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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

 
 
Louis Riel School Division seeks to create a warm, caring, and safe climate for all 
students. As a result, the Division’s newly enacted mission statement focuses on 
fostering “safe, inviting and inclusive learning environments to develop 
responsible global citizens through respectful partnerships between home, 
school and community.” 
 
The Division’s mission provided a lens through which to focus inquiries regarding 
programs and services. In January 2005, Louis Riel School Division began a 
review of student services within the Division’s 39 schools. While the history of 
divisional amalgamation led to the evolution of mixed service delivery models, 
the Student Services Review was not conceived uniquely in response of 
amalgamation. Rather, the Review focused on identifying areas of strength and 
finding ways to improve programs and services. 
 
Proactive Information Services Inc., a Manitoba-based company specializing in 
educational program evaluation and research, was engaged by Louis Riel School 
Division to design and implement the Student Services Review. Proactive’s work 
in education on local, provincial, and international levels has included other 
program reviews for Louis Riel School Division.1 
 
 

A. Context of the Review 
 
The Louis Riel Student Services Review operated within the context of 
inclusion, an overarching philosophy guiding the education of all students. 
Inclusion is contingent upon social policies defining education not as a 
privilege but as a human right provided regardless of race, ethnicity, 
national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age, or mental or physical 
disability ability.2 Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, in its policy 
document, Supporting Inclusive Schools, states: 
 

                                                 
1 Proactive Information Services Inc. was established in 1984 specifically to provide research 

and evaluation services to clients in the public and non-profit sectors. Proactive’s clients 
include ministries of education, the Canadian International Development Agency, foundations, 
and other NGOs. For more information on Proactive, visit www.proactive.mb.ca. 

 
2 This is guaranteed under Section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 
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Inclusion is a way of thinking and acting that 
allows every individual to fell accepted, valued 
and safe. An inclusive community consciously 
evolves to meet the changing needs of its 
members. Through recognition and support, 
and inclusive community provides meaningful 
involvement and equal access to the benefits of 
citizenship. In Manitoba we embrace inclusion 
as a means of enhancing the well-being of 
every member of the community. By working 
together, we strengthen our capacity to provide 
the foundation for a richer future for all of us. 
(2001, p. 3) 

 
The philosophy of inclusion embraces diversity. Supporting Inclusive 
Schools also outlines how inclusion is to be applied within Manitoba’s 
schools. 
 
Inclusion provides the backdrop upon which the Louis Riel Student 
Services Review operated, while the Continuum of Instructional Supports 
helps operationalize the philosophy of inclusion. In addition, references 
were made to the Manitoba Special Education Review Initiative (SERI). 
Lastly, the Review built upon earlier dialogue regarding student services 
programs and delivery that had taken place within the Division prior to the 
onset of the Review. 
 
 

B. Focus of the Review 
 
At its core, the Louis Riel Student Services Review focused on the 
learner. Therefore, the Review recognized the classroom teacher as 
essential to the instructional process and environment supporting 
students’ success. 
 
The Review was focused around key questions and areas of inquiry. The 
fundamental question of the Review was: 
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 How can Louis Riel School Division best meet the needs of 
learners? 

 
Two related questions emerged. They were: 
 

 What are we currently doing in Louis Riel School Division that 
effectively supports students with special learning needs? 

 
 What organizational capacity is required to support effective 

programming, instruction, and service delivery? 
 
Furthermore, a number of potential themes or areas of inquiry surfaced 
during the course of the Louis Riel Student Services Review, including: 
 

 Divisional coherence in program (instruction) and service delivery 
 

 Service delivery models, including clinical services 
 

 Teaming in support for planning and instruction 
 

 Transitions 
 

 Struggling or at-risk learners 
 

 Learners with behavioural challenges/behaviour programs 
 

 Inter-sectoral supports 
 

 Professional development and training implications 
 

 A framework for continuing dialogue (post-Review) 
 
The Student Services Review focused on the strengths within Louis Riel 
School Division, as well as providing recommendations for refinement. 
 
 

C. Structure of the Review 
 
While Proactive Information Services provided the outside expert 
perspective, a Review Steering Committee acted in an advisory capacity. 
This committee included broad-based representation from divisional 
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stakeholders including teachers, school administrators, divisional 
consultants and coordinators, clinicians, trustees, educational assistants, 
parents, and representation from the Louis Riel Teachers’ Association. 
 
The Steering Committee met four times during the course of the Review 
and provided advice on methodology, timing of activities, as well as the 
clarity and usefulness of draft findings and recommendations. In 
particular, the Steering Committee assisted in clarifying terminology and 
the creation of the glossary for the Review. 
 
It is important to note, the Committee did not generate the 
recommendations stemming from the Student Services Review. Rather, 
the Committee reacted to recommendations as outlined above. 
 
 

D. Key Definitions for the Review 
 
Although an extensive glossary was created for the Louis Riel Student 
Services Review, two key definitions should be noted. For the purposes 
of the Review, student services refers to: 
 

Services provided within schools or on a 
divisional level for students with special needs. 
These services support and advocate for the 
academic, social, emotional, behavioural, and 
physical needs of students who require 
supports beyond the delivery of the provincial 
curriculum and classroom instruction in order to 
benefit from instruction. Student services is 
provided by educators and/or clinicians and 
may be supported by educational assistants. 

 
For the purposes of the Review, students with special needs refers to 
learners whose needs require supports beyond the delivery of the 
provincial curriculum and classroom instruction in order to benefit from 
instruction. A copy of the Review glossary is included in the appendices. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Summary of Key Findings, 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
 
Areas of inquiry or themes were identified at the beginning of the Louis Riel 
Student Services Review process in collaboration with the Steering Committee. 
This chapter summarizes the major findings of the Review under each of the 
themes or areas of inquiry.3 
 
Within the discussion related to each theme, two major Review questions are 
addressed. 

 
 What are we currently doing in Louis Riel School Division that 

effectively supports students with special learning needs? 
 

 What organizational capacity is required to support effective 
programming, instruction, and service delivery? 

 
Recommendations4 are framed in relation to increasing the Division’s 
organizational capacity, given that the purpose of the Review is to determine how 
to increase the ability or capacity of the system – and ultimately the people who 
comprise the system – to meet the needs of the diverse learners within Louis Riel 
School Division. 
 
In its totality, the major findings address the fundamental question – How can 
Louis Riel School Division best meet the needs of learners? 
 

                                                 
3  For purposes of this discussion, the themes regarding service delivery models and teaming 

have been combined, given their inter-relatedness. The themes of learners with behavioural 
challenges and inter-sectoral supports have also been combined as the main focus on inter-
sectoral collaboration was the multi-system/Circle of Care. Inter-sectoral issues are addressed 
in other sections as well, as appropriate. 

 
4  Some recommendations are relevant to more than one theme or area of inquiry. Wherever 

possible, the recommendations are placed under the most relevant theme, while in other cases 
placement is arbitrary. Recommendations are not numbered in order of priority. 
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A. Divisional Coherence in Program and Service 
Delivery 
 
Program and service delivery operates within the context of inclusion; 
the underlying philosophy upon which program and service delivery is 
based. 
 
It should also be noted in Louis Riel School Division educators working in 
student services roles may be providing the same types of service, but 
may label their position differently. Regardless of the title used, school 
support teams include people who bring with them an array of skills, from 
resource to counselling skills and beyond. 
 

1. Key Findings 
 
The educational literature indicates that: 
 

 The qualities required to support inclusion are flexibility and 
diverse problem-solving, shared responsibility for student success, 
and commitment to a climate conducive to learning. 

 
 A climate conducive to learning includes captivating and 

challenging curriculum, high expectations for students, and 
student involvement in decision-making. 

 
 Differentiation of instruction is the cornerstone that supports 

student success. While teachers usually believe in differentiated 
instruction, they often require assistance in translating this belief 
into action. 

 
Responses from Louis Riel School Division staff and parents 
highlight the following. 
 

 Respecting the fact that schools need to be responsive to their 
own contexts, program and service delivery was consistent 
across the Division in some aspects and not in others. Most 
often differences were observed when elementary/middle school 
practices were compared to those of high schools. For example, a 
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greater proportion of high schools housed special programs for 
students with special needs than did elementary/middle schools.5 

 
 Who is involved in the delivery of curriculum for students with 

special needs? Virtually all classroom teachers agreed that they 
were involved. Teachers at the early and middle years also cited 
educational assistants more frequently than did senior years 
teachers. While early years teachers were more likely than middle 
years or senior years teachers to indicate clinicians and Reading 
Recovery/Other Literacy teachers were involved with the delivery 
of curriculum, slightly fewer than half reported their involvement, 
indicating a diversity of practice even at the early years. 

 
 The smaller percentage of senior years teachers identifying 

educational assistants is likely because educational assistants 
at senior years were more likely than their counterparts at other 
levels to work in special programs. 

 
 Overall, senior years teachers were least likely to view all 

available supports as “critically important,” with the exception 
of the counsellor, where the percentage was similar to early and 
middle years.  

 
 Senior years administrators were less likely to indicate the 

frequent use of a variety of school and classroom practices, 
including developing/using IEPs, adapting curriculum, assessing 
behaviour, developing/using BIPs, differentiation of instruction, as 
well as guidance and resource programs. 

 
 At all levels of the system, clinical services were regularly 

scheduled in schools according to the school cycle at all levels in 
the system. 

 
 Overall, parents surveyed were satisfied with their child’s 

instructional placement and were positive about their child’s 
learning opportunities. However, three-quarters of parents 
would like the Division to become “more inclusionary.” 

 

                                                 
5  The greater proportion of high schools housing special programs can be accounted for by the 

fact that there is a concentration of population in the high schools; there are eight high schools 
and 31 elementary/middle schools in the Louis Riel School Division. 
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2. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
It can be concluded that: 
 

► while some aspects of instruction and service delivery are 
coherent across the Division, much variation remains, particularly 
between early/middle years and senior years. 

 
► there is evidence of effective practices within the Division, 

particularly teachers working with others to support the delivery of 
curriculum for special needs students within the regular 
classroom, including working with members of the Clinical 
Services Unit. 

 
► further evidence of effective practice are the teachers who are 

focusing on their own classroom practices, such as differentiation 
of instruction, differentiation of assessment, and adaptation of 
curriculum. However, these practices are less frequently reported 
at the high school level. 

 
► parent satisfaction is high, but there is a desire for the Division to 

become more inclusionary. This apparent contradiction may be a 
case of parents being satisfied when they think of their own child’s 
experience but naturally being more critical when asked about ‘the 
system.’ 

 
It is recommended that: 
 
A.  

i. the meaning of ‘inclusion’ be widely circulated and schools 
be encouraged to discuss what the philosophy of inclusion 
‘looks like’ in their school community. The Regulations 
surrounding Bill 13 Appropriate Educational Practice could 
be a starting point for discussions. Particular attention 
should be paid to basing what inclusion ‘looks like’ in 
schools on effective practices as identified in the literature. 
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ii. a consistent message be developed that explains to parents 
the divisional philosophy and values related to the delivery of 
programs and services to students with special needs, thus 
reinforcing the inclusive philosophy that underlies programs 
and services in Louis Riel School Division. 

 
iii. classroom teachers be assisted in developing their 

instructional and assessment practices that support students 
with special needs in the regular classroom. Specifically, 
student services staff need to help teachers – particularly 
high school teachers who are the content experts - with 
strategies that support differentiation of instruction and 
assessment, as well as adaptation of curriculum. (See 
recommendations under Professional Development.) 

 
iv. Divisional Student Services develop a document that 

provides the scaffolding to help with the process of 
differentiating instruction and assessment, particularly at the 
high school level. (See Recommendation A.iii.) 

 
 

B. Service Delivery Models and Teaming 
 
Two themes have been combined (i.e., ‘service delivery models including 
clinical services,’ and ‘teaming in support for planning and instruction’) 
because teaming is integrally linked to service delivery at a number of 
levels. 
 

1. Key Findings 
 
The educational literature indicates that: 
 

 A continuum of instructional supports is a necessary 
condition for addressing diversity of student needs. 

 
 Collegiality and teamwork are crucial in being able to effectively 

plan and deliver services for students with special needs. 
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 Co-teaching (teaching along side each other) and parallel 
teaching (working with a small group of selected special needs 
students in the classroom) are two effective methods of teaming 
within the classroom setting. 

 
Responses from Louis Riel School Division staff and parents 
highlight the following. 
 

 Consistency exists in that schools use school support teams 
and understand the importance of these teams meeting regularly. 
However, as reported by administrators, some variation exists 
from school to school regarding who regularly attends these 
meetings. 

 
 In virtually all schools, administrators and resource teachers 

are reported as frequent participants in school support team 
meetings.6 Counsellors and student services teachers attend 
frequently in about two-thirds of schools. Classroom teachers and 
educational assistants attend support team meetings “sometimes” 
in almost all schools. However, approximately a fifth of 
educational assistants at the senior years level report “never” 
attending these meetings. 

 
 Regardless of differences, there is consensus about the 

importance of having time to meet as a team, as well as the 
importance of ‘teamwork’ and ongoing communication. This is 
reflected in the desire for people to have time to meet together in 
both formal and informal settings to plan collaboratively as to how 
to meet the needs of students (e.g., release time for educational 
assistants to attend school support team meetings). 

 
 The Clinical Services Unit provides a variety of supports and 

services. Teachers most often reported that clinical services 
included assessment/testing, program planning for individual 
students, and speech and language therapy. High school teachers 
were more likely than those at early and middle years to indicate 
they worked directly with staff of the Clinical Services Unit.  

                                                 
6  Again, people may have similar expertise and provide the same services but their roles may be 

titled differently; for example, resource teachers and student services teachers may be 
performing the equivalent roles. The findings reported in this point and others reflect the 
response categories on the questionnaires. 
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 In relation to clinical services, administrators identified regularly 
scheduled meetings (e.g., case reviews) as something that 
worked well. 

 
 Teachers attached importance to opportunities to meet with 

clinical staff to discuss plans for individual students. Direct 
clinical service to students was valued as well. Both teachers 
and school-based educational specialists expressed a strong 
desire for more clinical time being available to schools. 

 
 Regardless of level, the work of educational assistants was 

viewed as an important support for students with special needs. 
Parents also valued the work of educational assistants. 

 
 Counsellors identified a need for assistance in programming 

for educational assistants. 
 

 Teacher survey respondents indicated that, in addition to 
educational assistant time/support, teamwork and support from 
the school counsellor worked particularly well. 

 
 Parents identified resource teachers as being particularly 

helpful. 
 

 Educational assistants reported team meetings, resource 
teachers, and speech and language services as services or 
structures that worked particularly well.  

 

2. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
It can be concluded that: 
 

► teaming is crucial in all aspects and at all stages from program 
planning to service delivery. The participation of many people with 
a variety of skills and expertise is critical to the school support 
team and to the delivery of curriculum to students with special 
needs. 
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► school support teams were an example of effective practice in 
cases where all people with the necessary skill sets (including 
educational assistants) were able to meet regularly and had the 
flexibility to work collaboratively in both formal and informal 
settings. 

 
► the work of educational assistants is viewed as important; 

however, the question remains outstanding as to whether 
educational assistants are always asked to work in the most 
effective and appropriate ways. 

 
► both consultative services and direct clinical services are valued. 

No concerns were expressed about the structure of clinical 
services; rather, the issue was a need for increased clinical 
support services. 

 
It is recommended that: 
 
B. 

i. the model for student services focus on a service-oriented 
approach that brings together people with the array of skills 
needed to support students with special needs. It is 
recognized that while people may place different labels on 
their particular roles, the position labels are less important 
than ensuring the appropriate expertise, from resource to 
counselling, is available on the school support team. 

 
ii. Divisional Student Services identify the core competencies 

needed in order to program effectively for students with 
special needs and disseminate this information to all school 
administrators and those working as part of school support 
teams.  

 
iii. school administrators continue to take a leadership role in 

the school support team, ensuring the team meets regularly 
and includes people with the necessary skill sets. This 
requires flexibility and an understanding of when to include 
specialists external to the school (for example, clinical and 
divisional staff). 

 



Page - 13 
 

 
 

 
 
Louis Riel School Division – Student Services Review 
Final Report 

iv. given the difficulties of scheduling meetings and ensuring 
everyone’s participation (particularly at the high school level), 
a forum for administrators (including the Director of Clinical 
Services) to share effective strategies should be created. This 
might begin simply by structuring a sharing session at an 
administrator’s meeting. 

 
v. clinical services be viewed as an integral part of the school 

support team, providing direct service when their expertise is 
required, as well as playing a consultative and collaborative 
role on the support team and with classroom teachers. 
Divisional Student Services could work with representatives 
of Clinical Services Unit and selected school administrators 
to identify specific options for the delivery of clinical 
services. 

 
vi. student services staff within schools work closely with 

classroom teachers and educational assistants to identify the 
ways in which each educational assistant can work most 
effectively, recognizing that it is not always having an 
educational assistant work exclusively with a particular child. 
The fact that Divisional Student Services is currently 
reviewing the role of educational assistants will provide a 
basis for sharing information and assisting school support 
teams with this issue. 

 
 

C. Transitions 
 
Multiple transition points exist within the school system for all students, 
with even more transitions presenting themselves for students with 
special needs. 
 

1. Key Findings 
 
The educational literature indicates that: 
 

 Transitions are more stressful for students with special 
needs. 
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 Transition into school is supported by early identification, 
information sharing, as well as inter-agency and familial 
collaboration. 

 
 Transition in and out of middle school is supported by 

providing information about the new school through multiple 
vehicles such as conferences, written information, and student 
visits to the new school. Activities should begin long before the 
actual transition. Involving families is another key aspect as are 
opportunities for students to “get to know” people from the 
receiving school. 

 
 The transition from school to Adult Services should begin at 

age 15 or 16 in order to ensure inter-agency collaboration and 
continuity of services.7 Real life opportunities for skill development 
are important. These should be provided as part of a holistic life 
approach that includes not only occupational considerations, but 
also the social and leisure aspects of adult life. 

 
 Advance planning, familial and inter-sectoral collaboration, 

information sharing, providing a welcoming environment and 
understanding the child or youth as an individual are important 
components of any transition process. 

 
Responses from Louis Riel School Division staff and parents 
highlight the following. 
 

 Overall, administrators were more likely to be positive about 
how students with special needs are supported at various 
transition points than were teachers. However, there was general 
agreement that students were best supported upon entry into 
school. 

 
 Transition between middle years and senior years was not 

viewed as one of the more problematic transition points. Instead, 
transitions were generally seen as being most problematic from 
senior years into the community and out of special programs 
into the regular program.  

                                                 
7  For information on career transition and planning, see Blueprint for Life/Work Design, 

http://www.blueprint4life.ca/. 
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 Ensuring parents, students, teachers, and administrators were all 
involved with students’ re-entry after suspension was viewed 
as important. 

 
 Parents generally felt their child was supported at the various 

school transition points. Meeting with and listening to parents was 
the most frequent suggestion concerning how to increase support 
during transitions. 

 
 The importance of meeting and sharing information at 

transition points was emphasized by all groups and in the staff 
discussions. Meetings, open houses, opening day conferences, 
and school visits were some of the many strategies used. 

 

2. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
It can be concluded that: 
 

► all transitions require an emphasis on sharing information and on 
ensuring that all the necessary people are involved in the process. 

 
► there have been concentrated efforts in Louis Riel School Division 

to make transitions work for students, particularly at students’ 
entry into school, but also between middle and senior years. 

 
► increased attention needs to be paid to the transition points 

between school and adult life, as well as re-entry from special 
programs into regular classroom settings and re-entry after 
suspension. 

 
► parents were generally more positive about students’ transitions 

than were educators, perhaps suggesting that educators are 
reacting to difficulties of communication within the system, such as 
challenges in accessing information they need for programming 
for an individual student. 
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It is recommended that: 
 
C. 

i. schools continue the effective practices they are currently 
using to support all students, from those with special needs 
to ESL students and others, as they encounter various 
transitions. 

 
ii. Louis Riel School Division create an inventory of transition 

practices within the Division that would highlight effective 
practices being used in the Division.  

 
iii. high schools explore ways of facilitating the transition of 

students with special needs from senior years into the 
community, particularly focusing on more support for life 
skills, work education, career information, and a greater 
connection with Vocational Rehabilitation. The process for 
students with cognitive and behavioural challenges should 
begin at age 15 or 16 and should involve families from the 
onset. 

 
iv. Louis Riel School Division establish consistent guidelines 

regarding the transition of students from special programs 
into the regular classroom. These guidelines should include 
the requirement of involving families in planning for the 
transition, as well as the necessity of bringing a team 
together (including the classroom teacher) to share 
information and support program planning. The needs and 
strengths of the individual child should be the focal point. 

 
v. Louis Riel School Division establish consistent guidelines 

regarding students’ re-entry after suspension. Inclusion of 
parents, students, teachers, and administrators would be 
critical to this process. Again, a child-centred team approach 
is necessary. 
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D. Struggling or At-Risk Learners 
 
Many students at some time in their educational career may be ‘at-risk’ as 
a result of certain circumstances, making the definition of ‘at-risk’ elusive 
and often contradictory. 
 

1. Key Findings 
 
The educational literature indicates that: 
 

 A simple profile of students with special needs does not exist, nor 
does a simple definition of the concept of at-risk. With students 
who are deemed to be ‘at-risk,’ risk is best understood as 
being linked to vulnerability rather than diagnostic criteria. 

 
 Factors that mitigate risk include building personal relationships 

with students, holding high expectations of students, being 
flexible, and making schools more welcoming to the whole 
community. 

 
 Resiliency in students is fostered by allowing students to work 

in areas of interest, using teaching strategies that address 
different learning styles, teaching students positive ‘self-talk,’ 
celebrating students’ accomplishments, enhancing students’ 
social skills development, and building relationships between the 
school and students’ families. Underlying these elements is the 
need to understand the student as an individual. 

 
 There is increasing evidence of a learning gap between boys 

and girls, with boys achievement falling behind that of girls. 
 

 At the high school level, smaller school environments and 
vehicles that build relationships between students and teachers 
(such as student advisory groups) are important for struggling and 
at-risk learners. 
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Responses from Louis Riel School Division staff and parents 
highlight the following. 
 

 Students who were most likely to be deemed ‘at-risk’ were 
those with behavioural disorders or challenges and those who 
were struggling academically for a variety of reasons. 

 
 Elementary/middle schools cited family-related issues as 

descriptors of risk, whereas high school administrators were 
more likely to cite addictions/substance abuse and mental 
health issues (the latter of which is a particularly difficult area to 
access services). 

 
 There was agreement across all respondent groups that 

identification of students and subsequent referrals for service 
were most often made by teachers, either individually or within a 
team setting. 

 
 The usefulness of class profiles (‘class audits’) was mentioned 

by a number of elementary/middle schools in the staff discussions. 
 

 Administrators and teachers identified educational assistant 
time, program flexibility, and the importance of working with a 
team as important in supporting students at-risk. 

 
 Teachers also cited support from the school counsellor, as well as 

their own classroom practices (such as differentiation of 
instruction and assessment) as strategies they had used to 
support students at-risk.  

 
 Divisional staff mentioned specialized or cluster programs as 

something that had worked well for students at-risk; a point that 
was echoed by high school administrators. 

 

2. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
It can be concluded that: 
 

► there is a wide range in who educators describe as ‘at-risk,’ a 
phenomenon that is echoed in the literature. This suggests a need 
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to focus on the individual in order to match supports with student 
needs and strengths. 

 
► at the high school level, certain issues emerge more prominently 

such as substance abuse and mental health issues, while the 
larger, less personal high school environment may mitigate 
against establishing the conditions that foster resiliency in young 
people. 

 
► a focus needs to be placed on a number of aspects that have 

already been mentioned in order to support students ‘at-risk,’ such 
as teaming, understanding students as individuals, support from 
specialized staff, differentiated instruction and assessment. 

 
It is recommended that: 
 
D. 

i. the use of class profiles or audits be expanded so that this 
practice is used throughout schools in Louis Riel School 
Division, rather than on an ad hoc basis. Class profiles 
provide the starting point for identifying student needs and 
supporting teachers in the identification and referral process. 

 
ii. school plans at high school include identification and focus 

on struggling learners, as well as attention to the conditions, 
identified in the literature, that create a supportive learning 
environment and foster resiliency. This may mean changing 
structures and practices within high schools. 

 
iii.  given difficulties accessing mental health services, the gap 

in services be explored further to identify the magnitude of 
the problem and how additional services can be rallied to 
help students with mental health issues, including the option 
of a divisional mental health specialist. 

 
iv. within the philosophy of inclusion, the Alternative High 

Schools Committee continue to explore the concept of 
alternative settings for senior years students that might 
better meet the needs of adolescent students who are 
struggling learners or who, for a variety of reasons, are 
educationally at-risk. 
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E. Learners with Behavioural Challenges 
 
One key area related to inter-sectoral support is the Multi-System/Circle 
of Care. Multi-System Planning/Circle of Care refers to multi-system 
planning in treatment co-ordination for students with severe to profound 
emotional/behavioural difficulties involving multiple agencies, as well as 
students whose health issues are medically complex. The resulting plan 
includes shared treatment goals and co-ordinated interventions across 
the student’s learning and living environment. 
 

1. Key Findings 
 
The educational literature indicates that: 
 

 A philosophy of inclusion8 needs to underpin appropriate 
programming for all students. To the extent it is appropriate, 
students with special needs should be integrated into regular 
classrooms with their same age peers. However, circumstances 
do exist where students with significant challenges (e.g., EBD) are 
better served in special education placements. 

 
 Behaviour Intervention Plans (BIPs) are developed to address 

the individual needs of students based on a respectful 
understanding of the child’s behaviour. Students demonstrating 
high levels of disruptive, disturbing, aggressive, or violent 
behaviour that interfere with or threaten the safety of the school or 
classroom environment generally require a BIP. Prepared by a 
team, this plan includes programming needs, interventions, 
program supports, and outcomes. 

 
 In order to support students with behavioural challenges within the 

regular school and classroom setting, a collaborative approach 
that involves people with the necessary skills and expertise is 
critical, including those who work in agencies beyond the school. 

 

                                                 
8  Inclusion is a philosophy, whereas integration deals with the placement of students in regular 

settings. For more detailed explanations, please see Chapter 1 and the discussion in the 
Literature Review (Chapter 4). 
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Responses from Louis Riel School Division staff and parents 
highlight the following. 
 

 Administrators mentioned Behaviour Intervention Plans (BIPs) 
as something that had worked well, while school-based 
specialists cited clinical services, BIPs, and educational 
assistant time. 

 
 Teachers believed educational assistants, BIPs, and support from 

the school counsellor worked particularly well and would like more 
of these supports. In particular, early years teachers stressed 
the importance of BIPs. 

 
 Resource teachers identified a need for professional 

development in relation to BIPs. 
 

 No high school administrators reported frequent use of the Multi-
System/Circle of Care. However, regularly scheduled meetings 
were viewed as effective by those who had been involved. 

 
 School-based educational specialists often identified needing 

help with the Multi-System/Circle of Care, which was not 
surprising given that only a small proportion had worked with 
Circle of Care. Those identifying themselves as student services 
teachers were the most likely to have worked with this system. 

 
 Division-based educational specialists believed the opportunity to 

bring people together from outside agencies for team 
meetings was beneficial. They had no strong suggestions about 
how the Multi-System/Circle of Care could be improved. 

 

2. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
It can be concluded that: 
 

► Behaviour Intervention Plans, coupled with people having the 
requisite skills and training, are necessary to support students with 
behavioural challenges. 
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► there are circumstances when special education placements 
(cluster programs) are appropriate placements for students with 
severe behavioural challenges. 

 
► virtually all constituent groups either lacked knowledge of, or 

needed assistance in working with, the Multi-System/Circle of 
Care. 

 
It is recommended that: 
 
E. 

i. school teams receive more information on the development 
of Behaviour Intervention Plans. Manitoba Education, 
Citizenship and Youth may be able to provide assistance. 
(See Professional Development recommendations.) 

 
ii. school teams receive more information regarding Multi-

System/Circle of Care. (See Professional Development 
recommendations,) 

 
 

F. Professional Development and Training 
 
Professional development is essential to fostering organizational capacity 
at all levels within the Division. The Student Services Review provides 
direction for future professional development. 
 

1. Key Findings 
 
Responses from Louis Riel School Division staff highlight the 
following. 
 

 Administrators and school-based educational specialists 
preferred professional development opportunities focused on 
discussion and sharing, such as collaborative teams/focus 
groups. 

 
 Teachers also selected professional development vehicles that 

involved collaboration and dialogue; consultation with student 
services, informal discussion with peers, and collaborative teams. 
Early years teachers were most likely to cite 
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discussion/consultation with clinicians as being “critically 
important.” 

 
 Educational assistants most often thought discussion and 

consultation with Divisional Student Services staff was 
particularly important. They valued opportunities for discussion, as 
well as workshops and conferences. 

 
 Division-based educational specialists viewed collaborative 

teams, informal peer discussions, other workshops/conferences, 
and whole group Clinical Services Unit/Divisional Student 
Services professional development as being “critically important.” 

 

2. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
It can be concluded that: 
 

► there is not a desire for more professional development, but rather 
a different focus; one on collaborative professional development 
opportunities, where people could share experiences and learn 
from colleagues. 

 
► areas previously identified in the Review as being those where 

educators needed assistance included programming for 
educational assistants, developing BIPs, Multi-System/Circle of 
Care, and supporting differentiation of instruction and assessment, 
particularly at the high school level. 

 
It is recommended that: 
 
F. 

i. Louis Riel School Division organize professional 
development opportunities (such as Professional Learning 
Communities) where educators can share models of effective 
practice, learn from each other, and establish (or enhance) 
networks in order that individuals know whom to call if they 
need ideas or assistance. 
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ii. content for professional development, beyond the less formal 
collaborative opportunities, include topics of: 
a. programming for educational assistants 
b. developing BIPs 
c. using the Multi-System/Circle of Care 
d. differentiation of instruction and assessment, 

particularly at the high school level through providing 
subject teachers strategies or models for differentiation 
within content areas. 

 
 

G. Continuing the Dialogue 
 
Educators, educational assistants, and parents were not asked directly 
about continuing the dialogue on student services following the 
conclusion of the Student Services Review. However, given the strong 
themes regarding the need for teaming, information sharing, and 
collaborative professional development, it can be concluded that: 
 

► any process for ‘continuing the dialogue’ must involve all 
constituent groups – including students – in a meaningful way.  

 
It is recommended that: 
 
G. 

i. Louis Riel School Division explore ways to continue the 
discussion with parents and community agencies about 
programming and services for students with special needs 
particularly at the high school level, as well as in relation to 
planning for the transitions, particularly those that involve the 
world beyond the school. 

 
ii. Louis Riel School Division involve students and former 

students in a discussion focused on how to improve 
supports for students, particularly in relation to their high 
school experiences and in relation to planning for the 
transition between school and adult life. 
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iii.  Louis Riel School Division provide a framework for staff to 
discuss the findings and recommendations found in the 
Student Services Review, perhaps using the model of 
Professional Learning Communities to continue the dialogue. 

 
iv. Louis Riel School Division establish a broad-based post-

Review ‘Working Group’ to prioritize Review 
recommendations and develop a subsequent implementation 
plan, recognizing that this group may spawn others. Ideally, 
the ‘Working Group’ should be comprised of representatives 
from the Review Steering Committee, as well as new 
members. 
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CHAPTER 3 
Methodology 

 
The Student Services Review methodology was designed to meet the varied 
information needs of the project. In order to collect the voice of divisional 
stakeholders, a multi-faceted approach was adopted. 

 
 

A. Document and Literature Review 
 
In order to ground the Student Services Review in current research and 
validated practice, a focused literature and document review was 
undertaken. Louis Riel School Division program descriptions and 
documents were reviewed by Proactive in order to provide context and 
background for the Review. 
 
In addition, a review of current literature was undertaken. Although not 
intended to be exhaustive, the literature review focused upon students 
with special needs, inclusion, risk and resilience, service delivery, and 
transitions. A focus on secondary students was also integrated into the 
literature review.   
 
 

B. Structured Staff Discussion 
 
Structured staff discussions surrounding the Review’s key questions and 
areas of inquiry were conducted by school administrators on April 25 or 
26, 2005. In order to ensure consistency across the Division, Proactive 
met with school administrators on April 21, 2005 to orient them to the 
discussion guide and the process. 
 
All staff members who usually attended staff meetings and wished to 
participate were invited to structured staff discussions. Staff were divided 
into small groups of seven to eight participants, with a facilitator for each 
small group. Small groups included a variety of participants (e.g., different 
grade level teachers, different roles) in order to capture various 
perspectives. 



Page - 27 
 

 
 

 
 
Louis Riel School Division – Student Services Review 
Final Report 

Questions guiding staff discussions included what has worked well and 
what would better meet the needs of students with special needs, what 
supports and services were effective and what would enhance service 
delivery, as well as student transitions.   
 
Notes taken in the staff discussions were forwarded to Proactive from all 
of Louis Riel School Division schools. Analysis of structured staff 
discussion notes was thematic and based upon themes emerging from 
the educator questionnaires. 
 
 

C. Educator Questionnaires 
 
In order to gather the views of divisional stakeholders, a series of 
questionnaires was developed for the Student Services Review. While 
each questionnaire was tailored to its audience, the process for designing 
questionnaires was the same. Questionnaires were developed for school 
administrators, teachers, educational assistants, divisional educational 
specialists, and school-based educational specialists. 
 
Proactive drafted questions for inclusion in each educator questionnaire. 
These were reviewed by small working groups of the Steering Committee 
during its meeting on March 3, 2005. Steering Committee feedback 
regarding questions for each questionnaire was incorporated into draft 
formatted questionnaires that were forwarded to Louis Riel School 
Division for approval. 
 
All educator questionnaires included common questions regarding 
supports for their roles, strengths, and areas of improvement regarding 
meeting the needs of students, transitions, and professional development. 
These common questions allowed for comparison among educator 
groups.   
 
However, special areas of focus were included in several questionnaires. 
Administrators, teachers, and school-based educational specialists were 
asked how at-risk students were identified and supported within their 
schools. Similarly, this group was asked what has worked well and what 
needed change or revision in supporting students with mental health 
challenges. Questions regarding school support teams and working with 
the Clinical Services Unit were also included in the questionnaires 
administered to these stakeholders. Administrators and divisional 
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educational specialists were asked about their experiences with Multi-
System Planning/Circle of Care planning. 
 
Final questionnaires were then printed and sent to the Division office for 
distribution. Copies of educator questionnaires are included in the 
appendices. All educator questionnaires were administered the week of 
April 25, 2005, following the Structured Staff Discussion. They were 
returned to the school division office and forwarded to Proactive. 
Response rates varied from 49% to 89% depending on the group 
(Table 3:1).9 
 

Table 3:1 
Response Rate by Stakeholder Group 

Stakeholder Group 
Number 

Distributed 
Number 

Received 

Response 
Rate 
(%) 

Administrator 72 64 89% 

Classroom Teacher 878 428 49% 

Divisional Educational Specialist 61 43 70% 

Educational Assistant 410 235 57% 

School-Based Educational Specialist 178 108 61% 

 
All open-ended questions were numerically coded for data analysis. 
Questionnaires were scanned and analyzed using SPSS.  
 
 

D. Parent Questionnaire 
 
Parents of children with special needs provided an essential voice within 
the Student Services Review. A questionnaire specifically designed to 
gather the perceptions of parents of students with special needs was 
developed using the same method as that used for educator 
questionnaires. 
 
The number of parents of students with special needs across the Division 
was too large for a comprehensive survey; therefore, a sample of 
parents/families was selected to receive the parent questionnaire. 

                                                 
9  The classroom teacher response rate may be lower because teachers may have felt their 

voices had already been heard at the Structured Staff Discussion or they may not have 
perceived a direct connection between Student Services and their own work. 
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Parents from all 133 families of students who receive Level III funding 
received a questionnaire. A list of all 295 families of students who receive 
Level II funding was forwarded to Proactive, where names were culled to 
avoid duplication with families of students who receive Level III funding. 
Half of the families from this culled Level II funding list were selected at 
random to receive a parent questionnaire. 
 
Lastly, the Review wanted to include parents of students who had 
accessed student services but who were not Level II or Level III funded. 
As a result, all secondary schools in Louis Riel School Division were 
asked to forward the names and mailing addresses of parents of two 
students who had accessed resource services, two students who had 
accessed counselling, and two students who had accessed educational 
assistant time over the past year. One parent per secondary school from 
each of these categories was selected at random by Proactive to receive 
a parent questionnaire. 
 
Louis Riel School Division includes 31 early/middle schools. In order to 
select a sample of parents of early/middle school students who had 
accessed student services, but who were not Level II or Level III funded, 
these 31 schools were randomly placed into a group of 16 and a group of 
15 schools. The first group of 16 schools were asked to forward the 
names and mailing addresses of parents of two students who had 
accessed resource services and two students who had accessed 
counselling over the past year.10  One parent per early/middle school from 
each of these categories was selected at random to receive a parent 
questionnaire. 
 
The second group of 15 early/middle schools were asked to forward the 
names and mailing addresses of parents of two students who had 
accessed Reading Recovery, and two students who had accessed 
educational assistant time over the past year.11  One parent per 
early/middle school from each of these categories was selected at 
random to receive a parent questionnaire. 

                                                 
10 This group included Archwood School, Dr. D.W. Penner School, École Henri-Bergeron, École 

Julie-Riel, École Provencher, École Van Belleghem, Frontenac School, George McDowell 
School, H.S. Paul School, Highbury School, Lavallee School, Minnetonka School, Nordale 
School, Shamrock School, Victor Mager School, and Windsor School. 

 
11 This group included Darwin School, École Guyot, École Howden, École Marie-Anne-Gaboury, 

École Saint-Germain, École Varennes, General Vanier School, Glenwood School, Hastings 
School, Island Lakes Community School, Marion School, Niakwa Place School, Samuel 
Burland School, St. George School, and Victor H.L. Wyatt School. 
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This resulted in a total of 373 parent questionnaires mailed on May 10, 
2005. A reminder was sent out to all non-respondents on May 20th. This 
process resulted in 147 completed questionnaires returned to Proactive 
by postage paid business reply, resulting in a response rate of 39%. As 
with educator questionnaires, all open-ended questions were numerically 
coded. These questionnaires were then scanned and analyzed in SPSS 
(Table 3:2). 
 
 

Table 3:2 
Parent Response Rate by Funding Level 

Funding Level 
Number 

Distributed 
Number 

Received 

Response 
Rate 
(%) 

Level I 117 53 45% 

Level II 130 47 36% 

Level III 126 47 37% 

Overall 373 147 39% 

 
 

E. Analysis and Reporting 
 
Each of the Review questionnaires were analysed as a discrete data set 
using SPSS. During reporting, the consultants compared responses to 
similar questions. 
 
A progress report outlining Review activities to date was forwarded to 
Louis Riel School Division on June 9, 2005. A draft final report, including 
draft recommendations, was forwarded to the Division in November 2005. 
Proactive met with the Steering Committee on November 29, 2005 to 
gather their input into the draft report and recommendations. Steering 
Committee input was included in the Student Services Review Final 
Report. 
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CHAPTER 4 
Literature Review 

 
 
A synopsis of current educational literature helps situate Louis Riel School 
Division student services policy and practice within Manitoba and beyond. In 
addition, the literature review grounds the Student Services Review in validated 
practices and provides context for Review findings and recommendations. It 
begins by outlining the context for the education of students with special learning 
needs in Manitoba. It continues with a discussion of the variety and occurrence of 
students’ needs and ends by examining service delivery. 
 
As might be expected, the body of literature regarding students with special 
needs is extensive. Therefore, like other sections of the Louis Riel Student 
Services Review, the literature review focuses on issues surrounding at-risk 
students, student mental health, transitions, and service delivery models. Like the 
Student Services Review itself, the literature review is framed within the context 
of inclusion and, wherever possible, with a particular focus on Canada. Even 
within these focused areas, the literature review is not intended to be exhaustive. 
Rather, it presents a synopsis of current trends and research. 
 
Different sources have been consulted in the preparation of the literature review. 
These include: monographs and edited texts; journals of professional 
associations such as the Canadian Education Association; peer adjudicated 
reviews such as The Canadian Journal of Education; newsletters outlining recent 
educational research such as Education Update; and, Manitoba Education, 
Citizenship and Youth policy and practice documents. These sources were 
accessed both in paper and electronic formats. In addition, parent and family 
literature was examined, largely through association and advocacy websites. 
 
 

A. The Context of Inclusion 
 
In Manitoba and across the country, inclusion provides the context for the 
education of all students. Canadian educators strive to include all 
students within general classroom settings to the greatest extent possible. 
The Research Alliance for Children with Special Needs, a Canadian 
interdisciplinary research consortium, refers to inclusion as: 
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…a philosophy that views the classroom as 
involving all children. The expectations of 
inclusive practice are that the individual learning 
needs of all children will be met, children with 
disabilities will develop the social skills that are 
necessary for successful peer relationships, 
and meaningful social relationships with 
typically developing peers will occur as 
familiarity increases. (Specht, et al, 2001, p. 1) 

 
More specifically, Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, in its policy 
document, Supporting Inclusive Schools, states: 
 

Inclusion is a way of thinking and acting that 
allows every individual to feel accepted, valued 
and safe. An inclusive community consciously 
evolves to meet the changing needs of its 
members. Through recognition and support, an 
inclusive community provides meaningful 
involvement and equal access to the benefits of 
citizenship. (2001, p. 3) 

 
These statements clearly outline inclusion as an overarching philosophy 
guiding the education of all students and contingent upon social policies 
defining education not as a privilege but as a human right provided 
regardless of race, ethnicity, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, 
age, or mental or physical disability ability.12  It is important to note these 
definitions place any onus for change squarely on the shoulders of policy 
makers and educators: “instead of making the individual student fit into 
existing school programs, it is the schools that need to change in major 
ways to ensure the learning success of a growing diversity of students in 
our communities” (Lupart, 2000, p. 215). 
 
Manitoba introduced legislation requiring the provision of special 
education programming in 1967. More recently, prompted by the 
recommendations of the Manitoba Special Education Review, the 
province revised educational policy documents and enacted (2004) and 
regulated (2005) Bill 13, An Amendment to the Public Schools Act 
(Appropriate Educational Programming). Within the provincial 
government’s policy of inclusion, this legislation calls upon educators 

                                                 
12 This is guaranteed under Section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 
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“…to ensure that all students in Manitoba receive appropriate educational 
programming that fosters the students’ participation in both the academic 
and social life of the school” (Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 
2004, p. 1). 
 
Given this legal and social policy framework, it is fair to conclude that 
inclusion is here to stay. However, considerable ambiguity regarding the 
definition of inclusion has lead to confusion:  “Not only has this lack of 
clarity and agreement exacerbated the controversies surrounding 
inclusion, but it has created extraordinary difficulties in terms of 
interpreting research on this topic” (Simpson, 2004, p. 22). Therefore, 
educators often confuse inclusion with terms such as ‘mainstreaming’ or 
‘integration’ that refer more specifically to placement decisions rather than 
the philosophy of inclusion. 
 
Literature proliferates with information regarding the benefits of inclusion 
for all students and staff. Schattman and Benay contend inclusion 
provides a framework for good education for all students to “…achieve 
their potential in a normal educational environment” (1992, p. 30). By 
asserting assumptions such as equal access, non-discrimination, and 
social opportunity, inclusion fosters the growth of all students. 
 
Within an international context, quantitative measures indicate Canada to 
be one of the most inclusive Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) countries when considering children with all types 
of disabilities (Evans, 2004, p. 32).13 Testimonials regarding how 
teachers’ thinking and personal philosophies have changed through their 
contact with students with disabilities abound. These educators speak of 
personal growth and learning from students (Willard-Holt, 2005, p. 276). 
 
Despite acceptance of inclusion across the country, some educators 
persist in concluding that inclusion has not been ‘scientifically proven’ to 
enhance student learning or well being (Simpson, 2004, pp. 20-21). 
However, this view again confuses the philosophy of inclusion with 
practice and placement variables. 
 

                                                 
13 Researcher Peter Evans bases this conclusion on three OECD studies conducted between 

1999 and 2003. 
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B. Students with Special Learning Needs 
 

The social and educational context of inclusion directs educators to 
provide appropriate education for all students, including those with special 
learning needs. However, a simple profile of ‘students with special 
learning needs’ does not exist. Some experts favour a continuum of 
needs model, ranging from minor needs such as specific learning 
disabilities to the more complex needs of students with pervasive 
developmental or medically complex issues. Others see students’ needs 
not as a continuum, but more as a patchwork of individual circumstances. 
Within research literature and educational policy, student needs are 
frequently referred to as ‘low’ or ‘high incidence,’ where high incidence 
indicates needs frequently occurring in Canadian schools (such as 
learning disabilities) and low incidence refers to needs not frequently 
encountered (such as specific chronic conditions or developmental 
delays). 
 

In 2000, Judy Lupart reported 15.5 percent of Canadian students had 
special educational needs (p. 217). Recent American sources indicate 12 
percent of the school population can be described as ‘students with 
disabilities’ (Curtis, 2005, p. 510).14  More specifically, a 1999 source from 
the journal American Family Physician indicates approximately seven to 
10 percent of students have learning disabilities, five to 10 percent have 
attention deficit issues, five to 10 percent have emotional disturbance, five 
percent have chronic illnesses, and two to three percent have cognitive 
delays (Specht, 2004, p. 4).   
 

Educators and the public alike have expressed concern over what 
appears to be the growing number of children with special learning needs 
in Canadian schools. University of Western Ontario’s Jacqueline Specht 
specifies: 
 

Although the actual number of children (and 
therefore the percentage of the population) with 
exceptionalities appears to be growing, the 
increase is probably due primarily to better 
identification, different criteria, and different 
methods of determining prevalence rather than 
a true increase (2004, pp. 6-7). 

                                                 
14  Curtis draws his information from The 24th Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation 

of the IDEA (Washington DC: United States Department of Education, 2002). 
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However, funding policies for students with special learning needs in 
Manitoba and other Canadian jurisdictions foster a diagnosis mindset 
where students are ‘labelled’ in terms of need. Categorical funding often 
requires a diagnosis; “the financial implications of diagnosis are 
significant as this is key to financial support for special programs” 
(Specht, 2004, p. 4). This has prompted some Canadian educators to 
speculate whether this ‘pathology mindset’ is partly responsible for the 
increased prevalence of students with special needs in schools, since an 
increase in the number of students diagnosed is frequently linked to an 
increase in funding. In fact, Alain Cadieux of l’Université du Québec en 
Outaouais, invites Canadian educators to reconsider how educational 
resources could be mobilized differently: 

 
En êffet, les resources seront mobilisées et 
orientées d’advantage vers la recherche des 
conditions facilitant la réussite educative du 
plus grand nombre plutôt que d’un diagnostic 
fondé sur les difficultés de l’élève afin de 
determiner son admissibilité à recevoir un 
financement pour des services specialisés 
(2004, p. 31). 
 

In the Manitoba context, Dennis Owen reports special education 
expenditures generally account for approximately 14 percent of a school’s 
total operations (2003, p. 1). This represents an increase of 300 percent 
over the past 20 years.   
 
 

C. Students At-Risk 
 
While a diagnosis or pathology model may serve some students, it fails to 
capture the spectrum of students’ needs. Therefore, recent Canadian 
literature advocates for the notion of ‘risk’ as a context for understanding 
student needs. Like inclusion, definitions of ‘at-risk’ can be elusive and 
contradictory. Benjamin Levin, formerly of University of Manitoba, states, 
“a student ‘at-risk’ is usually taken to be one whose past or present 
conditions are associated with a higher probability of failing to attain 
various desired life outcomes” (2004b, p. 1). Thus, risk is linked to 
vulnerability, making it more broad-based than traditional diagnostic 
criteria. Recent publications indicate one in four Canadian children may 
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be considered at-risk, while “10-15% are likely to experience serious 
adverse consequences” (Levin, 2004b, p. 1). 
 
Because of the importance of education in predicting life outcomes, 
students at-risk are often in jeopardy of not completing secondary school. 
Recently reported statistics indicate that 12% of Canadian youth drop out 
of high school, with Québec, Prince Edward Island, and Manitoba having 
the highest provincial drop out rates (Potvin and Gauquelin, 2005, p. 10). 
Males are more vulnerable than females regarding non-completion of 
school (nationally, 14.7% for males and 9.2% for females). Educators 
have postulated this gender gap in drop out rate indicates the Canadian 
school environment is having difficulty meeting the learning needs of 
young males: “Recent concerns about the learning gap between girls and 
boys in school have highlighted the degree to which characteristics such 
as obedience (or the ability to sit still) may also drive student outcomes” 
(Levin, 2004a, p. 4). 
 
Canadian educators have devised different ways of conceptualizing risk. 
The five ways of conceptualizing risk among students are outlined by 
Alain Cadieux as being predictive, descriptive, institutional, unilateral, and 
ecological: 

 
Le concept d’élèves à risqué n’est pas 
uniforme….[les recherces] définissent cinq 
categories d’approche par rapport au élèves à 
risque: l’approche predictive, l’approche 
descriptive, l’approche instititionnelle, 
l’approche unilatérale, et l’approche écologique.  
Bien que ces approches ne soient pas 
mutuellemment exclusives, chacune définit 
différement la nature du concept de «risque».  
L’approche prédictive met l’accent sur des 
facteurs intrinsèques or extrinsèques de l’élève 
ayant un impact plus ou moin élevé sure la 
probabilité de problèmses d’adaptation.  
L’approche descriptive s’intéresse aux 
manifestations des comportements que 
entravent l’adaptation de l’élève.  L’approche 
instititionnelle cherche à élucider les facteurs 
liés à l’environmment scolaire qui nuisent à 
l’adaption scolaire et sociale de l’élève.  
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L’approche unilatérale part du principe que tous 
les élèves sont à risque et ont des besoins 
particuliers…Finalement l’approche écologique 
met l’accent sur les interaction entre les 
facteurs intrinsèques lies à l’individu et 
l’ensemble des facteurs extrinsèques, tels que 
les environements familial, scolaire et social 
(2004, p.31). 

 
While Cadieux and other Canadian researchers acknowledge these 
different ways of framing risk, most recent research has been calling upon 
educators to consider an ecological approach to students at-risk. In this 
way, it is a combination of factors, personal and intrinsic, as well as 
familial, school-related, and social, that best identify risk. 
 
Poverty, particularly inter-generational poverty, is now seen by many as 
the strongest factor contributing to risk among Canadian students. The 
Manitoba Centre for Health Policy has recently turned its attention to the 
connection between socio-economic status and school success, stating, 
“kids from Low SES [socio-economic status] groups are doing 
dramatically worse than Middle Class and High SES kids – both in terms 
of staying in school and doing well when there” (Bromwell et al, 2004, p. 
11). More specifically:  

 
It’s not just that those living in poverty do poorly 
and everybody else does fine:  there is a step-
wise pattern, and each step up the 
socioeconomic ladder is associated with better 
outcomes. We refer to this pattern as the ‘social 
gradient’ in educational outcomes. These 
results are so familiar and so engrained in our 
thinking, it’s easy to conclude there is nothing 
we need to change about the pattern (Fransoo 
et al, 2005, p. 6). 
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American educators concur. Researchers at Rand Corporation outline 
socio-economic factors such as parental education levels, neighbourhood 
poverty, parental occupational status, and family income as being “the 
most critical factors” influencing student educational attainment (Lara-
Cinisomo et al, 2004, p. 10). Robert Evans points out that by the time 
students reach age 18, they spend only 10 percent of their lives in school 
(2005, p. 584). As a result, Evan argues that it is only logical that 
parenting, socio-economic status, and media culture would play a 
significant role in student outcomes. 
 
However, it is important to note that, although research calls upon 
educators to take a more ecological approach, they are not advocating 
that nothing can be done at the school level to support students at-risk. 
Flexibility, making schools welcoming to the whole community, high 
expectations of all students, and building personal relationships with 
students have been suggested as ways of mitigating risk among students. 
However, “education policies alone, when not combined with 
socioeconomic policies, will be less successful” (Lara-Cinisomo, 2004, p. 
10). Education policies regarding students at-risk must be seen within a 
broader public policy lens, where “attempts to reduce student at risk are, 
in fact, part of broader efforts to redress existing inequities in Canadian 
society” (Levin, 2004a, p.3). 
 
 

D. Risk and Resilience 

As a foil to risk, educators have identified factors that contribute to 
students’ resilience:  

 
Simply put, ‘resilience’ is the ability to ‘bounce 
back’ from adversity, to overcome negative 
influences that often block achievement. 
Resilience research focuses on the traits, 
coping skills, and supports that help kids 
survive, and even thrive, in a challenging 
environment (North Central Regional 
Educational Laboratory, 1994, p. 1). 
 

While risk stems from a deficit perspective, resilience is based on 
overcoming hardship. Research into the qualities that help children 
overcome adversity began in the 1950s when researchers noted resilient 
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children had someone who provided them with unconditional acceptance. 
In addition, children who had “at least one skill that gives them pride and 
acceptance in a peer groups” were also found to be more resilient (North 
Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 1994, p. 2.). Delineating the 
individual qualities fostering resilience has lead to an explosion of 
parenting literature on raising resilient children. Numerous books and 
organizations such as the Raising Resilient Children Foundation coach 
families in creating environments that foster resilience. 
 
Like risk, resilience can also be seen from an ecological perspective, 
combining both intrinsic and extrinsic factors. David Osher and his 
colleagues at the Centre for Effective Collaboration and Practice in 
Washington DC stress the importance of global approaches to fostering 
resilience: 

 
Individuals do have some responsibility for their 
own success in life. What we want to stress is 
that individuals are not alone. Families and 
communities can make a real difference in 
children’s lives, and we all need to come 
together to support those family members and 
communities and enhance their capacity to care 
(2000, p. 4). 
 

Therefore, it is not only students who are resilient, but families and 
communities as well. Schools are seen as essential partners in fostering 
resilience. Educators are encouraged to: develop individual students 
strengths; allow students to work regularly in areas of interest; use 
teaching strategies that address different learning styles; teach students 
positive ‘self-talk;’ celebrate student academic and life accomplishments; 
enhance social skills development such as refusal, friendship, coping, 
and negotiating skills; and, enhance relations with families by offering 
parenting development opportunities and positive relationships between 
school and families (North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 
1994, pp. 3-4). 
 
 

E. Student Mental Health 
 
While children’s mental health has always been part of psychiatric and 
psychological research, it is only recently that these issues have surfaced 
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in educational research and literature. Unfortunately, this is further 
complicated when looking at information relating directly to children’s 
mental health. There is little consensus in the literature regarding what 
constitutes a mental health issue for children. Children’s Mental Health 
Ontario includes only depression and conduct disorders as children’s 
mental health issues, while the American Psychiatric Association 
considers Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) a children’s 
mental health disorder. In addition, the National Institute of Mental Health 
in the United States lists Autism Spectrum Disorder/Pervasive 
Developmental Disorder, Biplolar Disorder, Eating Disorders, and Child-
Onset Schizophrenia as children’s mental health disorders. For those who 
are not mental health professionals, it becomes difficult to sort out what is 
considered a mental health issue and what is not. 
 
A consensus exists among a number of sources that mental health issues 
among young children are usually manifest as attachment disorders. 
Issues surrounding attachment to a significant caregiver manifest in 
young children’s behaviour as poor social skills, unpredictable or 
aggressive behaviour, low frustration tolerance, and indiscriminate 
behaviour (Children’s Mental Health Ontario, 2002, p. 17). 
 
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, depression, and conduct 
disorders are among the highest incident disorders in children and 
adolescents. ADHD is more common among males than females and 
usually develops prior to age seven. The most frequently diagnosed 
psychiatric disorder, ADHD occurs in three to five percent of school age 
children. While all children may exhibit some level of hyperactivity, 
impulsiveness, or difficulty in maintaining attention, these symptoms 
occur with more frequency and/or intensity in those with ADHD. The 
American Psychiatric Association stated “between 70% and 80% of 
children with ADHD respond to medications” (American Psychiatric 
Association, 2005, p.2). 
 
Hallmarked by feelings of sadness, depression is said to be present in 
one in ten children between the ages of six and twelve (American 
Psychiatric Association, 2005, p.1). Treatment for childhood depression 
encompasses both psychotherapy and medication. 
 
Children with conduct disorders, also known as emotional behavioural 
disorders (EBD), exhibit behaviours that persistently disregard the norms 
of society. It is important to note that children with EBD are not just 
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experiencing the ‘turmoils of youth.’ In addition, conduct disorders are 
often co-morbid with other conditions such as ADHD, depression, or 
epilepsy. Other mental health disorders occur in lower incidence among 
children, including Anxiety disorders, bipolarity, and schizophrenia. 
 
Detecting mental illness poses some difficulties for those working with 
children and adolescents. The Children’s Mental Health Ontario 
recommends those working with children should watch for signs of mental 
health concerns including: 
 

 Decreased school success; 
 

 Avoiding friends and family; 
 

 Frequent outbursts of anger; 
 

 Loss of appetite; 
 

 Difficulty sleeping; 
 

 Rebellion against authority; 
 

 Excessive use of addictive substances such as drugs or alcohol; 
 

 Disinterest…stopping doing things they used to enjoy; 
 

 Constant worrying; 
 

 Damaging property; 
 

 Obsession with weight or body image; 
 

 Disinterest in appearance; 
 

 Loss of energy or motivation; 
 

 Hitting or bullying others; and, 
 

 Attempts at self-injury.15 

                                                 
15 Extensive information regarding child and adolescent mental health is available at 

www.kidsmentalhealth.ca.  
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Referral to a mental health professional is recommended if educators 
believe there may be concern regarding a student’s mental health. A 
number of sources stress the importance of treatment for mental health 
conditions among children. 
 
 

F. Service Delivery for Students with Special 
Learning Needs 
 

1. Inclusive Schools 
 
The fundamental question regarding service delivery for students with 
special learning needs is not where to educate the child, but how best to 
meet the student’s needs. In the decision Eaton vs. Brant County Board 
of Education (1997), the Supreme Court of Canada stipulated placement 
decisions must reflect “the child’s best interest and special needs” 
(Dworet and Bennett, 2002, p. 26). From an inclusive perspective, the 
starting point in meeting students’ needs is the classroom.   
 
Manitoba Education, Training and Youth, in its 2001 policy document 
Supporting Inclusive Schools, provides a vision of inclusive practice 
where all students have a sense of belonging and achievement. To 
accomplish this, educators are encouraged to teach students to deal with 
diversity through instruction and modelling. In order for students to 
achieve to the best of their ability, appropriate supports should be in 
place. In addition, students should be provided with opportunities to 
engage in meaningful relationships and become contributors to the 
classroom and school communities. Research also details the qualities 
needed for the successful inclusion of all students, including flexibility and 
diverse problem-solving, shared responsibility for student success, as 
well as a commitment to a climate conducive to learning (Lipsky and 
Gartner, 1999, pp. 99-100). 
 
Experts and educators alike emphasize the importance of believing in the 
success of all students: “if we allow students to fail, some will. The only 
way to ensure that all students succeed, therefore, is to remove failure as 
an option” (Corbett et al, 2005, p. 8). Translating a belief in students’ 
success into action can be more problematic. However, David Stovell and 
William Ayers outline what is being done in an impoverished community 
of Chicago, where: 
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 Close connections between student and staff are created by 
smaller school environments (secondary school within a school). 
These smaller schools promote professional collegiality among 
staff; 

 
 Student advisory groups have weekly meetings centering on 

choice topics so that staff can discover students’ level of self-
knowledge and what they value. This helps staff know and value 
what students know; 

 
 Community connections are built by valuing families as partners 

and integrating services into the schools such as health care and 
adult learning centres; 

 
 A skilled teaching staff are recruited and retained; and, 

 
 A focused and rigorous curriculum is provided to all students. 

(Stovell and Ayers, 2005, pp. 36-37). 
 
In addition to reiterating the importance of high expectations for all 
learners as well as coherent, thoughtful, and captivating curriculum, Carol 
Ann Tomlinson underscores the importance of valuing the capabilities of 
all learners and providing each with challenges. Finally, rigorous 
assessment allows for maximum learning for all students (2005, p. 10). 
Therefore, an inclusive school is one which supports the learning needs 
of all students. This does not mean having to ‘reinvent the wheel,’ rather: 

 
Good inclusion is good education. Its 
foundations are differentiated instruction for 
mixed ability-groups; student-centered 
instruction based on high, but different, 
expectations; and class organization that allows 
students to be involved in decision-making in 
the classroom (Checkley, 2000, p. 8). 
 

2. Inclusion and Integration 
 
Although inclusion is the framework for the education of all students in 
Manitoba, it is an overarching philosophy and not a practice. Inclusion is 
operationalized, or made into practice, through integration within the 
regular classroom setting (Proactive Information Services Inc., 1998, p. 
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107). While the locus of integration is the regular classroom, this does not 
preclude students spending time outside the regular classroom, provided 
placement decisions are guided by how to best suit the learner’s 
individual needs. Unfortunately, inclusion and integration are often 
confused in the minds of educators and the public alike, producing an 
overemphasis on placement rather than meeting students’ needs. 
 

3. Addressing Student Diversity 
 
Walking into any classroom in Louis Riel School Division provides a 
synopsis of the diversity of students’ needs found in Manitoba’s school 
today. The province provides a framework for addressing student 
diversity through a Continuum of Instructional Support: 
 
 

Continuum of Instructional Supports for Addressing Student Diversity 

 
 Provincial Curriculum 

(Including differentiated instruction) 
 

 Adaptations  
  Support Personnel   
   Re-designed Course 

Content 
   

    Individualized 
Programming 

    

         
          

Professional 
Practice 

 

          

Collegial/ 
Team 

Support 

 

            

 

Inclusion 

Source: Manitoba Education, Training and Youth, Supporting Inclusive Schools, 2001b. 

 
 
Within the framework of inclusion, the Continuum is supported by 
professional practice and collegial teamwork. Differentiation is a 
cornerstone of inclusive practice by accommodating the needs of all 
students in the classroom. While most educators intuitively understand 
differentiation is good education for all students, implementing 
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differentiated strategies can prove problematic. As stated by Scottt Willis 
and Larry Mann of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development: “nearly all teachers believe that it’s better to differentiate 
instruction, the challenge lies in translating that belief into action” (2000, 
p. 2). 
 
Carol Ann Tomlinson’s The Differentiated Classroom: Responding to the 
Needs of all Learners (1999) provides guidance on the implementation of 
differentiated instruction through stations and small group work, agendas, 
orbital studies, entry points, and choice boards: 
 

 Stations are set up around the classroom where students can 
work on various tasks simultaneously. Students visit the stations 
based on their learning needs; 

 
 Agendas are personalized lists of tasks that students must 

complete by a specified time; 
 

 Orbital studies are investigations revolving around curriculum 
where students select their own topic; 

 
 Entry points allow students to explore a topic through any of 

Howard Gartner’s five avenues – narrational (presenting a story), 
logical-quantitative (using numbers or deduction), foundational 
(through philosophy or vocabulary), aesthetic (focusing on the 
senses), or experimental (hands-on); and, 

 
 Choice boards present assignments displayed on cards and 

allows students to choose particular tasks. (As summarized in 
Willis and Mann, 2000, p. 3). 

 
Much of Tomlinson’s strategies for differentiation are based on open-
ended, problem-solving, or project based work. 
 
Student-centred planning becomes particularly important for students with 
special needs. This is supported by collegial teamwork between families, 
educators, administrators, educational assistants, clinicians, and multi-
system professionals. Millicent Lawton, in her 1999 article for Harvard 
Education Letter, outlines team teaching practices that support inclusion. 
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These include co-teaching and parallel teaching.16 While these validated 
practices are endorsed by educators as ways of ensuring inclusion of 
students with special learning needs, they are not without their 
challenges. Finding time to plan and coordinate activities challenges 
those involved in team teaching. In addition, team cohesion is important, 
making the choice of team members critical. 
 
While inclusion engenders the general education classroom as the locus 
of service delivery for all students, it does not preclude other student 
placements. Eaton vs. Brant County Board of Education (1997), reminds 
educators that “the child’s best interest and special needs” is the 
determining factor regarding student placement (Dworet and Bennett, 
2002, p. 26). This may be determined to be a setting other than a general 
education classroom. However, Daniel Losen and Garry Orfield caution: 

 
Students with disabilities are entitled to receive 
supports and services in a setting best suited to 
their individual needs, and not automatically 
assigned to a separate place, subjected to low 
expectations, or excluded from educational 
opportunities (2002, p. xxi). 
 

In fact, Judy Lupart reported approximately 25 percent of students 
determined to have ‘special needs’ were placed in alternate settings 
(2000, pp. 217-218).   
 
Because inclusion is the norm across Canadian jurisdictions and in many 
districts in the United States, educational research on the benefits of 
special education placements is limited. However, there are several 
groups who strongly advocate in favour of special education placements. 
One of the strongest voices for special education settings comes from 
within the Deaf community, where debate regarding how to best serve the 
needs of Deaf students is ongoing between oralists (generally in favour of 
integrated settings) and manualists (generally favouring special 
placements) (MacDougall, 2004, pp.16-19). In fact, members of this 
community argue that placing Deaf students in special manualist schools 

                                                 
16 Lawton describes co-teaching as student services teachers teaching alongside classroom 

teachers. Parallel teaching is described as student services teachers working “with a small 
group of students from a selected special student population in a section of the general 
education classroom” (p. 1). 
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is made on a basis of preserving Deaf language and culture, rather than 
on deafness as a disability. 
 
Furthermore, some educators postulate students with significant 
behavioural needs may also be better served in special education 
placements. Burnette noted that students with emotional behavioural 
disorder (EBD) showed academic gains when placed in segregated 
settings. However, there is some debate regarding whether these 
students are separated from their peers largely because of their non-
compliant, disruptive, and possibly violent behaviour, rather than 
placement decisions being made in the best interest of the child. 
 
Not surprisingly, some families and teachers of gifted students contend a 
separate placement as the best way of filling these students’ needs. 
Separate placements for gifted students are often seen as optimal and 
socially advantageous: 

 
Parents and educators of students identified as 
gifted, for example, typically have been more 
supportive of a continuation of the pull-out or 
resource-program model, whereas parents and 
educators of severely handicapped students 
have tended to promote the full inclusion model 
(Lupart, 1998, p. 260). 
 

Recent Canadian literature has outlined a number of service delivery 
models that support secondary students at-risk. Although specifics of 
these programs vary, it is interesting to note that each is based on a 
flexible, integrated, and student-centred study. York Regional School 
District in Toronto started its ACCESS (Alternative Classroom and 
Counselling for Expelled and Suspended Students) program in 2001 as 
an alternative placement for students who were not successful in 
traditional secondary school settings and who were currently not in school 
due to a serious infraction. ACCESS’ approach is inter-sectoral, involving 
child welfare, law enforcement, as well as education and focuses on the 
academic and social/emotional needs of learners. The curriculum is 
based on academic assessment and credit accumulation, anger 
management, psychological assessment, and transition to work programs 
such as co-operative education (Glaze, 2001, pp. 44-45). Similarly, 
Québec’s Centres de formation en entreprise et récupération (CFER) 
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program integrates social skills development, academic study, and 
transition to work (Martineau & Presseau, 2002, pp. 31-33).17 
 
ACCESS and CFER’s integrated approach to student learning is also 
reflected in the Integrated Studies Program (ISP) in Abbotsford, British 
Columbia. The ISP approach closely mirrors a primary school model 
where all subjects are taught in one classroom by one teacher: “it seemed 
that the attachment to one classroom and primarily to one teacher in the 
elementary model worked for these students. When sent off to the more 
impersonal, fragmented system of secondary school, they lost grip and 
began to fail” (Chapman, 2002, p. 16). In addition to an integrated 
thematic approach to learning, high expectations and a social 
environment of caring form the cornerstones of ISP. 
 
These programs target youth who have not been successful in more 
traditional secondary settings. What they have in common are close 
connections to staff, an integrated and concrete approach to learning, and 
a student-centred approach. Students’ identified “one-on-one teaching, 
smaller class size, flexible work schedules, and the commitment and 
attention provided by teachers” as reasons for their preference of the 
ACCESS program to other secondary settings (Glaze, 2001, p. 45). 
Success in these programs was anchored by strong student engagement 
in a caring social environment. Echoing Kathy Checkley’s statement 
regarding validated practices in inclusion, these programs appear to 
support the notion that good education practice for students at-risk is 
good education for all students. 
 

4. Student Transitions 
 
Transitions occur during the school career of every student, including 
transitions in and out of the school system, between levels within the 
system, and between activities and settings. Although these may be times 
of stress for all students: “students with special needs frequently 
experience difficulty making transitions” (Manitoba Education, Training 
and Youth, 2001, section B:3, p. 1). Therefore, while transition planning is 
important for all students, it is more critically so for students with special 
needs. 
 

                                                 
17 Beginning in Victoriaville, Québec, in 1990, the CFER model grew considerably over the next 

ten years. By 2000, the program was recognized by the ministry of education and had 
expanded to 28 sites across the province. 
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The educational research literature on transitions in general is sparse. 
Focus is paid to the unique needs of each transition. 
 
a) Transition Into School 
 
While all transitions are critical to student success, Manitoba Education, 
Training and Youth reports “much of a child’s future success in school 
depends on the transition into school” (2001, section B:3, p. 1). Emphasis 
on early identification and planning is an essential component to 
preschool transition, supported by information sharing and interagency 
and familial collaboration. Successful transition planning ensures a 
continuity of programming best suited to the needs of the child, continuity 
of interventions from preschool to school, decreased stress for the 
student and their family, and preparedness of the school to meet the 
needs of the child (Manitoba Education, Training and Youth, 2001, 
section B:3, p. 2). 
 
Smoothing the transition into school helps all students, as well as those 
with special needs. Therefore, several Manitoba school divisions have 
partnered with Healthy Child Manitoba and Manitoba Education, 
Citizenship and Youth to present community schools initiatives targeting 
preschoolers. Seven Oaks School Division’s Advancing Community 
Schools Initiative links families with preschoolers to community schools 
by hosting preschool literacy, parenting, and school readiness activities. 
In addition, River East Transcona School Division’s Community Schools 
Initiative has similar goals of reaching out to families prior to school in 
order to enhance school readiness. 
 
A critical outcome of these initiatives is the early identification of students 
with special learning needs. Without early identification, students can fall 
into patterns of frustration because their learning needs are not identified 
until later in their school career. Unfortunately, this often does not occur 
until the child has been unsuccessful at school and settles into a cycle of 
frustration and low self-esteem.   
 
b) Transitions In and Out of Middle School 
 
Transitions in and out of middle school are further complicated by 
students’ emergence into adolescence. Rick Allen describes adolescent 
school transitions as “having elements of many adolescents’ worst social 
nightmares – not knowing anyone, being ignored by peers, getting lost, 
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and confronting demanding classes and teachers” (2001, p.1). Well 
known middle school educator Ruth Sutton agrees, referring to transitions 
in and out of middle school as the ‘muddle in the middle.’ 
 
However, Douglas MacIver of Johns Hopkins University suggests that 
transitions in and out of middle school can be eased by: 
 

 Providing information about the new school and classes via school 
visits, conferences, and written information. Involving students and 
families in the planning helps to ensure that information needs are 
met; 

 
 Social supports for students during transition…’getting to know 

you stuff’ with staff and students; 
 

 Shared information between school staff regarding curriculum and 
individual students’ needs; and, 

 
 Involves activities long before the first week of school – spring 

parent orientations, school visits to new school and older student 
visits to younger school (Allen, 2001, p. 3). 

 
Moving from middle to secondary school poses unique challenges as 
students learn to negotiate a new, larger environment, more teachers, 
and the credit system. In the United States, many large secondary 
schools have gone to the ‘academy’ approach for students entering 
secondary school, where teacher teams and scheduling foster stronger 
bonds between students and staff: 

 
This continues the middle school concept that  
learning for young adolescents should be based 
on team planning, and integrated curriculum, 
and a concern for the habits of mind that 
promote intelligent thinking over rote learning 
(Allen, 2001, p. 6). 
 

In addition to preparing students, communication and information sharing 
between schools is critical (Manitoba Education, Training and Youth, 
2001, section B:3, p.3). Involving student with special needs in transition 
planning is recommended. 



Page - 51 
 

 
 

 
 
Louis Riel School Division – Student Services Review 
Final Report 

c) Transition from School to Adult Life 
 
Like all other transitions during their school careers, the transition from 
school to adult life is frequently more complex for students with special 
needs: 

 
Issues can arise concerning social, 
occupational, and leisure roles, which may 
affect youths’ self-esteem, self-concept, and 
sense of hope. Youth can experience difficulties 
in establishing fulfilling relationships and finding 
meaningful involvement in leisure and 
occupational roles, such as employment or 
attending college or university. The school to 
adult world transition can involve the loss of 
long-term relationships established in high 
school (King et al, 2004, p.1). 
 

According to Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth policy, transition 
planning to adult life for students with special needs should begin at age 
15 or 16 to ensure “continuity of programs and services” (Manitoba 
Education, Training and Youth, 2001, section B:3, p.4). Gillian King and 
her colleagues at the Research Alliance for Children with Special Needs 
has reviewed the literature regarding student transitions to adult life and 
has distilled recommendations stating that transitions should: 
 

 Provide real life opportunities for skill development; 
 

 Have a holistic and lifelong approach to planning involving social, 
occupational, and leisure roles based on needs; 

 
 Begin early and involve family; 

 
 Be customized to the students’ life goals, interests, and skills; and, 

 
 Linked to community organizations and involve interagency 

collaboration (King et al, 2004a, pp. 3-4). 
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CHAPTER 5 
Discussion of Results 

 
This chapter presents and discusses Review results by method. The complete 
results (question by question) for all questionnaires are found in the Appendix. A 
summary that highlights key findings follows each of the major sections. 

 
 

A. Educator Surveys 
 
As previously discussed, all educators in the Division had the opportunity 
to respond individually to a questionnaire. The questionnaires contained a 
common core of questions. 
 
Given the configuration of schools in the Division, the survey results for 
many of the respondent groups are analyzed according to school level; 
that is, elementary and middle schools (Kindergarten to Grades 
6/8/Senior 1 as compared to high school Grades 7/Senior1/Senior 2 to 
Senior 4). Other analysis separates early, middle, and senior years where 
the size and type of respondent group supports this distinction. 
 

1. Administrator Questionnaire 
 
A total of 64 administrators answered the questionnaire, of which 56% 
were principals and 44% were vice-principals. Given the school 
configurations, it is to be expected that approximately three-quarters of 
respondents (78%) were from elementary/middle schools. 
 
Overall, 37% of administrators indicated that their schools housed special 
programs designed for students with special needs. The program most 
frequently identified by administrators was the Skills for Living Program. 
 
Administrators were asked to describe who participates in their school 
support teams and how often this occurs (Table 5:1). It should be 
recognized that some administrators indicated “not applicable” for certain 
categories. In some cases this response would occur because the school 
did not have a person in this role, while in other cases it may be that the 
person’s participation was not seen as appropriate by the administrator. 
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Administrators reported that they themselves, resource teachers, student 
services teachers, and counsellors were most likely to participate in the 
school support team “all or most of the time.” Others, such as clinicians, 
classroom teachers, educational assistants, divisional consultants, and 
parents were more likely to “sometimes” participate (Table 5:1). 
 
 

Table 5:1 
Participation in School Support Team 

by Group and Frequency of Participation 

Frequency of Participation 
Group All/Most  

of the Time 
Sometimes Combined 

All/Most/Sometimes* 

Administrator(s) 98% 2% 100% 

Resource Teacher 81% ---- 81% 

Counsellor 63% 11% 74% 

Student Services Teacher(s) 67% 5% 72% 

Divisional Special Education 
Program Teacher 

8% 37% 46% 

Reading Recovery/Literacy 
Teacher 

31% 34% 66% 

ESL Itinerant Teacher ---- 10% 10% 

Classroom Teacher(s) 33% 64% 97% 

Educational Assistant(s) 14% 67% 81% 

Clinician(s) 22% 75% 97% 

Divisional Consultant(s) 2% 63% 65% 

Behaviour Support Teacher ---- 19% 19% 

Director of Student Services ---- 13% 13% 

Director of Clinical Services Unit ---- 11% 11% 

Inter-Sectoral Professionals 2% 34% 36% 

Parents 35% 58% 94% 

* Due to rounding issues, the percentages in the “Combined” column can exceed the category 
percentages. 

 
 
When frequent participation (all/most of the time) was analyzed by level of 
the school, some differences emerged. Student Services teachers and 
educational assistants were more likely to be frequent participants at the 
high school level, while resource teachers and Reading 
Recovery/Literacy teachers and clinicians more often attended school 
support team meetings in elementary/middle years schools (Graph 5:1). 
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Overall, 89% of administrators had suggestions as to how school support 
teams could be made more effective. The most frequent suggestions 
were that more time/funding had to be made available to support the 
attendance of educational assistants (n=7), that everyone’s availability 
needed to be ensured (n=6), and that meeting times had to be more 
frequent or more regular (n=6). 
 
Administrators were also asked specifically about the delivery of Clinical 
Services in their school. Both at the elementary/middle years level and in 
high schools, administrators explained that services were regularly 
scheduled according to the school cycle (n=30). They then described a 
range of ways that Clinical Services operated from direct service, to 
consultations, to a variety of meeting types. They most often identified 
team meetings/case reviews (n=43) as the way Clinical Services 
functioned as part of their school team. 
 
When asked what worked well the most frequent response was the 
regularly scheduled meetings for case review (n=17). However, 16 of the 
17 administrators who cited this as something that was effective were at 
the elementary/middle school level. Few high school administrators gave 
specific responses. When asked what needed change or revision, the 
need for more clinical time/greater availability of clinicians (n=36) was 
cited by half or more of the administrators at both the elementary/middle 
level (n=28) and the high school level (n=7). Relatedly, elementary/middle 
years administrators wanted reduced waiting lists (n=4), while high school 
administrators desired more consistency in the clinical support people 
who came to their schools (n=4). 
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Similarly, administrators were asked what had worked well and what 
needed changing regarding Multi-System Planning/Circle of Care 
planning and support. All but one administrator who responded to this 
question were at the elementary/middle school level. The most frequent 
response was similar to that given regarding Clinical Services; that is, the 
regularly scheduled systems meetings worked well (n=17). The change 
most often desired centred around the problem of scheduling difficulties 
and the need for more release time to support meetings (n=9 
elementary/middle school administrators). 
 
The top two descriptors that administrators used to depict their profile of 
students at-risk were children with behaviour issues and children who 
were struggling academically (Table 5:2). At the elementary/middle 
school level, issues relating to students’ family situation were more often 
cited than they were at the high school level. Mental health issues were 
more frequently noted at the high school level. 
 

Table 5:2 
Description of Students At-Risk 

by Level: Top 5 

Elementary/Middle High School 
Description 

Rank N Rank N 

Behaviour issues/EBD 1 22 2 5 

Academic issues/unable to focus/possible 
learning disabilities 

2 19 1 9 

Poverty/low income families 3 12 5 3 

Lack of parental support/supervision 4 8 ---- 0 

Mental health issues (depression, anxiety) 5 7 4 4 

Attendance issues/disengagement from 
school 

---- 4 2 5 

Addictions/substance abuse ---- 2 5 3 

 
Students were identified as being at-risk in elementary/middle years 
schools through teachers sharing information at meetings (n=16) or by 
referrals from individual teachers (n=19). However, there were a variety of 
other ways as well, including the use of formal assessments/screening 
(n=10), referrals from individuals on the school support team and/or 
Student Services (n=8), through the transition process (n=7), and through 
observation of student behaviours (n=7). At the high school level, student 
were most often identified through teacher referrals (n=7) or as a result of 
the transition process (n=4). 
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When administrators were asked how frequently a variety of supports and 
strategies had 
been used 
when working 
with students 
at-risk or 
students 
having 
behavioural/ 
mental health 
challenges, 
the support 
used with 
greatest 
frequency was educational assistant time (both in class or pull out) 
(Graph 5:2). In addition, to the top five shown above, differentiation of 
assessment, developing/using IEPs, and assessing behaviour were also 
reported by approximately 60% or more of administrators. 
 
Differences again emerged between elementary/middle schools and high 
schools. In almost all cases, use of supports was more frequently 
reported in elementary/middle years schools. No high school 
administrators reported frequent use of modifying curriculum, using 
individualized programming, use of Multi-System/Circle of Care, or use of 
speech and language support. Other differences in use are illustrated in 
Table 5:3. 
 

Table 5:3 
Frequent Use of Supports – Showing Differences 

by Level 

Elementary/Middle High School 
Supports 

N % N % 

Differentiation of instruction 35 74% 8 57% 

Developing/using IEPs 34 71% 3 21% 

Adapting curriculum 39 81% 7 50% 

School support team meetings 38 79% 8 57% 

Assessing behaviour 31 67% 4 33% 

Developing/using BIPs 20 42% 2 14% 

Guidance programs 25 53% 3 21% 

Resource programs 33 69% 5 38% 
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Administrators were questioned about what supports, services, 
structures, and practices worked well and which needed revision in 
relation to supporting students at-risk. Again, administrators at all levels 
wrote about the importance of the team approach (n=23). Administrators 
in elementary/middle schools also cited individualized approaches (n=10) 
and trained/qualified educational assistants (n=10). Administrators in high 
schools noted specialized programs (n=4). On the other hand, a variety of 
changes were suggested, very few of which were cited multiple times. 
The most frequent request from administrators was for more professional 
development (n=8). 
 
The same questions were asked in relation to students with 
behavioural/mental health challenges. Behaviour Intervention Plans 
(BIPs) were mentioned by eight administrators as something that has 
worked well. Again the importance of teamwork (n=6), regular support 
meetings (n=6), access to agencies and outside support (n=6), 
specialized programs (n=6), clinical intervention/services (n=5), and 
funding for educational assistants (n=5) were also mentioned by five or 
more administrators. In terms of what requires change, improved 
accessibility/availability of supports such as therapy and treatment 
options (n=12) were most often desired, followed by improved 
partnership/communication with outside agencies (n=6), quicker response 
from services/shorter waiting lists (n=5), and more professional 
development opportunities (n=5). 
 
Administrators were 
asked how well they 
think students with 
special needs are 
supported at various 
transition points. 
They were most 
likely to see 
transition between 
early years and 
middle years (33%) 
and entry into school 
(24%) as supporting students “very well.” When “very well” and “quite 
well” are combined, administrators were least likely to believe transition 
from high school into the community and out of special programs in 
regular programs work well (Graph 5:3). 
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The most frequent suggestions regarding how students could be better 
supported at the various transition points were as follows: 
 

 Entry into school > early screening (n=5) 
 

 Between early and middle years > transition meetings (n=5) 
 

 Between middle and senior years > diverse and appropriate 
transition programs (n=6) 

 
 Out of senior years into the community > more work 

experience/job skill acquisition (n=4) 
 

 Into special programs from regular programs > clarification of 
criteria for special programs (n=3) 

 
 Out of special programs into regular programs > streamline/clearly 

define the process (n=4) 
 

 Re-entry as a result of suspension > meet with parents, student, 
teacher and administration (n=5) 

 
Administrators were asked how important various types of professional 
development were to them when working with students with special 
needs. The one which was most often cited as “critically important” to 
administrators was collaborative teams/focus groups. Overall, 
administrators prefer opportunities for discussion and sharing rather than 
formal workshops or courses. 
 
In their final comments, the one which was volunteered most often was 
the need to support all students, including students with gifts and talents 
(n=4). 
 

2. School-Based Educational Specialist Questionnaire 
 
School-based educational specialists include a variety of roles. Educators 
from each of these roles responded to the questionnaire. 
 

 Counsellor (n=24) 
 

 Resource teacher (n=27) 
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 Student Services teacher (n=25) 
 

 Co-operative Education teacher (n=5) 
 

 Reading Recovery or other Literacy teacher (n=10) 
 

 Skills for Living Program Teacher (n=6) 
 

 Other special program teacher (n=7) 
 
In all, 108 school-based educational specialists responded; 75 in 
elementary/middle years schools, 29 in high schools, and three who 
worked at all levels. First, school-based educational specialists were 
asked how important various people and other supports were in helping 
them be effective in their particular roles (Table 5:4). 
 

Table 5:4 
“Critically Important” Supports Ranked 

by Role 

Support Counsellor Resource 
Student 
Services 

Co-op 
Education 

Reading 
Recovery/ 
Literacy 

Skills 
for 

Living 

Other 
Special 

Program 

School administrator 1 2 1  4 4 1 

Resource teacher 6       

Counsellor  4      

Divisional Special 
Education Teacher 

   1    

Educational assistants 4 1 1 1  3 2 

Clinicians 4 2 3 4 5 1  

Inter-sectoral professionals        

Divisional meetings     2   

School support team 
meetings 

2 6 6  5   

Informal peer meetings     5   

Specialized materials   5  5 1 4 

Specialized facilities    4  4  

Planning time  5 4 3 1 4 2 

Division direction/vision     4   

Parents 3  6 4 2 4  
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School administrators, educational assistants, and clinicians were the 
supports (followed by parents) most often mentioned as “critically 
important,” regardless of role. However, it is also evident that people 
involved in certain roles need particular supports. In addition, counsellors 
and resource teachers rely on each other as important supports. 
 
Overall, 83% of school-based educational specialists had suggestions as 
to how school support teams could be made more effective. 
Overwhelmingly, the most frequent request was the desire for more time 
for meeting and planning together (n=43). 
 
When school-based educational specialists were asked how expert they 
considered themselves in a variety of areas, the one area where most 
people believed 
they needed 
“some help” or “a 
lot of help” was 
the area of Multi-
System/Circle of 
Care (Graph 5:4). 
People in the 
various roles also 
identified other 
areas where they 
could use help. 
For example, 
68% of counsellor respondents indicated they needed help with 
programming for educational assistants, while 41% of resource teachers 
reported needing help with developing/using Behaviour Intervention 
Plans. 
 
Not surprisingly, 13% of respondents reported having worked with Multi-
System/Circle of Care. Student Services teachers were most likely to 
have done so (36%). Again, regular meetings were most often viewed as 
having worked well (n=5). 
 
Overall, 93% of school-based educational specialist had worked with 
members of the Clinical Services Unit in the 2004-2005 school year. 
Other special program teachers were least likely to have worked with the 
Clinical Services Unit (43%). Respondents were most likely to indicate 
that services had been provided through the assessment/testing of 
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students (47%). The next most frequent responses were 
collaborating/consulting (18%) and recommending/developing program 
plans (17%). What was viewed most often as working well were the 
regular team meetings (32%). What needs change or revision was most 
often indicated as the need for more clinical personnel (33%). 
 
When asked how students at-risk were identified, the most frequent 
response was through teachers/teacher referral (n=40). Sharing of 
information at meetings (n=20), observations (n=16), and the transition 
process (n=16) were the next most frequently cited comments. 

 
Respondents were also 
questioned about how often 
various practices or supports 
were used to help meet the 
needs of students at-risk or 
students with behavioural/ mental 
health challenges. Overall, 
educational assistant time was 
most often cited (Graph 5:5). 
 
When asked what worked well for 
students at-risk, educational 

assistant time was again cited, regardless of school level (n=22), followed 
by program flexibility (n=15) and the importance of working as a team 
(n=12). Most often respondents indicated that the change required was 
more professional development (n=12). 
 
When respondents were asked what had worked well for students with 
behavioural/mental health challenges, clinical interventions/services 
(n=16) were most often mentioned, followed by the importance of BIPs 
(n=12) and educational assistant funding (n=12). Changes and revision 
were most often described as the need for more specialized/cluster 
programs (n=10) and more professional development (n=10). 
 
Transition questions again asked about how well students with special 
needs were supported at various transition points (Graph 5:6). While 
trends in response were similar to school administrators, school-based 
educational specialist were less likely to consider transitions as working 
“very well” or “quite well.” 
 

75% 66% 61% 58% 58% 55%

0%
20%
40%
60%
80%

100%

Graph 5:5
Supporting Practices

EA Time Adapting Curriculum IEPs
Support Team Mtgs Resource Programs DI



Page - 62 
 

 
 

 
 
Louis Riel School Division – Student Services Review 
Final Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The most frequent suggestions regarding how students could be better 
supported at the various transition points were as follows: 
 

 Entry into school > release time for team members to meet (n=12) 
 

 Between early and middle years > transition meetings/sharing of 
information (n=16) 

 
 Between middle and senior years > more communication/sharing 

of information (n=8) 
 

 Out of senior years into the community > career planning/career 
education (n=4) 

 
 Into special programs from regular programs > team approach 

(n=7) 
 

 Out of special programs into regular programs > more support for 
teacher/EA time (n=7) 

 
 Re-entry as a result of suspension > meet with parents, student, 

teacher and administration (n=17) 
 
When asked how important various types of professional development 
were to them when working with students with special needs, the vehicle 
most often cited as being “critically important” was collaborative 
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teams/focus groups (66%) (Graph 5:7). This professional development 
strategy was viewed most positively by resource teachers (78%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In closing, school-based educational specialists expressed a desire for 
clarification of roles (n=16), an increase in educational assistant support 
(n=7), and the need to support all students, including those with particular 
gifts and talents (n=7). 
 

3. Teacher Questionnaire 
 
A total of 428 classroom teachers responded to the questionnaire. 
Because of the larger number 
and because teachers are 
more likely to work at a 
particular grade or level, 
results are presented by early, 
middle, and senior years. The 
largest number of respondents 
taught at the early years level 
(Graph 5:8).  
 
Teachers were asked to 
identify the supports that were 
“critically important” to them 
when they are dealing with 
students with special needs 
(Table 5:5). 
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Table 5:5 

Most Often Cited* “Critically Important” Supports 
by Level Taught 

Level Taught 
Supports 

Overall Early Years Middle 
Years 

Senior 
Years 

Educational assistants 63% 77% 71% 43% 

Resource teacher 62% 67% 64% 54% 

Parents 54% 63% 61% 41% 

School administrator 50% 61% 49% 37% 

Counsellor 47% 47% 51% 44% 

Release time (for planning) 46% 57% 49% 31% 

Student Services teacher(s) 45% 52% 44% 38% 

Specialized materials/equipment 34% 40% 36% 28% 

Clinicians 32% 48% 26% 19% 

* These supports were cited as “critically important” by 30% or more of teachers overall. 

 
Early years teachers were also more likely to see the Behaviour Support 
teacher (32%) and IEP meetings (29%) as “critically important.” Senior 
years teachers were the group least likely to see all the listed supports as 
“critically important,” which may reflect lack of availability, teacher lack of 
awareness, or senior 
years teachers being 
less likely to have 
students with special 
needs in their 
classrooms. 
 
Only a small 
percentage of teachers 
indicated that they 
“never” met with the 
members of the 
support team in their 
school (Graph 5:9). 
Senior years teachers 
were least likely to 
meet with the team 
once a week or more.  
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Approximately two thirds of teachers indicated that they knew ways to 
make their school support teams more effective; the highest percentage 
being 75% of early years teachers. Regardless of level, the suggestion 
that was most often made was the need for more meetings or ways to 
communicate and share information. A wide variety of other suggestions 
were also offered. 
 
Teachers were also asked how often various people were directly 
involved in their classroom with the delivery of curriculum for students 
with special needs. Teachers most often indicated that the two people 
involved “all/most of the time” were themselves (89%) and educational 
assistants (44%). However, a variety of people were sometimes involved 
in the delivery of curriculum in the classroom (Table 5:6).  
 
 

Table 5:6 
People Involved in the Delivery of Curriculum at Least “Some of the Time” 

by Level Taught 

Level Taught 
Supports 

Overall Early Years Middle 
Years 

Senior 
Years 

Classroom teacher him/herself 96% 98% 99% 93% 

Educational assistants 81% 86% 87% 70% 

Resource teacher 53% 64% 53% 40% 

Student Services teacher(s) 41% 47% 38% 36% 

School administrator(s) 34% 41% 36% 25% 

Counsellor 32% 36% 34% 28% 

Clinician(s) 28% 44% 25% 13% 

Reading Recovery/Literacy 
teacher 

26% 47% 18% 7% 

Divisional Special Education 
program teacher 

14% 17% 6% 15% 

Divisional consultant(s) 8% 9% 8% 7% 

* People involved in the delivery of curriculum “all/most of the time” combined with “sometimes.” 

 
 
It is particularly notable that clinicians and Reading Recovery/Literacy 
teachers are much more likely to be directly involved at the early years 
level. In addition, 9% of early years teachers indicated that parents/parent 
volunteers were the other people involved in the classroom at some point 
during the year. 
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Overall, 38% of teachers reported having worked with members of the 
Clinical Services 
Unit during the 
2004-2005 school 
year. Senior years 
teachers 
responding to the 
questionnaire were 
least likely to 
indicate they had 
worked with the 
Clinical Services 
Unit (Graph 5:10). 
 
The clinical supports or services teachers reported most often being 
provided to students were: 
 

 Assessment/testing (n=48) 
 

 Program planning for individual students (n=40) 
 

 Speech and language therapy (n=28) 
 

 Meeting/providing information to teachers about specific students 
(n=14) 

 
 Social Worker providing counselling (n=13) 

 
 Working directly with students individually or in small groups 

(n=13) 
 
When asked what has worked well in their experiences with the Clinical 
Services Unit, teachers focused on the importance of sharing information 
and ideas about students in various ways. 
 

 Individual opportunities to discuss plans for students/share 
opinions about students (n=27) 

 
 Team meetings (n=23) 

 
 Assessments/testing (n=16) 
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 Speech and language programs/therapy (n=14) 
 

 Visiting classrooms (n=9) 
 

 Working with families (n=9) 
 

 Social Worker providing counselling (n=9) 
 
Overwhelmingly, the change that teachers would like to see is an 
increase in clinical time available to schools (n=58). This is related to the 
desire for quicker response time (n=16). A variety of other ideas were 
also presented by individual teachers. 
 
When asked how students considered at-risk are identified, teachers 
overwhelmingly responded that they were the people to identify and refer 
these students for services. 
 

 Teachers/teacher referral (n=171) 
 

 Previous history/transition information or meetings (n=62) 
 

 Student services (detail not specified) (n=37) 
 

 Resource teachers (n=33) 
 

 Assessment/testing (n=31) 
 
Teachers most often used supports or practices when working with 
students at-risk or students with behavioural/mental health challenges 
that were focused on their own classroom practice, regardless of level 
taught (Table 5:7). Senior years teachers were less likely to be involved in 
developing/using IEPs. In addition, use of Behaviour Intervention Plans 
was most frequent at the early years level, as were the use of resource 
programs and speech and language supports. (See Appendix for details 
on all results.) 
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Table 5:7 

Frequent Use of Supports – Showing Differences 
by Level Taught 

Level Taught 
Supports 

Overall Early Years Middle 
Years 

Senior 
Years 

Differentiation of instruction 72% 72% 76% 71% 

Differentiation of assessment 69% 66% 75% 70% 

Adapting curriculum 66% 65% 73% 63% 

Educational assistant time 63% 67% 71% 52% 

Developing/using IEPs 52% 64% 54% 37% 

Modifying curriculum 49% 55% 52% 42% 

Using individualized 
programming 

44% 52% 49% 33% 

Assessing behaviour 35% 42% 34% 28% 

 
 
When asked which of these supports or practices had worked particularly 
well specifically for students at-risk, teachers most often identified 
educational assistant time/support (n=80), followed by teamwork/support 
team meetings (n=38) and support from the school counsellor (n=35). 
However, when asked what needed change or revision, educational 
assistant support was also the most frequent response teachers wrote on 
their questionnaires (n=28). 
 
This same pattern of response was echoed when teachers were asked 
what worked particularly well for students with behavioural/mental health 
challenges. Educational assistant time was most often cited (n=43), 
followed by support from the school counsellor (n=25), and the use of 
BIPs (n=17). When asked what needed change, teachers wanted more 
educational assistant time (n=21) and more support from the school 
counsellor (n=19). 
 
Teachers were also asked about how well students with special needs 
are supported at various transition points (Graph 5:11). They were most 
likely to think students were “very well/quite well” supported when 
entering school and between early and middle years. Early years 
teachers were most likely to think entry into school was well supported 
(62%), while senior years teachers were most likely to think that transition 
out of high school and into the community was well supported (32%). 
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When asked what type of professional development was most important 
to them in their work with students having special needs, teachers cited 
those options that concerned collaboration and dialogue (Graph 5:12). 
Early years teachers were most likely to cite discussion/consultation with 
clinicians as being “critically important” (46%). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In their final comments teachers asked for more support/access to 
services (n=28), advocated for well trained/qualified specialist staff (e.g., 
resource teachers) (n=21), and commented on the fact that educators felt 
over-burdened when trying to support effectively students with special 
needs (n=15). 
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4. Educational Assistant Questionnaire 
 
A total of 235 educational 
assistants responded to the 
questionnaire. The largest 
group were at the early years 
level (Graph 5:13). As with the 
teacher survey, results will be 
reported by early, middle, and 
senior years. 
 
While two-thirds of educational 
assistants overall (67%) 
reported working in the regular 
program as compared to a 
special program, the majority 
(52%) of those working at 
senior years reported working in a special program. 
 
Educational assistants reported working with students in a variety of 
ways. Those working at the senior years level were most likely to work 
with a small group of students for the majority of their day (Table 5:8). 
Educational assistants working at the middle years level were most likely 
to work the individual students, either one student for the entire day or a 
series of individual students. 
 
 

Table 5:8 
Educational Assistants Working with Students the Majority of the Day 

by Level Taught 

Level Taught 
Working with Students 

Overall Early Years Middle Years Senior Years 

One student all day 26% 25% 33% 21% 

Several students, one at a time 32% 32% 40% 21% 

A small group of students 32% 32% 18% 44% 

A class or large groups of 
students 

10% 10% 9% 13% 

 

Graph 5:13
 Respondents by Level
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Educational assistants were asked about the importance of various 
supports to them when working with students having special needs. 
Regardless of level, the classroom teacher was most often cited as being 
“critically important” (Graph 5:14).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Educational assistants working at the early years were most likely to view 
school administrators, resource teachers, student services teachers, and 
clinicians as being “critically important” supports. Educational assistants 
working at the senior years were most likely to indicate divisional special 
education teachers and other educational assistants as being “critically 

important” supports. Middle 
years educational assistants 
were most likely to view 
parents as being “critically 
important.” 
 
When asked to report on how 
often they meet with members 
of the support team in their 
schools, the most frequent 
response was “a few times a 
year,” regardless of level. 
Eighteen percent of 
educational assistants working 
at the senior years level 
“never” met with members of 
the support team in their 
school (Graph 5:15). 

28% 28%
36%

23%

24% 27%
22%

17%

37%

8%
18%

40%
37%

37%

3% 2%

5%

2%6%
0%

Overall Early Middle Senior

1 per Wk + 1-2 per Mth Few Times per Yr 1 per Yr Never

Graph 5:15
Educational Assistants Meeting with Team by Level

61%
38% 36% 34% 34% 31%

0%
20%
40%
60%
80%

100%

Graph 5:14
"Critically Important" Supports for Educational Assistants

Classroom teacher Resource teacher
Other EA Student Services teachers
Administrator Release time



Page - 72 
 

 
 

 
 
Louis Riel School Division – Student Services Review 
Final Report 

When asked what supports, services, structures and/or processes have 
worked particularly well in Louis Riel School Division, educational 
assistants most often reported team meetings (n=35), resource teachers 
(n=14), and speech and language services (n=14). Regarding what 
requires improvement, greater access to professional 
development/training (n=20) and the need for more frequent/regular 
meetings (n=20) were most often cited. A general desire for improved 
communication/sharing of information was third (n=10). 
 
Educational assistants were also asked to give their opinion regarding 
how well students with special needs are supported at the transition 
points (Graph 5:16). As with the other respondent groups, the transition 
into school was viewed as being the place where students were best 
supported. Educational assistants working at early years were most likely 
to indicate entry into school was “very well/quite well” supported (75%). In 
many cases, educational assistants indicated they did not know how well 
students were supported at the various transition points.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The most frequent suggestions regarding how students could be better 
supported at the various transition points were as follows: 
 

 Entry into school > educational assistants and teachers should 
meet the student before s/he starts school (n=8) 

 
 Between early and middle years > use of transition meetings to 

share information (n=14) 
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 Between middle and senior years > more preparation to familiarize 
students with their new surroundings (n=8) 

 
 Out of senior years into the community > more opportunities for 

students to develop life skills through programs such as work 
experience (n=8) 

 
 Into special programs from regular programs > better sharing of 

information before the transition (n=4) 
 

 Out of special programs into regular programs > more 
supports/assistance/resources put into place (n=6) 

 
 Re-entry as a result of suspension > everyone needs to be 

involved/included in meetings (n=10) 
 
Regarding professional 
development opportunities, 
educational assistants most 
often thought that 
discussion/consultation with 
Students Services staff was 
“critically important.” They 
valued opportunities for 
collaboration and 
discussion, as well as 
workshops and conferences 
(Graph 5:17). 

 
In their final comments, educational assistants reiterated the importance 
of sharing information and their need to be included in this process 
(n=30). They also expressed a desire for more professional development 
(n=17) and the need for more frequent/regular team meetings (n=10). 
 

5. Division-Based Educational Specialist 
Questionnaire 
 
Forty-three division-based educational specialists responded to the 
questionnaire which included 30 people in the Clinical Services Unit 
(including Therapy Services) and 13 people who were divisional 
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consultants, itinerant support teachers, or directors.18 Responses have 
been analyzed according to these two groups. 
 
Given the different roles, it is not surprising that there were some 
differences in what the groups viewed as being “critically important” to 
their effectiveness (Table 5:9). However, having qualified and 
experiences student services staff at the school level and a supportive 
administration ranked in the top three for both groups. 
 
 

Table 5:9 
“Critically Important” Supports in Order to be Effective 

by Group: Top 7 

Clinical Services 
(n=30) 

Divisional Staff 
(n=13) Supports 

Rank N Rank N 

Qualified/experienced student services 
specialists at the school level 

1 24 3 8 

Appropriate workspace (in each school) 2 23 ---- ---- 

Supportive administration 3 21 1 11 

Specialized materials and equipment 4 20 ---- ---- 

Professional development 5 18 4 7 

Planning time 6 17 6 6 

Divisional direction/vision for Student Services 7 16 2 9 

Computer access and skills ---- ---- 4 7 

Divisional meetings with colleagues ---- ---- 6 6 

 
When asked what has worked particularly well in terms of supports, 
services, structures and/or processes within the Division, staff from the 
Clinical Services Unit most often cited regular team meetings (n=15). 
Divisional staff most often referenced professional development 
opportunities (n=3) and focus group meetings (n=3). Regarding what was 
perceived as needing change or revision, those in the Clinical Services 
Unit pointed to the need for more trained and qualified staff (n=6), the 
need for leadership and direction (e.g., to clarify roles and responsibilities) 
(n=6), and the need for more time to meet and share information (n=5). 
Divisional staff also cited the need for qualified staff (n=3) and the need 
for meeting time to support information sharing (n=3). 
 

                                                 
18  For purposes of reporting, this group will be referred to as “Divisional staff.” “Division-based 

education specialists” refers to the combination of Clinical Services Unit and Divisional staff.  
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Given their roles, division-based educational specialists were viewed as 
being able to comment on Multi-System/Circle of Care planning and 
support. The opportunity to bring school people and those from outside 
agencies together for team meetings was viewed as beneficial (n=12). 
There was no strong theme in the ideas about how Multi-System/Circle of 
Care planning and support could be improved. 
 
When asked how at-risk students are identified in Louis Riel School 
Division, the division-based educational specialists agreed with school 
staff in that classroom teachers most often identified these students 
(n=14). A variety of other means were also cited, such as the school 
support teams/team approach (n=6), administration (n=4), and student 
services staff (n=4). 
 
Both groups were asked how often they support schools in programming 
for at-risk students and students with behavioural/mental health 
challenges using various strategies. With the exceptions of assisting with 
differentiation of instruction and assessing student behaviour, the 
responses of the groups were different in terms of the work they 
frequently did with schools (Table 5:10). 
 

Table 5:10 
Frequent Supports Provided to Schools 

by Group: Top 6 

Clinical Services 
(n=30) 

Divisional Staff 
(n=13) Supports 

Rank N Rank N 

Direct services/interventions 1 23 ---- ---- 

Consultation with staff 2 20 ---- ---- 

School support team meetings 2 20 ---- ---- 

Assessing behaviour 4 16 4 6 

Programming recommendations 5 15 ---- ---- 

Differentiation of instruction 6 12 4 6 

Family support 6 12 ---- ---- 

Developing/using IEPs ---- ---- 1 7 

Adapting curriculum ---- ---- 1 7 

Modifying curriculum ---- ---- 1 7 

Differentiation in assessment ---- ---- 4 6 

Developing/using BIPs ---- ---- 4 6 
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When thinking about the supports, services, structures, and practices 
used with students at-risk, specialized or cluster programs were most 
often cited by Divisional staff as something that has worked well. There 
was no strong theme regarding what needed change or revision, although 
five Clinical Services Unit staff commented on the need for changes in 
personnel. 
 
When the same questions were asked in relation to students with 
behavioural/mental health challenges, a collaborative 
approach/collaborative teams was most often cited as an effective 
strategy by Divisional staff (n=7). Again, the issue of trained staff was 
raised by five people from the Clinical Services Unit as an area for 
improvement. In addition, a variety of single suggestions were made. 
 
Division-based education specialists were asked for their perceptions 
regarding how well students with special needs are supported at the 
various transition points. It should be noted that the responses are 
presented as percentages for comparative purposes, but percentages 
should be viewed with caution given the small number in this population. 
Staff from the Clinical Services Unit believed the transition between early 
and middle years provided the best supports for students with special 
needs, whereas Divisional staff perceived the transition into special 
programs from regular programs as most supportive  (Table 5:11).  
 
 

Table 5:11 
Students with Special Needs “Very Well/Quite Well” Supported at Transition Points 

by Group 

Transition Points 
Clinical Services 

(n=30) 
Divisional Staff 

(n=13) 

Entry into school 53% 67% 

Between Early years and Middle years 70% 62% 

Between Middle years and Senior years 37% 50% 

Out of Senior years and into the community 20% 33% 

Into special programs from regular programs 48% 75% 

Out of special programs into regular programs 17% 33% 

Re-entry as a result of suspension* 10% 25% 

*  A large proportion of both groups did not know if re-entry after suspension was well supported 
or not. 
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The most frequent suggestions by division-based educational specialists 
regarding how students could be better supported at the various transition 
points were as follows: 
 

 Entry into school > everyone should be involved in the process 
(n=7) 

 
 Between early and middle years > everyone should attend 

meetings, including clinicians (n=4) 
 

 Between middle and senior years > more team meetings, 
consultation and discussion (n=5) 

 
 Out of senior years into the community > need involvement of 

Vocational Rehab Services (n=3) 
 

 Into special programs from regular programs > clearer definitions 
and criteria needed (n=4) 

 
 Out of special programs into regular programs > need to have 

slow transition (e.g., halfway classroom) (n=3) 
 

 Re-entry as a result of suspension > all people should be included 
in the process including parents and students (n=3) 

 
Regarding professional development opportunities, both groups selected 
the same top three professional development opportunities as being 
“critically important”(Graph 5:18). 
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The final comments echoed a number of earlier responses, such as the 
need for everyone to be involved in team planning (n=3), as well as 
clinicians’ concerns about caseloads being too large (n=3). 
 

6. In Summary 
 
This summary provides a brief overview of key themes emerging from the 
surveys of educators and educational assistants.19 
 

 Administrators reported that the most regular participants on the 
school support team are themselves, resource teachers, 
counsellors and students services teachers. However, virtually all 
administrators reported that classroom teachers attended these 
team meetings some of the time. 

 
 Finding ways to make more people more easily available to attend 

school support team meetings was recommended as something 
that would improve school support teams. 

 
 Overall, educators recognized many of the same supports being 

of importance, particularly regular meetings and ongoing 
communication, coupled with an inclusive team approach. 

 
 A greater range of supports were frequently used at the 

elementary/middle school level. However, teachers at the senior 
years level were more likely to have worked with Clinical Services. 
Virtually all school-based educational specialists had worked with 
members of the Clinical Services Unit in the 2004-2005 school 
year. 

 
 School specialist particularly noted the importance of school 

administration, educational assistants, clinicians and then parents. 
Counsellors and resource teachers expressed the importance of 
working with each other. 

 

                                                 
19  Chapter 2 of the report provides a more comprehensive summary with corresponding 

recommendations. 
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 Students who were most likely to be deemed at-risk were those 
with behavioural disorders or challenges and those who were 
struggling academically for a variety of reasons. 
Elementary/middle schools were more likely to cite family-related 
issues as putting children at-risk, whereas mental health 
issues/challenges were more often cited at senior years. 

 
 Educational assistants were often viewed as an important support 

for students at-risk as well as those with behavioural/mental health 
challenges. 

 
 Senior years educators noted the need for more 

therapy/therapeutic intervention to help students with mental 
health challenges. 

 
 All constituent groups indicated that they either lacked knowledge 

or needed help in using the Multi-System/Circle of Care. 
 

 Counsellors indicated they needed help in programming for 
educational assistants, whereas resource teachers indicated a 
need for help with Behaviour Intervention Plans. 

 
 Referrals, regardless of level, are most frequently made by 

classroom teachers. 
 

 Supports, services, structures, and practices that worked well 
often related to having a team approach, as well as time for 
collaborative planning.  

 
 Overall, administrators were more likely than teachers to be 

positive about how students with special needs are supported at 
the various transition points. 

 
 Students with special needs were perceived as being best 

supported when they first transition into school. 
 

 Communication was viewed as critical at all transition points. 
However, when students transition from high schools into the 
community, it was suggested that better work skills/more work 
experience might help support the transition. More clarity in the 
criteria for placement in special programs was also desired. 
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 Collaborative professional development opportunities were most 
highly valued by educators. Educational assistants also 
appreciated such forms of professional development, but were 
more likely to attach importance to workshops.   

 
 

B. Staff Discussions 
 
Staff discussions occurred in every school in Louis Riel School Division. 
Each school submitted notes from each of their small groups to Proactive 
for analysis. Small groups were aggregated to the school level and then 
schools were grouped to reflect the level (elementary/middle school, high 
school). Information from French Immersion schools was also reviewed 
separately, before being combined with the themes arising from other 
schools. 
 
Major themes are reported, but it should be recognized that a wide array 
of comments and suggestions were gleaned from the staff discussion. In 
schools there are many unique individuals and processes that support the 
education of students with special needs. 
 

1. Helpful Supports, Services, Structures and 
Processes 
 
When asked what supports, services, structures and/or processes helped 
to meet the needs of students with special needs, educational assistants 
and resource teachers were consistently mentioned, regardless of school 
level. In addition, the importance of clinicians/clinical supports was 
frequently mentioned. In Immersion schools at the elementary/middle 
years level, guidance/counselling support was often mentioned, while at 
the Immersion high school level the importance of the student services 
team, coupled with regular meetings, were highlighted. 
 

2. Suggested Changes 
 
What changes were suggested that would enhance the effectiveness of 
how schools meet the needs of students with special needs? At the 
elementary/middle years level, the following were most often cited: 
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 More clinicians/clinical support services 
 

 More communication/sharing of information 
 

 More training/professional development for teachers 
 

 Increased educational assistant support 
 

 Smaller class size and/or change in class composition (i.e., limit 
the number of students with special needs in a class) 

 
At the high school level, the changes that were most often suggested 
were: 
 

 Increased communication/sharing of information about individual 
students 

 
 More educational assistant support 

 
 More specialized services (e.g., clinical services, MATC) 

 

3. Worked Well with Students with Special Needs 
 
When asked to identify what has worked well, responses echoed 
comments regarding services, structures and processes that were 
perceived as helpful, such as support from educational assistants and 
communication/sharing of information. However, some elementary/middle 
years schools also mentioned the usefulness of class profiles, while the 
Immersion high school commented on the success of peer tutoring and 
assisted study periods. 
 

4. Help Better Meet Student Needs 
 
What would help schools better meet the needs of students with special 
needs? At the elementary/middle years level, the need for professional 
development for teachers was a recurring theme. Such professional 
development might include assistance with classroom practice for dealing 
with students having special needs and/or a better understanding of 
certain conditions/syndromes affecting students. The desire to have more 
funding and more educational assistant time was also expressed. French 
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Immersion schools also raised the issue of a lack of materials in French 
for use with students with special needs. 
 
At the high school level, more communication or sharing of information 
was desired, as was the need for more educational assistant support. 
Direct assistance for classroom teachers was mentioned in relation to 
French Immersion at the high school level (e.g., having a resource 
teacher in the classroom, professional development). 
 

5. Support for Transitions 
 
Regarding support for students as they transition at various points in the 
school system, the importance of sharing information cannot be over-
emphasized. At all levels, transition meetings that include all those 
involved were cited as “critically important.” In particular, it was stressed 
that students needed to be familiar with what they would encounter when 
they moved to the next step. At the high school level this involved career 
planning and exposure to post-high school options, while at the transition 
from early to middle years this involved visits to the new school. Opening 
day conferences and open houses were some vehicles that were 
proposed. At entry into school, early screening and communication with 
parents were viewed as important. 
 
 

C. Parent20 Survey 
 

1. Demographics 
 
In total, 147 parents/caregivers returned their questionnaires, 
representing 132 parents, eight foster parents, and seven other 
caregivers. Parents were sampled to ensure representation from those 
having children who were provided with Level II and Level III funding, as 
well as parents whose children received Level I services and supports. 
The respondent group reflects these three categories (Graph 5:19). 
 

                                                 
20 The term “parents” is used to refer to parents, guardians, and other primary caregivers. 
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On average, parents had two children attending Louis Riel School 
Division. Most parents identified one child as having received student 
services during the 2004-2005 school year (71%). When asked to focus 
on one of their children when answering the questionnaire, 38% chose an 
early years student, 32% a middle years student, and 30% a senior years 
student.  
 

2. Instructional Placement 
 
Parents were asked to indicate their child’s usual instructional placement.  
Placement in the 
regular classroom 
with same age 
students occurred 
for students for 
varying degrees 
of time (Graph 
5:20). Not 
surprisingly, 
students who 
received Level III 
funding were 
least likely to be in the regular classroom for the entire day. When the 
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level of school was taken into consideration, middle years students were 
less likely than those at early years or senior years to be in a regular 
classroom setting all day (34%). 
 
Placement in a special classroom was most common for Level III funded 
students; 52% of students with Level III funding spent “all day” or “most of 
the day” in a special classroom or program, as compared to 28% of 
students with Level II funding. In addition, senior years students were 
more likely to be in a special classroom or program all or most of the day 
(58%). 
 
Parents of students receiving Level III funding were the group most often 
to indicate their child was in the resource or special needs room for all or 
most of the day (26%). Regarding instructional placement in the 
community, this was again most common for students receiving Level III 
funding. 
 
Overall, 90% were agreed that they were satisfied with their child’s 
instructional placement, with the highest satisfaction expressed by 
parents of students who were receiving Level III funding (94%). There 
was no difference in satisfaction according to early, middle or senior 
years. 
 

3. Supports and Services 
 
Many students were receiving additional adult support in the classroom; 
45% of students receiving Level I service, 91% of students with Level II 
funding, and 100% of students with Level III funding. Additional adult 
assistance outside the classroom was consistently received regardless of 
funding level (Table 5:12).  
 

Table 5:12 
Supports Received 
by Funding Level 

Funding Level 
Supports Received 

Level I Level II Level III 

Additional adult support in classroom 45% 91% 100% 

Additional adult support outside 
classroom 

70% 67% 72% 

Changes in grade level class work  23% 54% 55% 
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One-quarter of parents (25%) whose children were receiving Level I 
services, did not know if there were changes to their child’s grade level 
work. Parents of early years children (22%) were more likely than parents 
with older children to respond in this way. 
 
Some of the support services used were commonly accessed across 
groups, while others were not. For example, the services of the resource 
teacher and the speech and language clinician were used frequently 
regardless of funding level (Table 5:13). 
 

Table 5:13 
Supports* Used  

by Funding Level: Top 5 

Funding Level 
Supports Used 

Level I Level II Level III 

Resource teacher 43% 57% 51% 

Speech and language clinician 26% 32% 60% 

Psychologist 30% 45% (23%) 

School counsellor 42% 36% (17%) 

Educational assistant (23%) 70% 68% 

Occupational therapist (8%) (21%) 40% 

Reading Recovery/Other Literacy teacher 28% (19%) (4%) 

Physiotherapist 0% (4%) 28% 

*  Percentages in ( ) indicate these are not in the top 5 supports for this group. 

 
Parents were then asked which of the services or supports were helpful. 
While a variety of services were perceived as being helpful, they were 
often used by only a few respondents. (See Appendix for all results.) 
 
The services that were more often used and viewed as “very helpful” 
included (Table 5:14): 
 

 Educational assistant (71%) 
 

 Resource teacher (55%) 
 

 Reading Recovery/other Literacy teacher (55%) 
 

 School counsellor (41%) 
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 Speech and language clinician (50%) 
 

 Social worker (39%) 
 
 

Table 5:14 
“Very Helpful” Supports 

by Funding Level 

Funding Level 
Supports Received 

Level I Level II Level III 

Educational assistant 65% 59% 83% 

Resource teacher 56% 54% 53% 

Reading Recovery/Other Literacy teacher 67% 50% 29% 

Speech and language clinician 59% 50% 46% 

School counsellor 43% 41% 38% 

Social worker 45% 26% 50% 

 
 

4. Parent Attitudes 
 
Overall, 90% of parents were satisfied with their child’s instructional 
placement, with 94% of parents of children with Level III funding being 
satisfied. This overall response from Louis Riel School Division parents is 
typical of parent surveys undertaken by Proactive in other divisions. 21 
 
In addition, 80% or more of parents agreed that: 
 

 my child is happy at school 
 

 my child has meaningful learning opportunities 
 

 I am involved in my child’s learning 

                                                 
21 Proactive Information Services Inc. has assisted many schools and divisions in conducting 

surveys of parents. Comparisons can be made for selected questions on the Louis Riel School 
Division parent survey which have been widely used on other parent questionnaires. However, 
no other schools or divisions will be identified, thus only general comparative statements will 
be made in this discussion. 
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 the school has learning materials/equipment/resources necessary 
to support my child’s learning 

 
 my child is successful at school 

 
 my child feels s/he “belongs” at this school 

 
 staff knows my child as an individual 

 
 I feel included as part of the planning for my child 

 
 there is frequent communication with parents/caregivers 

 
For these attitudinal items, response is again typical of parent surveys; 
however, the vast majority of other parent surveys have been conducted 
with the general parent population. 
 
Although 67% were satisfied with the clinical services their child had 
received, about one-quarter were not (26%). In addition, 66% of parents 
would like the Division to become more inclusionary, with 76% of parents 
of students with Level III funding supporting this view. 
 
There were a few trends across the grade levels (i.e., early, middle, 
senior years students). Parents whose children were at the early years 
were more likely to agree that their child is successful at school, their 
child feels s/he “belongs” at the school, and teachers understand their 
child’s particular needs and strengths. (See Appendix for details on all 
responses.) The largest difference, however, was in response to “plans 
developed for my child are well implemented by his/her teacher;” 82% of 
early years parents agreed, as compared to 66% of middle years parents 
and 69% of parents whose child was at the senior years level. 
 

5. Transitions 
 
Parents were most likely to have experienced transition of their child into 
the school system (56%). Parents were then asked to indicate their 
satisfaction with transition at the various transition points (Graph 5:21). 
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Overall, while parents were satisfied with transition supports, 39% 
indicated that they had suggestions about how their child could have 
been better supported. The most frequent suggestion was the need to 
meet with and listen to parents (n=9). 
 

6. Satisfaction 
 
Overall, 84% of parental respondents were satisfied with the student 
services provided at their child’s school (Graph 5:22). There were no 
differences according to whether the child was at early, middle, or senior 
years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When asked what ways they thought Louis Riel School Division could 
improve student services for their child, the largest number of comments 
was that the Division was already doing its best (n=11). However, there 
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were also suggestions that more supports (n=9), better communication 
(n=9), and more speech and language services (n=9) would be beneficial. 
 

7. In Summary 
 
This summary provides a brief overview of key themes emerging from the 
surveys of parents. 
 

 Parents of students receiving Level III funding and parents of 
middle years children were most likely to report their child was not 
in a regular classroom setting for the majority of the day. 

 
 Overall, 90% of parents were satisfied with their child’s 

instructional placement. 
 

 Many parents reported their child received additional adult 
assistance in the classroom, ranging from 45% of parents whose 
children received Level I services to 100% of those whose child 
received Level III funding. Additional adult assistance outside the 
classroom was received by approximately 70% of students, 
regardless of funding level. 

 
 Approximately one-quarter of parents whose children were in early 

years or whose children were recipients of Level I services did not 
know if changes were being made to their child’s grade level class 
work. 

 
 Supports frequently accessed depended on funding level, 

although approximately half the parents reported use of the 
resource teacher’s services. 

 
 Educational assistants were viewed as “very helpful” by 

approximately 70% of all parents, with the percentage being 
highest for students with Level III funding (83%). 

 
 Parents were positive about their child’s learning opportunities and 

sense of belonging at school. However, two-thirds of parents 
would like the Division to become more inclusionary. 
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 Parents generally felt their child was supported at the various 
school transition points. Meeting and listening to parents was the 
most frequent suggestion concerning how to increase support 
during transitions. 

 
 Overall, 84% of parents were satisfied with the student services 

provided at their child’s school, with parents of students receiving 
Level III services reporting the highest satisfaction (89%). 
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Glossary 
 
 
This glossary is intended to provide the reader with a definition of terms 
used throughout the report. It is not intended to be exhaustive. 
 
Adaptation/Adapted: Refers to changes made in teaching processes, materials, 
or student products to help students achieve the expected learning outcomes. 
 
Alternative Program: Refers to programs within LRSD designed to meet the 
specific needs of students with special learning needs. Examples of these 
programs include the Co-operative Education Program, the Lavallee Educational 
Alternative Program, and the Skills for Living Program. 
 
Assessment: Refers to a comprehensive and systematic process of collecting, 
analyzing, and interpreting information about learning or performance that can be 
used to make judgements about progress or achievement. 
 
Attention Deficit Disorder/Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 
(ADD/ADHD): Refers to a neurologically-based developmental disability whose 
exact causes are not known. The primary features of the disorder are inattention, 
hyperactivity, and impulsivity. The American Psychiatric Association (1994) 
describes ADHD as one specific disorder with three variations: predominantly 
inattentive type, predominantly hyperactive-impulsive type, and predominantly 
combined type.  
 
At Risk: Refers to students who experience obstacles to successful completion 
during his/her academic program, either for a period of time or for their entire 
educational career. Students may be at risk from stresses that may arise from 
academic, social, emotional/mental health, financial, job-related, and/or family 
factors. At-risk factors may be very different at Early Years, Middle Years, and 
Senior Years. 
 
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD): Refers to a neurological disorder that affects 
the functioning of the brain and impacts normal brain development in the areas of 
social interaction and communication skills. Because the characteristics of autism 
can present themselves in a wide variety of combinations from mild to severe, 
autism is frequently referred to as a spectrum disorder. 
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Behaviour Intervention Plan (BIP): Refers to a plan to address the individual 
needs of students based on a respectful understanding of the child’s behaviour. 
Students demonstrating high levels of disruptive, disturbing, aggressive, or 
violent behaviour that interfere with or threaten the safety of the school or 
classroom environment generally require a Behaviour Intervention Plan. 
Prepared by a team, this plan includes programming needs, interventions, 
program supports, and outcomes. 
 
Child Guidance Clinic (CGC): An agency of Winnipeg School Division whose 
clinical services are contracted to LRSD.  
 
Children’s Special Services: Refers to services provided by the Government of 
Manitoba in support of families to care for children with physical and/or mental 
disabilities. These services include counselling, respite care, therapy services, 
home modifications, transportation, and others. 
 
Clinical Services Unit: Refers to a service unit within LRSD, staffed with 
clinicians from the Louis Riel Teachers’ Association and the Winnipeg School 
Division Teachers’ Association, that provides clinical services on a divisional-
wide basis. CSU provides educational and clinical support services to students 
and families in the areas of psychology, speech-language pathology, social work, 
and reading, as well as consultation in audiology and access to psychiatry 
through the Educational Psychiatric Services.  
 
Clinician: Refers to various professionals who are not teachers but who support 
students with special learning needs by providing assessment/diagnosis, 
consultation, and collaboration on program planning and implementation. 
Examples of clinicians working in LRSD include occupational therapists, 
physiotherapists, psychologists, social workers, speech-language pathologists, 
and reading clinicians. School clinicians are certified under the Teaching 
Certificates and Qualifications Regulations, Manitoba Regulation 515/88. 
 
Cognitive Disabilities: Refers to students who exhibit significant delays in 
intellectual skills. 
 
Compulsory Credits: Refers to those credits specified by Manitoba Education, 
Citizenship and Youth as required for graduation. Fifteen compulsory credits are 
required for graduation. 
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Continuum of Services and Supports: Refers to a range of supports and 
services designed to help students with special learning needs. This continuum 
begins with classroom-based supports and progresses through school-based 
and divisional and community supports to provincial supports. 
 
Co-operative Education Program (Co-op Ed): Offered in four LRSD secondary 
schools, the Co-operative Education Program is intended for students whose 
academic and personal needs require individualization due to learning disabilities 
and/or cognitive delay. Co-op Ed provides academic, life-skills, pre-vocational, 
and pre-employment training. 
 
Counsellor: In addition to providing students with supports in the areas of 
academic, social, emotional, and personal need, school counsellors may also 
provide information regarding educational and career choices. 
 
Crisis Response: Refers to planning at the divisional and school level for 
dealing with major crises or safety situations. In addition to policies and 
procedures for dealing with acute situations, crisis response also includes 
provisions for such supports as grief counselling and critical incident stress 
debriefing. 
 
Development Disabilities: A general term referring to a severe chronic disability 
that may be cognitive, physical, or a combination of both. Beginning any time 
from birth to age 21, these disabilities can result in serious limitations in activities. 
Examples of development disabilities include autism or cerebral palsy.  
 
Differentiated Instruction: Refers to instruction that acknowledges and 
responds to the diversity among learners. This includes a wide range of 
instructional strategies, techniques, and approaches used to support each 
student and help them realize their potential. 
 
Early Years: Refers to the first five years of public education in Manitoba and 
comprises Kindergarten to Grade 4. 
 
Educational Assistant: Also referred to as paraprofessionals, teaching 
assistants, instructional assistants, learning assistants or para-educators, these 
staff members support the needs of students by working with students directly or 
collaboratively with other staff. Educational assistants may work with designated 
students, with resource programs, or within self-contained classroom programs. 
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Early Intervention in Reading (EIR): Refers to a specific early reading 
intervention designed for teacher delivered small group instruction. 
 
Emotional Behavioural Disorder (EBD): Refers to students who respond to 
their environment in ways that deviate significantly from age-appropriate 
expectations and interferes with their own learning or that of others. 
 
English Second Language (ESL): Refers to students whose first language is 
other than English. 
 
Enrichment/Enriched: Refers to any type of programming, activity, content, or 
materials that provides challenges beyond regular curriculum and instruction to 
students who have particular gifts or talents. Enrichment does not mean more 
work of the same type already being done in classrooms. 
 
Equity: Refers to all students having access to the supports, services, and 
programming they require to foster their success. Equity does not mean that all 
students are to be treated exactly the same. 
 
Graduation Requirements: Refers to the specifications by Manitoba Education, 
Citizenship and Youth required for graduation. These include a requirement of 28 
credits, 15 of which are specified by the Province. The remaining 13 are optional, 
and may be chosen by student. Graduation requirements may vary for students 
whose post-secondary plans include access to Vocational-Rehabilitation and 
Supported Living programs. 
 
Inclusion: Refers to a philosophy or belief system in which each individual is 
valued and belongs. Inclusion refers to a way of life and not to a set of actions. 
Rather, inclusion transcends the idea of placement or physical location and 
incorporates basic values that promote participation, friendship, and social 
interaction which result in a sense of belonging. 
 
Inclusive Education: Refers to a belief system in which all students are 
provided the supports and opportunities they need to become participating 
students and members of society. 
 
Individual Education Plan (IEP): Refers to a detailed educational plan outlining 
a student’s educational needs, attainment, challenges, and goals. Prepared by a 
team that may include educators, clinicians, and parents/guardians, the IEP 
outlines a plan to address the individual learning needs of students. 
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Individualized Programming/Individualization: Refers to programming that 
meets the needs of a student who requires accommodations and supports 
beyond those typically considered in the provincial curriculum. The goal of 
individualized programming is to have the student reach their potential as a 
learner. 
 
Integration: Refers to the practice of placing students with special learning 
needs in regular classroom environments with their same age peers. This may 
occur for part or all of the instructional day. 
 
Intervention précoce en lecture (IPEL): Refers to a small group intervention to 
assist in programming with reading difficulties in Early Years French Immersion. 
 
Lavallee Educational Alternative Program (LEAP Outreach): Intended for 
Grade 7 to S1 students with cognitive challenges, LEAP Outreach extends the 
social and learning environment of the school into the student’s immediate 
community. This program serves students in need of functional experiences to 
support growth in independence, communication, community awareness, pre-
employment, money, and personal care skills. 
 
Learning Assistance Classroom (LAC): Refers to a special classes for 
students who require academic and behaviour interventions. The program 
provides low student/teacher ratio to assist in developing appropriate social skills 
to reintegrate students back to their home schools. LACs are housed in four 
divisional Early/Middle schools. 
 
Learning Outcome: Refers to statements regarding what learners will be able to 
know and/or do as a result of a learning activity. Learning outcomes are usually 
expressed as knowledge, skills, or attitudes. 
 
Least Restrictive Environment/Setting (LRE): Refers to a learning 
environment in which a student with special learning needs will benefit 
educationally, but also in which the student is integrated as closely as possible 
with their nondisabled same age peers. The term is used in American legislation. 
 
Level I Support: Sometimes referred to as ‘block funding.’ Level I funding is 
provided for students who require services or educational supports, but for whom 
Level II or Level III funding is not appropriate. Level I fiscal support is provided to 
school divisions for resource teachers, special class teachers, educational 
assistants, and teachers of gifted students. 
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Level II and III Funding: Refers to categorical grants to school divisions for 
students who require extensive modifications in educational programming based 
on a comprehensive educational needs assessment. Level II support is based on 
the need for individualized instruction for a major portion of the school day, while 
Level III is based on the need for entire day individual instruction. Individual 
Education Plans (IEP) are required for Level II and III support. 
 
Literacy: Refers to proficiency in reading and writing. 
 
Low Incidence: Refers to students identified as requiring Level II or III funding. 
 
M Designation: Refers to the requirement for a Modified Course Designation, 
where curriculum is modified for students with significant cognitive delays. 
 
Manitoba Special Education Review (1998): Undertaken in the late 1990’s by 
Proactive Information Services Inc., this review reported on the supports and 
services for students with special learning needs throughout Manitoba and made 
recommendations as to appropriateness and effectiveness. 
 
Medically Complex: Refers to students who have multiple medical diagnoses 
which require intensive interventions and a multi-system approach to meeting 
their educational, social, emotional, and physical needs. 
 
Middle Years: Refers to the four years of public education in Manitoba between 
Early and Senior years, and comprises Grades 5 to 8. 
 
Modification/Modified: Refers to the alteration of the number, essence, and 
content of curricular outcomes a student is expected to meet in the provincial 
curriculum. 
 
Multi-System Planning/Circle of Care: Refers to multi-system planning in 
treatment co-ordination for students with severe to profound 
emotional/behavioural difficulties involving multiple agencies. The resulting plan 
includes shared treatment goals and co-ordinated interventions across the 
student’s learning and living environment. 
 
Numeracy: Refers to proficiency with numerals, number concept, and basic 
arithmetical operations. 
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Optional Credits: Refers to those credits that are chosen by the student based 
on their interests and/or plans for secondary study or work. Manitoba Education, 
Citizenship and Youth specifies 13 optional credits are required for graduation. 
 
Placement: Refers to decisions regarding the environment in which students 
with special learning needs are educated for the majority of the instructional day. 
 
Reading Recovery®: Refers to a one on one intervention to assist in 
programming with reading difficulties in Early Years. 
 
Referral for Service: Refers to a process for accessing services beyond the 
delivery of the provincial curriculum and typical classroom instruction in order to 
benefit from instruction to supports students with special learning needs. 
 
Resource Teacher: These teachers assist in developing suitable programming 
for students. Resource teachers support a broad spectrum of students’ needs 
(academic, social, and emotional) and typically have additional training at the 
post-baccalaureate level. 
 
Respite: Refers to a service provided by Children’s Special Services that 
provides short-term regular relief for parents caring for children with disabilities. 
 
Risk Assessment: Refers to a multi-disciplinary evaluation of factors that 
identify, assess, and address the possibility of health or safety risks for the 
purpose of reducing or eliminating such risks. 
 
School Readiness: Refers to the benchmark set of skills children should have to 
ensure they are ready to transition to school and succeed in school-based 
learning. 
 
School Support Team: This team works on a school-wide basis to support 
students who require assistance beyond the regular classroom. These teams 
include parents/guardians, teachers, special education teachers, resource 
teachers, counsellors, ESL teachers, educational assistants, and administrators. 
Where appropriate, the student will be involved with this team. Specialists 
beyond the school work with the team when appropriate. 
 
Senior Years: Refers to high school programming in Manitoba and comprises 
four grades, Senior 1 to Senior 4 (Grades 9 to 12). 
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Skills for Living Program (SLP): Offered in six schools in LRSD this program 
provides an alternative setting for student with profound developmental and/or 
multiple disabilities. In SLP, programming is individualized and includes a variety 
of educational, recreational, and social experiences. 
 
Special Education Review Initiative (SERI): Refers to an initiative of Manitoba 
Education, Citizenship and Youth to address the recommendations of the 
Manitoba Special Education Review. 
 
Steering Committee: Comprised of LRSD staff, trustees, and 
parents/guardians, this Committee acted as the process observer and advisor for 
the Review. The Steering Committee provided feedback in order to ensure 
inclusivity, clarity, and comprehensiveness, while overseeing the methodology, 
communication strategies, basic instrument content, and findings and 
recommendations of the Review. 
 
Student Services: Refers to services provided within schools or on a divisional 
level for students with special needs. These services support and advocate for 
the academic, social, emotional, behavioural, and physical needs of students 
who require supports beyond the delivery of the provincial curriculum and 
classroom instruction in order to benefit from instruction. Student services is 
provided by educators and/or clinicians and may be supported by educational 
assistants. 
 
Students with Special Needs: For the purposes of this Review, special needs 
refers to learners whose needs require supports beyond the delivery of the 
provincial curriculum and classroom instruction in order to benefit from 
instruction.  
 
Supported Living: Refers to a Government of Manitoba program to assist adults 
with disabilities in achieving independent adult living through residential, day, and 
support services. 
 
Transition for Success (TFS): Refers to a program housed at Prendergast 
Centre. This is an off-site program to meet the needs of Senior 1 to Senior 4 
students who require additional support intervention to maintain placement at 
their home school. 
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Transition: Refers to the progression of a student from one environment to 
another. Examples of key transition times include into school, between school 
levels, in and out of special programs, and from high school into the community. 
 
Universal Design: Refers to a process of creating systems, environments, 
materials, and devices that are directly and repeatedly usable by people with the 
widest range of abilities and operating in within the largest variety of situations. 
 
Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS): Refers to funding for students 
requiring complex medical procedures that must be performed by a registered 
nurse. 
 
Validated Practice: Refers to exemplary practices or initiatives within 
educational research literature that have demonstrated evidence of improved 
student outcomes. The term 'effective practice' is used synonymously. 
 
Vocational Rehabilitation: Refers to a program administered by the 
Government of Manitoba to assist disabled adults to pursue secure, gainful 
employment by providing a range of vocational training, education, and support 
services. 
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