possible (eventually),

- The government would encourage people to look at a four year effort.



- Funding is contingent upon submission of a proposal

- The Department will assist the planning committee(s)

locate resource persons and provide funds. (Divisions

are expected to provide substitutes.)

- The Metro funds will be less than half of the allocated

P.O. funding - the money is not available for nine

independent division proposals.

- Another Department objective is to hit five key areas

Resource Teachers

E.M.H.
O.E.C.

T.M.H.

Teacher's Aides

- The budget year ends March 31st.

- Department persons available to assist in the process are:

Doug Reynolds - Resource Teachers

Jack Latter - Alternate Programming at the Secondary

Level - O.E., D.E., etc.

Gloria Castillo - E.M.H. (Primary and Elementary)

Emotional Disturbance and Autism

Al Stevens - Trainable Mentally Handicapped

Hugo Stephan - available to assist Metro group

- In the rural areas the Regional Department representatives are

taking responsibility for implementation of proposed regional plans.

Discussion:

- We need to know how much money.

- What are the critieria?

- We need to have the PLAN in writing - with clearly defined criteria.

- The overview of the Department's plan is vague with poorly defined

criteria and we run the risk of putting a great deal of effort in

developing proposals which may not be accepted.

- The Department must realize that our proposals must involve the

Divisions and be concerned about time lines re: budget planning,

staff release time etc.

- How does the government plan to meet the co-ordinators needs?
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Conclusion: _^

The government is initiating a long term process regarding a

Professional Development effort for Special Education. Avail-

ability of government funds is contingent upon a proposed P.O.

plan by the various regions of Manitoba - Metro Winnipeg being

one region. The intent is to use the money for as many people

as possible (in special and regular education) with a particular

emphasis on five key areas - Resource Teachers, T.M.H., E.M.H.,

O.E. and aides. The Departments' role in the process is to assist

the planning committees, locate resource persons and provide funds

for bringing in outside resource persons. The Department is

stressing use of local resources as much as possible. Clearly

defined criteria for proposal submission and Metro Winnipeg's

allocation of funds are not available.

The concensus of the Metro co-ordinator's was that the vagueness

in the plan and absence of clearly articulated criteria for proposal

submission and acceptance make the operationalizing of planning very

difficult.

An Ad Hoc Committee to initiate some planning was struck -

Dave Bertnick (Chairman)

Al Yanuszewski

Edna Siemens

Hugo Stephan

The first task will be to develop an "instrument" for the Co-ordinators

in order to establish priorities with respect to "Teacher Meeds" and

"Co-ordinator Needs". This committee will meet October 12th at 9:30 a.m.

in the St. James-Assiniboia School Board - 2574 Portage Avenue.

The Metro Co-ordinators will meet on Thursday, November 1st, 12:00 - 3:30 p.m.

Two agenda items: (1) The report of the Ad Hoc Committee

(2) The Fort Garry Career Resource Centre.

Bob Scarth will host this meeting and will

send out a notice of meeting with details

re: time and place.

ES/sb



Child Guidance Clinic of Greater Winnipeg
700 Elgin Avenue

WINNIPEG, MANITOBA

Telephone: 786-7841 R3E 1B2

SURVEY OF P.P. NEEDS

Metro Special Education Co-ordinators Meeting
September 25, 1979

SPECIAL ED. COORDINATORS' NEEDS:

1. Knowledge of language disorders - definition, diagnosis and teaching.

2. Knowledge of autism - diagnosis and teaching.

3. Program evaluation - how to determine if existing programs for special
needs students are appropriate (both in and out of school)

4. Ways whereby student competencies might be identified and appropriateness
of programming may be identified - screening, identification and programming.

5. Effective network of programming and inservicing.

6. Way whereby teacher competencies may be identified.

7. How does the Special Education Co-ordinator conduct a needs assessment
recognizing the teachers' autonomy?

/

8. Exposure to an "experts" opinion on the Cascade Model Network of
Programming.

9. Screening, identification and selection for special programming.

10.. Co-operative approach among divisions in a network of in-services.

11. Trends in sophisticated approach to education.

12. What needs to be included in grant submissions?

13. Access to the very specialized up-to-date knowledge (research,
tested practices, etc.) in the specialized areas, (e.g. what
are the components of a good language program?)

14. Examine the Manitoba network of human resources and programs.

15. Feasibility of Metro co-ordinators co-operatively developing a
sequential training program (each area might sponsor one day of
study related to some area of need.

16. A Department of Education P.O. component for principals.

17. Diagnosis, programming, evaluation based on a model of specific
needs, (e.g. Meeker Model)

18. Ways of involving the principals.



SUBMISSION TO

THE STANDING COMMITTEE

ON

PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS

of the

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA

with respect to

BILL (NO. 22)

THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS ACT

by

THE SPECIAL EDUCATION

ADMINISTRATOR'S ASSOCIATION

OF

MANITOBA

October,1979.



MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

We welcome and appreciate the opportunity to sit before you today

to give our views and recommendations on Bill 22, The Public Schools Act,

introduced in the last session of the Manitoba Legislature. We represent

the Special Education Administrator's Association of Manitoba (SEAAM).

Our membership includes the educators in the school divisions in Manitoba

whose responsibility it is to administer and supervise the education of students

with special needs. Among those students are those with obvious and severe

exceptionalities, such as blindness, deafness, and physical"or mental handicaps,

and also those whose exceptionalities are more subtle, such as, the slow learner,

the gifted, and the learning disabled.

The field of Special Education has seen tremendous advances being

made on behalf of special needs students on the North American continent in the

last ten (10) years. It is slowly being realized that these students have a

right to and should receive the most appropriate educational programming

possible in the public education system. We have seen this with Public Law

9̂ -1̂ 2 in the United States. In reviewing the legislation of neighbouring

provinces, we see specific provisions having been made for the education of

children with special needs.

We recognize that Manitoba school divisions have for many years been

providing for the education of students that require educational program alter-
is

natives. It is our hope that tiis may continue and it/for this reason that

we find it necessary to speak to you today with respect to the legislation

that is presently before the Manitoba Legislature.

We have, previous to this, made presentations to the Minister of

Education on the topic of special education. In February of 19?8 our president

at that time, Mr. Bob Scarth, Director of Student Services in the Fort Garry

School Division, presented the Minister with a position paper on behalf of our
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association, entitled Appropriate Programming for Children with Special Needs.

With respect to legislation he stated:

"We strongly support the position that parents and their children
with special needs have the right to demand of their governing
bodies and their professional services expropriate educational
programming in the least restrictive alternative. This means
that the mainstream of education, of necessity, needs to be complex
providing for variety in physical accomodation, in staffing patterns
and in program provisions. The child's most unique characteristic is
always his uniqueness and we are constantly aware that the brilliant
and talented are also unique children with special needs.

There is, no doubt, need for some legislation that mandates provision
for the uniqueness. It is recommended that we assist government
officials in assessing present legislation and in developing new
measures. "

You, as the government of Manitoba, have begun establishing those

new measures, with Bill 22 and the Minister of Education's Committee on Special

Education. We see in Bill 22 some problems and present recommendations to you

for your consideration.

1. Our first concerns are with clauses 1̂(1+) - Instructional
responsibilities of school boards, and ̂ 1(5) - Special Programs.
Clause 4l(ft) states "Every school board shall provide or make
provisions for education in Grades I - XII inclusive for all
resident persons who have the right to attend school."
Clause ̂ 1(5) states "Every school board shall, as far as is
possible and practicable in the circumstances, provide or make
provision for resident persons who have the right to attend
school and who require special programs for their education. "

Our main concern, members of the Committee, is the difference in

the kinds of education that students in Grades I - XII are legislated to have

compared to students who require special programs. We ask you the following

question as we believe every parent in Manitoba should ask it of you. Why

is it, on the one hand, that for students in Grades I - XII "every school

Board shall provide or make provision" for their education, and, on the other

hand, that for students who require special programs "every school board shall,

as far as is possible and practicable in the circumstances, provide or make

provisions" for their education?

..,.,..,..,.......3
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In our view, the above truly suggests a double standard and an

inequality that is clearly unacceptable. We have made too much progress in

the education of students with special needs to now leave it open to the many

definitions of "possible" and the :!practicable". Is it not true that all

students, irrespective of their educational requirements, deserve to have the

same opportunities for success in our public school systems? Our view, and

the view of thousands of parents and educators in Manitoba, is obvious consid-

ering the initial response you have had to Bill 22.

We fully recognize that the placing of special programs in the

realm of the "possible" and "practicable1' stems primarily from concern over

exorbitant costs that may befall school divisions for the provision of special

programs. We recognize that as a problem and suggest to you that, as is

presently done, regulations pertaining to the Public Schools Act must enlarge

on several aspects of special education. We believe, as special education

co-ordinators, that all students should have available to thorn the most appro-

priate educational programming and that students should be educated in the

least restrictive environment possible. V/e recommend that the regulations per-

taining to the Public Schools Act need to describe and define, firstly,

least restrictive environment, secondly, appropriateness of programs, and,

thirdly, guidelines of what are appropriate costs for programs. In that regard

our association offers to the Department of Education assistance in establish-

ing those regulations.

With the above in mind, we recommend the following: Clauses ̂ 1(̂ 0

and 4l(5) should be combined to one clause to read:

"Every school board shall provide or make provisions for appropriate
programming for all resident persons who have the right to attend
school, including those who require special programs for their
education.:i
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2. Our second concern is with Clause *tl(6) - Programs not offered
locally, which states "Subject to any regulations made under the
Education Administration Act every school board shall make
provisions for a pupil to attend a school in another school
division or school district for a program not provided by the
pupil's home school division or school district and the pupil's
home school division or school district is responsible for paying
the residual costs of the education."

It is our contention that this clause 1̂(6) is inconsistent with

Clause *fl(5): Special Programs, as it presently reads. In clause +̂1(6):

Programs not offered locally, it is stated that subject to regulations school

boards shall make provision for a pupil to attend a school in another school

division for a program not offered locally. Yet, in Clause 4l(5): Special

Programs, it is stated that school boards shall provide or make provision for

special programs only "as far as is possible and practicable in the circum-

stances". Would special programs not fall under Clause 1̂(6): Programs not

offered locally or is it possible that the regulations spoken of in Clause

1̂(6) would exclude special programs referred to in Clause 1̂(5): Special

Programs?

It is our recommendation that Clause 1̂(6): Programs not offered

locally, be deleted from the Act and further, that it should be handled under

the regulations pertaining to the Public Schools Act. It is our presumption,

then, that those regulations would speak of all programs not offered locally.

3. Our third concern is with Clause ̂ 8(1) - General powers of
school boards, which states "Subject to the regiJations
a school board may

(a) provide a course of instruction and training between 3 and 6
years of age in nursery schools or kimdergarten schools or
both."

We applaud school divisins that have comprehensive Kindergarten

programs established. We are also aware that many nursery schools have been

established, most of which are privately run. Unfortunately, those students

who are most in need of nursery school programs do not have it available to
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them. We are also pleased with the progress that the exceptional children

such as the mentally retarded and the deaf have made with early childhood

programs, such as early infant stimulation and 'hearing amplification. Research

results clearly show us that it is programs of this kind that better prepare

the students for formal education.

We, therefore, encourage the continuation and expansion, where

necessary, of these programs. With respect to Kindergarten programs, consid-

ering that they are so widely accepted as a part of the school program, we

urge the government to consider placing them in the realm of mandatory programs

rather than leaving them in the realm of the possible. In that way, it is our

contention that the few students who do not have Kindergarten programs avail-

able to them, or are not being sent to programs where they are available,

would then have the benefit of the program. The placing of such programs

into the area of mandatory programs would of course require changes in the

clauses pertaining to age qualifications for pupils entering school.

In the case of nursery schools, we find them to be in the proper

context of the Public Schools Act. Our only concern is to make certain that

the regulations pertaining to them include grants to school divisions that are

presently available for the establishment of Kindergarten programs.

k* With our fourth concern, we do not present suggestions for
change, but wish to point out to you problems that we can
see arising. We speak of Clause 258(2), Compulsory School Age,
and 259, Eight to Attend School. •-—-» .-.-..

In both clauses,Compulsory school age and the Sight to attend school,

the ages are clearly defined, but it also added that if persons attain such

ages within twelve (12) v/eeks of the specified time they may or must attend

school. We contend that the phrase "within 12 weeks1' in both clauses may be

the cause of more confusion to the general public than would any single fixed

date. With that in mind, we encourage you to reexamine the reasoning behind

.... .„„,.. ....„,.. .6
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the inclusion of the twelve weeks period of time.

5. Our fifth concern is with Clause 260(2), Handicapped -
which states "Where a child to whom reference is made in
subsection (l) is handicapped, the parent or the person as
the case may be, mentioned in that subsection, shall unless
specifically excused by the Minister in writing, cause that
child to attend school in accordance with the provisions of
this Act, the regulations and the rules of the School Board."

We are in agreement with the principle of this clause, however, in

the context of the whole Bill, find it inconsistent with Clause 1̂(5) of

which we spoke on earlier and refers to special programs. How, on the one

hand, can it be stated in Clause f̂l(5) that provision for programs is made

where possible and practicable and yet, on the other hand, states here, in

clause 260(2) that parents or guardians must cause the handicapped person to

attend school unless excused by the Minister of Education. We agree that the

child should be in school, but how can that child be there if a school division

finds it impossible or impracticable to provide the necessary program? To put

it succinctly, once again, it is our contention that children should first

and foremost be provided with proper educational programming. We therefore

recommend the following: Clause 260(2) should be excluded from the act as

clause 260: Responsibility to send a child to school, is all-inclusive in

establishing the responsibility of parents or guardians to send their children

or those under their charge to school. Further, the manner in which a person

is excused from attending school can be established under the regilations.

We recommend that this should require an action by the Minister of Education,

as is presently stated.

6. Our sixth, and final concern is with Clause 26l(2), Physical
Handicap, which states "Physical handicap shall not of itself
be deemed to be 'sickness or unavoidable cause* within the
meaning of clause (1) (c)H which states that:

"No person is liable to any of the penalties set out in this
Act for failing or refusiig to send his child to school or
other educational institution as required under section 260
where

(c) the child is unable to attend school by reason of sickness
or other unavoidable cause."
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We are in support with the government that physical handicap should

not be deemed to be ''sickness or unavoidable causei!. We also contend that

there are many other disabling conditions that may or may not fall under the

term physical handicap, depending on its definition, that would also, in our

estimation, not be deemed to be "sickness or unavoidable cause". For that

reason it is our recommendation that clause 26l(2) should be excluded from

the Act, and further recommend that some provision be made elsewhere in the

Act or the regulations pertaining to the Act that would allow for settlement

of a. dispute on the issue of sickness or unavoidable cause.

Those, members of the Committee, are our concerns with respect to

Bill 22 as it is presently drafted. We urge you on behalf of all persons

of school age in Manitoba to consider our recommendations carefully, and remove

or change those clauses that are clearly allowing for a double standard and

an inequality of opportunity within our public school system. If you or the

Department of Education require further clarification on any of the above

issues, we would be pleased to discuss them with you at the present time or

in the future.

We thank you for having given us the opportunity to present to you

our concerns.

Respectfully presented,

Mr. Julien Fradette,
President,
Special Education Administrator's
Association of Manitoba. (SEAAM)

eld.


