
p

DtICJIMENT RESUME1
ED 144 292 ,-- EC 102 236 -.

. -
c

TITLE Project Seacapr._ EstAblishing a Child Servide
i Demonstration Pro4rAm for the Learning Disabled in

Delaiare.:Final Evaluation Report.:July 1, 1973 -
_

, August 31, 1975..
,

INSTITUTION Capital School District, Dover, Del..; Delaware State
. Dept. of Public Instruction; -Dover.; Milford Special

School District',' Del.; Seaford-School District,
Del. . b

SPONS'AGENCY Bureau of Education for the Haddicapped.(DHEW/OE),
-.1 Washington, D.C. .

.

1 PUB DATE ' : Aug 75 ,I,
,

GRANT OEG-0--7372848'. ,-
,--,

MOTE . 110p.; .,

.
....

EDRS PRICE , MF-,$0.83 tC--$6.01 Plus Postage., - .

DESCRIPTORS' *Delivery Systeis; *Demonstraticn Projects; Early
.... Chi/dhocid Education; *Educational Technology;

*Elementary Secondary Education;'Exceptional chlia.
. / Services; *Learning Disabilities;teMaterial

Development; *State Programs'
(

IDENTI(EIERS *Delaware-
-..1- . .

.

.....:

.
,

ABSTRACT ,

. .

, Presented in the final report of Project SEACAP,_ a2 ',
,program designed to provide educational services,.to learning disabled
students in Delaware, s information on the project's history And .

goalsA progress, evaluation.methoddlogy, and conclusion ana plans;
Outlined among program objectives are to develop and fieldteet /

gaides anemedia of a,program referenced developmental-edaational
tracking system, to design and implement a model child service' -_

' delivery system, and to fdster rapid multiplication, and aaaptaitoneof
the project's 'technology and models on a statewide basis. .The,bulk of

:the document consists of appendixes; 'which include the following
mateialt CADETS (Career Access Developmental:-Educational. Tracking'
Systems) products which include a bTochure'and the Milford'._
Kindersteps.P3mgram; docgmentation of the Initial CADETS Sp44ar .

Study InstitUter listings of memberkof project Supervisorytant
service teams; supplementary ,reports from initial projact _

demonstrat' -siles; the 1974r75 learhing resodrce center report from /
the SeafOrd,d mofigtration site; 'and, yearn 0974 and 1975 -
multiplibatib ..:site,repdtts from the capitil district.,(S80)
_., ____

5

********44*************************.************************************
* Documents acgiired by- ERIC include Many informal unpplished . *

* materialg. not Available from other sources. ERIC makes. etery effort *
*-to obtain the best copy-avaqple. Nevertheless, items,of margin4l *

.*"reproducibility are often encountered and' this affects the quality *,

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available -*
* via the Eldr-Document Reproductibn'Service(EDRS).,EDRS is-not
* rebponsible for the'guality of, the original document. Reproductions.
)0.'qupplied by, EDRS are the b4st thlat, can be 'rade from the original. *

**********Ic*******************1********4;*,******************************
\ .



i.

A CHILD SERVICE DEI kSTRATION MODEL
OF DELAWARE'S STATE IN,SERVICE AND

INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCE PLAN:

4 % PROJECT SEAeAP

ESTABLISHING A CHILD SERVICE DEMONSTRATION

. U S OEPARTMENT OF NEALTH
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCAYION

'HIS DOCUMENT HAS' BEEN REPRO -DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROMTHE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED 00 NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OFEDUCATION PdSITION OR POLICY

PROGRAM FOR THE'LEARNING DISABLED IN DELAWARE

July 1,1'1973 - August 31, 1975

FINAL - EVALUATION REPORT'

t

Fiscal Agent
0

Delaware 6tate Department.
of Public Instruction

Demonstration Site,

West Seaford Elementary School
Sussex Avenue ,

. Seaford:iDelaware ,

Pilot Multiplication Sites

Capital School Dilstrict....,

945 Forrest Street_
Dover, Delaware

Milford School District
9.06 Lakeview. A enue
Milford, Dela are
.

PrOject Number: AEG-0-73-21348

ERA, VI - G,

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

,Edward J. Dillon

TO 'THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND ,
THE ERIC SYSTEM CONTRACTORS"



CONTENTS

I. Brief History and G ls of the Project

II, Objectives of the t'iojecf

III. Progress Report
. '

IV. Evaluation Methodology.
s

V. Conclusion and Plans

Appendik- A

CADETS ProdtictS' (Exp4 imental Editions) P
Including Brochure an Milford .Kindersteps

i'Program. (Due to the ,pressUres Of time and
.

deittand; only one copy.of Kindersteps is avail-
.

able` at this pOint. This is included.in_the
subMkssions. Additional Copies will be sub-

.

mitted in the near future to complete record.)

Appendix B

DocuMentatien of Initial CADETS Special Study
Institute, August 15-29, 1975. :Includes initial
field feedback froM the Diamond State ACLD
Formative PlayProgram.

Appendix C

Project Supervisory Team (STEAM].)

`Project Service Teams (STEAM2)

Appendix D

Supplemehtery.Reportp from Initial Project
Demonstration Sites

FY'74 and FY'15 Learning, Resource Center
Report - Seaford Demonstration Zutte,

FY'74 and FY'75 MultiplicationSite Report
pital District, ., .

Page

1.

3

9

9

0



4
4

ESTABLISHING A CHILD SERVICE DEMONSTRATION
OGRAM FORTHE LEARNING DISABLED'IN DELAWARE

I. Brief ory. and Goals of the Project

A. The present proposal was developed. and written in an inten- -

sive cooperative effort between the Delwdare State Depart-
' went of ,Public InstruCtion,.the-Seaford District and the

Capitaf-District.' The Milford tistrict joined,the program
in--M 75. Liaison- was maintained with the Delaware Depart-
ment of Public Health during,the development of the.project.
This age.ftcy continues to be closely involved in,the program.j

- .

--The-overall-,peed-fOr such a program was reviewed and endor7
sed by the Advisory, Council fdr DSEC (elaware Systems fOl-
the Exceptional.Child) and the Seaford Advisory Medical
Board in consultation with' the- Alfred: I. -auPont IristitUte.
The response of individual parents.in coolieration with the
staff of the Seaford Learning Resource Center was .especially
helpful in. certain aspects of community orientation and
acceptance. , e

Members of the DSEC SpeCialStudy Team charged with the
overall supervin of the project include:

Dr. Edward J.' Dillon.-
.(Pioject Director;:
State Supervisor
Programs for Exceptional
Children- .(Instructional
Systems)

Mary'S. Wiley,Principal
West Seaford Elemelltary.
School

Bonnie Higgins
.

`(On-Site Coordinator-
Pilot Demoristratidn Site)
West' Seaford Elementaty
School

'

Ina Upshur, Coordinator -

Learning-Resources 'Center
Seaford School District

D

'Archie Ellis,
Curriculum Supervisor '-,

Seaford School DistriCt

Robert V. Bresnahan.
Principal, Seaford:
Central- Elementary School

Patricia 'Derrickson
Lead Kindergarten Teacher
Seaford Central Elemeritary

. School AP *

-

Melville Warren_
Director oct Elementary'
Education, capitai
School District '\

' Robert S. Hall,,Sukervisor
Federai Programs ,

Capital School District
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4 .
4 '' 0,: . To contribute to the development and field testing of /the

11/x guides and media of a program referemed develumental-educa-
tional trAcking system which will foster the continuous long .

term program planning and accountability essential' to the- ,
*successful progress pf the seriously disabled learner from
early childhood through career entry.

0

%

B. Although prior to Project S CAP some progreSs had b en'mad
in.Delaware and nationally in the education of the le rning
disabled, there were still. a number of crucial tatkstkol be
completed if fully effective LD programs were to be estab-
lished in the public school's: These'tasks included:

/ 1

1. 'Provision in the-schoOl'setting for the cost-effective
diffqrential diagnbsis of those children with "hard,core"
learning disabilities and the much larger population of
pupils whose problems in this area are relatively mild.

2. The design and .mplementation of flexible intervention
'models appropri to to the different degrees of diiabili:
tiers found in e school.

2

3. The establishm nt of networks of interdisciplinary child
study teamst assure effect e early identification,
Sound, compre ensive progamming aACI continuous f011ow-up
and accountability including the .adequate provision for
the specific "hard core" cases for, whom'all too frequently
.there is no, ona term educational plan or program.

'4. The develop nt of a precise, efficient technology o
development 1 assessment, prescriptive programming. an
pupil,progr ss accountability had to unify and facilit
the work ofihe child study teams.

5. TheAmplemIqntation bf.statewide inset-vice programs and
child service demonstration models to provide_a dynamic
resource base to support Programs at ths lOcal level.

I

6. The initiation of longitudinal, educatipnalTesearch to
foster the continuous improveMent of instructional pro-
grams.'

._The bresent project implements apractical, long range, strategy
toward the accomplishment of these tasks. The specific ob-
jectives of effort follow.

. Objectives.of the Project

A. To implement the operational structure and the activities of
the Project Demonstration Site (the Seaford District) and the .

initial Multiplication-Sites (the Capital -District and the
Milford District)';

4
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.

C. To design and impleMent a mbdel child service delivery system
for children with specific learning disabilities which 'em-

\ phasizes : .
, ,

. ,
.

,

1. The child study team,approach,
2. Early identification and intervention,
3. Flexible, realistic mainstream prograffimins for the :-..

mild, moderate and severe cases,
.

.

4, Precise,. efficient prescriptive teachihg-for the
individual Child, , .

5. h continuous system of program planning and account -`
ability forlspecific long term cases.

. .

D. To integrate Project SEACAP with .n a dynamic statewide'con-
sortium of projects in the broad area of developmental

r learning disabilities to intensify the dissemination and
validation of the program. A I

I i

4,
To foster rapid multiplicationand adaptation off the projec't's
technology and models' on a statewide basis,

41,

\.
I.

III. Progress Report
:,-...

, .

Objective A. To implement immediately .the dber4sional structure
and the activities of the Project Demonstration Site and the .

Initial Multiplication Sites. '
'

.

The'Project Supervisory Team (STEAM].) assumed overall'co-
ordihation of the project'. The Team met on a monthly basis
and more frequently as necessary. Refer to Appendix C.

The Project Service Team ($TFAM2) in the primary demonstra-
tion site, the Seaford. District, cbmpletedthe diagnostic
screening of the target population.and.initiated intensive
diagnostic teaching to determine and implemedt an educa-
tional prescription for each leatning disabled child. The
Team met twice a month to. coordinate the educational-clini-
cal specifics,of the project. Refer to Appendix C:

° The .ComMitteds of STEAM]. and STEM12 ;let jointly, to review ,

those "hard core" cases which required additionaleducational=,
Clinical consultation in order to establish an effective.
educational plan. ':-These cases served as pilots for t e pro-t-
ject's developmental profiling techpology (CADETS)- efer
to Objective E. .

,
.

.

STEAM2 completed the -case_profiles and preScrEption. lot
'interdisciplinary teams Of resource specialists stafked
selected cases from this' core to provide in-depth consulta-
,tion and review. In addition:to the assistance afforded\each,
child,"these.indlOidual: in -depth studies praii.ded the basis
on which to establish a' more systedatic intervention strategy.
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..r .The' Project S rvice eam (,STEAM2) in the prirgAry multiplica-
tion site, t e Capit 1 District, illitiated program planning
activities t etabli h an appropriate adantafion of Project

--f

SEACAP with"in.its own program: . 1 ,

. Th77.FOjectrganizafion in the Milford. District was less
: / formal and more limife in - scope. . Efforts in this Site were

very ef ,fe tie, howeve in the development of a structuied
preverrat ve'kindergar en program. .4

.Objective' To contribut to the_develOpment and field test-
ing of the/guides And media of a program referenced- developmen7-
taleduca ional tracking sy tem which will foster the continu-
ouslong term program planning and aocountability-essential to

. the succ ssful progress of t e seriously disabled learner from
early thildhood thrpUghcare niaory

Mer ers of the Project'S ST AM]. acrd STEAM2 Committees con-
tributed to the development of the experimental edition of

4 ti/e Individual Pupil Profile of CARETS (Career Access DeVel-
N,opmental-Educational Tradking Systems). CADETS was designed
to facilitate and systematize the work of he interditcipli-
inary child study team in-the-development/and continuous up-

, 1 4ating of effective educational and vocational prescriptions
x for the'.exceptional'child. The Pupil Profile was the first ,

product in -the iptal system. Refer tp Appendix A:
10,

ili
.

....To' meet this objective the PiOfile proves a'comprehensiVe
inventory of each handicapped Qhild's ability to process
informatiop in all the major areas of"cognitive developMente
The areas are: Reflex-Motor-Perceptual; Sensory. .Integra-. ' ,

tions, Symbolic=- Cognitive, and Personal-Social-Vocational.
1.., Within each area A cluster of crucial developmental .lines

is 'projected from'inftincy'through vocationaf,entry. The
. behavioral objectives of the inventory- advance stage by 4

stage along each f these'lines.. larticulai'Aemphasisvis _

placed on the tota4c,l, range of information processing abili-
'ties at the pre-- academic level and the.core acadeirlic skills

.

r:
at 'the primary and elementary school lei/els. However, pro-
vision i also made for the recording of competentiest
thkseco dary:level and beyond whenever these are, demon,-

\stra d.

.AccOrdingly, the profile provides:
:"

1. A System for p ing a unified, precise, and cohtihu-
. ous educational pre oripti for each handicapped child.:.

Jz
I . .

.

. , . .

2. A syem f.or planning a cdMprehenSive, baseline re-
,

scription for the capepr evelopment and vocational
education of each hafidic pped child.---

,

\'
.

.-

,

..2, , t
I

b
1`

_
-

;

,

''

t ,

%; ! -

I
r.

t-,-

I
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3. A ready Method otestablishing.longmie accountability
- and coadination:for the total educatio al programof

each ilandiqapped child. -
.

. P, comprehensive 'frame of 'reference fdr;educational pro-
gram research and planning'in all areas of exception-
ality

. 4

'It is not, necessary po.pOfile in deptiOhe'instructional
Jaded of every child in special educatio'. For the milder
t

, -problems the,inventorY can serve as a r erence for general
nnitng.. However', "for any handicapped child.ith
g disruptive disability in ipocessing informa.r.
r'learning disabled in thecsgecific or general
cal sense;, the,---consistent 'use of an individual
file is essential' to sound_long range program
and accountability by the child ,study team.-

ect there is a crucial need for a core system
al profiling to assure the progressive inte-
asic education, the, various therapies, career
and vocational planning.

program pl4
a persisti
tion wheth
noncategor\
backing pr

- coordinatio
In this res
of educatio
_gration of
development

j/ 'As-we have ndicated, ffi-d-Individual Pupil Profil is the
initial con orient in the total CADETS system. Otter major
compohents nclude:

2. A basic
ac

educatio
the prof
child.

1. A Teach
andspec
as well
appioach
opmental

3( A compen
from eve

-ence mod
and voca

. the' appl
interdis

4. A compen
.toms for
tions
':delivery
.sites fo

`s Handbook which4provide a, basic 'introduction
fic instructions for the Use ofthe'total system,
s bibliographieg criterionlreferenced program
s appropriate to -each age evel.-of each devel-
line of 'the Profile. t

utriculum Guide at the Ref ex Level, 0-16 months
ompanying teacher training. media) 'to show in
al-Clinical detail how to-, ni.tiate'a'program for-
undly severely..physicalilipultiply handidapped

. .

ium,of selected preschool ,ad schdol age cases
y area of handl-dap to prov de practical refer -
is la of the comprehensive, p ecise educational

. .,

ionad prescriptions which. re "possiblaugh______/ .
.

cation of the CADETS profiling systefft by an
iplinary chj.ld study, team._,

iurR-of alternative child service delivery sys-
theTADETS program with different tat4etepopula-
.11and icapeer.. This,compendibm includes the model
.gystem,4f the demonstratiori and multiplication
the pregent project. `'

t

ri
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One-kit per
special
education
unit;

Uni-t
'Quantity
per kit;'

'CADETS
Produgts:

r-

.

7

es.

a.

"N

In
P1:1

Pr

I0

iyidual

files

1

Teacher!s Basic
'Guide Qurriculuri

Guide .'

(0-15 month

Flb RE PRELIMflARY CADETS PACKAGING-'PLAN(Schema)

A

. Cpmpendium,
of Selected
Educational
Prepceiptions
*Based'on4-
CADETS.

I

AY

49.

,

. Alternatives:
One media
package per
special school,
.districtl.regio
etc.

15 Films
15 Videotapes
Selected Slid

CADETS CurriCulUm
;Tr` Films,
Inservice Video
and.Audiotapes,
and slides;

10
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Project SEACAP participants contributed directly to the
developnja7T components° 1, 3 and 4 above.

7

,,Figure 1. ptoxides a gr'aphia schema pf the total CADETS pro-
gram package, an exportable technology which can be dissem-

,inated readily( flexibly to,a special school, a special
class, or -as indicated to'a.mainstreaming program. for certain"
specific handicaps. Theschema is experimental-at this
point. The packaging design will be completed in detail dur-

feinq. FY17\iLhe initial estimated 'cost per special glass will
be'in th a of $50 to.$75. Howev4S, the kit will be de-
signed to list fortwo decades with only a mode.st year to .

. year additional charge for additional Pupil Profiles. The
use pf the Rfttire CADETS program is being - piloted in the
John G. Leach School for the Orthoe.edically Handicapped, the
spreseritproject'for specific learning disabilities, and the
Delaware Hospital for the Mentally Retarded (and severe
deyelopmental disabilities) .

Basic Experimental Editions of, 'ADETS. were completed, in FY'75.
Referagain to4A9pendix A. EREIVe field testing of the
CADETS package as indicated in Figure 1. is planned during
FY'76. Immediately thereafter (during FY476), First Editions
of the CADUS program ill be published.

Otjective C. To design.and implement a model child'service
deliyery system for children with specific learning disabili-
til.es which emphasizes:

/ >
.

./ . The child study teamivproachf
. 4 . Early identification and intervention,

...Flexible; realistic mainstream-programming
moderate and severe cases, .

. Precise, efficient prescriptive
vidual ,child, .

_

. "A continuous system of program planning
ability for specific long term c4411es'.

for.the mild,'

teching for the ind,i-

and account-

.
.

Paralleling the development of/the piOduct 'technology of.
CADETS, immediate steps were',taken toimplement an alternaT1'
tive child service model for specific learning disabilities
which incorporates the above criteria.` -Specific components 0

Of the model included-the estatAishment.of:

1. A multi-phase screening ind.diagnostic_program-to iden
tify.4 profile, and prescribe for the educational needs.
of Children with specific learning disabilities and
other handicaps at the kindergarten level and primary
'grades'. (Appendix D shOws-the progress in this phase
of ithe program in the'initial project demonstration sites.)

4

2. A systematic, developmentally -bas ed general kindergarten
program geared insofar as possible to the instructional-
needs pf every child. (The Kindegteps Program of the-1
Milford District shown in Appendix A is.now fully

a

r
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operational.). The most deficient children-onAthis general
grogram are placed on the CADETS Pupil Profile forindi-
vidual long range tracking by the. district's Child, study

. 4 ..

team.' Similatgreven tive pfograms are%also in the pro-
, cess of development the-Seaford and the Capital dis-

tricts. In these la r sites CADETS is being utilized
adaptively as a researc tool Epi-intifyotlie.specific -

'-'-'4'.Iarning needs of the kindergarten populations as the.
basis for more systematic prograM'planning. .'

. .

:-
.

, . .-.

3.,An'intensive case intervention progragl at the kindergarten
level for the seriously 1,earningsdis,abled. 1This compo-

' ,nent was, implemented in FY' 75 in tlie-$eaford, Milkord, and -
Capital School: Districts.)

. . e .

.
4. An intervention p2Ogram,at the' primary grade levels which

provides flexible oatterns of cost-effective services% .

designed to keep the child in the educationalmainstream:
as much as possible, incltiping,resource teacher interven-
tion, in the regular classroom, consultation' with class-
room teahers, itinerant services, learning,resource

.

center services, consultation with parents, and coordina-
tion,will referral sources. (This,component was implet-
mented'in the project demonstrAion ,Sites ,in Fy!75.)

,

,
Objective D. Integrate Project SEACAP within a dynamic stte-,
mide.consortiqm'of projects in the broad area,o,f developmenal

,
leapling disabilities'to intensify the dissemination and van-7.
aation of the program. ,

,
.

. .
.

'.
=,

The State Supervisor, Programp for Exceptional Childr n .

'(Instructional Systems), directly coordinated the con prtium
of statewide, projects in,develdpmental learning di,sab lities
"indicated earlier in this retort, including the prese tpro-
jec.t., and ESEA Title III Project for, the Orthopedically ' ' '. .4

Handicapped, an ESEA Title I Project for the Mentally Retard- -----,
ea ,a'ul a Part. I) State Insetvice Training Grant. Each pro-
ject Contributed to the total effort to establish a usnified, 'P<-

flexible diagnostic-instructional technology. (CADETS). The' N
s'N's..TitlefII Orthopedic Project emphasized seere--.E.-0iultiple

developmental learning-disabilities. Itprouide:d-a-ba4s---____
for the tOtal-effoNt and multiplied diftctly_to the Title I
Project fOr'the Maritally Retarded. .The present project '

emphasizes moderate to severe specific learning disabilities.
. .The Title III Project provides a.systematic devetoomental-

..

basis from which programs for'the learning disabled can be
eXtended and'ad4pted..

.
001

/

I. 2 -
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Accordingly, each project demonstrated a specific child ser-
vice,model appropriate to its target population,-

'Objective E. Foster rapid MultiPlication and adaptation of the
,project's technology and models on a statewide basis as appro-
p4iate.

Project SEACAR is the Statewide Child Sp;vice Model design051.
to show how the CADETS technology can b*Oplied to serve,
the educational needs of children with specific lea'rning
disabilities. The, pilot demon initiatedsite was intiated
during the ptojectl's first-gear in the Seaford District.
LA pilot multiplication site was.also initiated; dui.ing the
pr'oject's first year.in the Capital District. Appendix D
shows that.good progresis being.made in 't,4s area. During
the projecesasecond'year the Milford District became a dem-.
onstration site for a preventative developmental kindergarten

- and an early intervention' model for children with specific
learning disabilities. See Appendix A, CADETS (Kindersteps)
as indicated previously.

Plans `wage completed for an annual Part D.workshop to pre-
v.%

pare statewide child study teams.-in the',use of the CADETS'
techhplogy. -During FY"75,.the initial CADETS Special Study

was held. The Institute pilots the CADETS prograrkT.
in :a variety of agencies' and institutions. CoHtitaiing.follow-
up and support will be maintained concerning these efforts.*

.wer..51..

IV.Evaluation,Methodology,
. ,

.

In,accordance with the original,evaluation design of the SEACAP
,proposal, 'evaluation activities have been carried out by the
Project Supeivisory Teams from the standpoints of program devel-
opment.and pupil,progress report,s. The attachments of the
present report document the progress which has been, Made to date.

, ,

,

V. Conclusion and PlanS'' .

-

The present repdit shows that-n
cant

has made signifi-
cant progress with respect to allits objectives in a very..in-

,

tense effort. Accordingly a sound' foundation. has been estab- P

lished for long range statewide program `development in the area
of'specific learning disabilities, ,

l i
.

Plans are in pfocess for FY'76 and beyond:

. To edit,and disseminate the firstedition of CADETS; "

. To conduct annual CADETS Statewide Special Study Insti-
.tutes;

. To_pilot intensive diagnostic intervention'programs at
the.0 to 4-year level;



To guide the multip
and state agencies;
To condu'ci descript
tify'the nature of
age levels of child

Nto

I

O

.. ''

ication of the progrdm to other LEA's

ye reearch u4lizing
.

CADETS to idgn-
he educatipnal profiles at different
en identified as leaining disabled.
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APPENDIX A

CADETS Products (Experimental Editions)

Including Brochure and Milfokd
4 Kinders&epsProgram

,bt

('Due to, the pressures of time and demand,
Only°olle copy.bf Kindersteps'is available vs.
at thisoirit: ThiS is 'included in the
submissib.pns Additional copies will he
submitted in the nearfuture to complete
the reC'Ord%) ,

44,
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APPENDIX B

Documentat.idn.of Initial CADETS Special
Study Institute., August7I-5.Lfg,.1.975

Includes-initialficld feedback 'fromi the
4 Diamond, State ACLD Fcirmative Play.Prdgram

e.
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KENNETH C. RODEN
STATISUtIll TINDINT

/4

Dear Colleague:.

Thank you for your interest in and.contriblition,to CADETS.

We will be in touch With youshortly concerning.;

STATE -011

.1

DELAWA
A

DEPARTM1 i%1T OF ,PUBLIC INSTRIcTIO
THE TOCNNSEND BUILDING '1
DOVER, DELAWARE 19901

I

RANDALL L OROTLES
HOWARD E ROW
JOHN RYAN

25, 1975

1. The CADETS summer-fall in- service program which has now been approved by the'University,of
Relaware as.a graduate credit option course.. 1, -

... . - ,. ..

2. CADETS' field fesr objectives, feedback procedures and schedules which will be irniilemented
immediately and caltried through next year. 9 , ,-.

. , :

Finally, the Profile (Experimental Edition) is released to you directly as an agent in the CADETS'field test
plan. There are in this respect a few simple cautions:

1.. I'Ls is copyright material and,,shOuld be respected accordingly. ,
r.

<5 .
2: The Profile is for your use only in meeting the objectives you have set for the CADETS program.

I

A larger concern relates to the issue of confidentiality of records. For the moment the following guidelines
shoyd suffice

A "t
1. The ofdinary provisions for pupil recorstorage are basic.

2. Consider the parent to be a member of the child studyteani wherever possible. Thus far parents
have been very positive concerning the access they had to-the profiles.of their children.

.
,

3. In the case of an orthopedic or other speCial facility consider CADETS to be an integral pan of -
the regular progr m. No special permission to apply CADETS is necessary. Should the child
transfer to anoth r schcipl parental 'permission will be necessary to send the CADETS Pupil
Profile to.the receiving agency. Such permission may be obtained routinely in conjunction with
any other approvals necessary to transfer school.records.

, '
or'$ In order to place an exceptional or' any other child_on a CADETS P_rofile when that child is -..

receiving full or part-time services in the educational mainstream including self-contained special
,, clap placement, the parents should be fully aware of and concur in ,the use of CADETS, When

parents understand the need for the program there should be no problem.
,- \ .

Once again observe the ordinary regetitions and cautions in transfer - situations. \ ...
:,. ..

-Sincerely,

17
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IVISION OF CONTINUING EDUCATIOL

-11111VEOSITY OF

JELAU

INITIAL. CADETS, SPECIAL STUDY .TI.TI`E

(Career Access Davelopmental-Ettcatiorial, Tracking Systems) z-o.

4

`o.

.

,Phase II - Field Test of Experimental Edit

CADiTS appl et adaptively to the learning
disabilitie of the developmentally vulnerable
child from/ to 21 years 'of age, including:

the or hopedically,handiCapped
the 1 arning disabled
the m=ntally handicapped'
the 4 cially and emotionally involved' .

the S=nsory impaired
the 4 ovi learner
the'n rmal child with'speCific

de\ lokental immaturities

University Delaware -7 EDP 567 Seminar
graduate credit)

or
Dep, tenant of Pub id-Instruction Inservice Credit

Sponsored b. \the"St ring Committee of,the CADETS
Consortium in \o-oper tion with the' Delaware Depart-
ment of Public \nstri tion, the Department of Health
and Social Servi,-s he University of Delaware,
gnd the CADETS de\nst ation sites.

L. T. 4

?tugtist.15-29 1'75(11 days)
withifield fqllo 6. activities to be

scheduled in the fall ail spring of 1975-1976
.

AI,

.
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BACKGROUND

The ma-der-ate to severely handicapped child must have aH educational program
tail red step by. step to his unique profile of strengths and weaknesses. The
grea'ter the handicap the greater the need fo'r such programs to begin early and
continue precisely without interruption through entry-career/vocational training.
Such programs are not operati=onal at this poing for the handicapped because a

Practical individual educational tracking technotOgy does not exist on a continuous
span from birthithrough entry vocational training.

1

Hehce, there is limited educational carryover, whether from agency to agency
or froM grade to grade. Staffs and-individual teachers'are forced from year to
year to rediscover the basic needs of such children. At times the transmission of
case information is so poor that important instructional data about a child's
learning needs is never adequately incorporated in his program.-

There are a signifkant number of seriously handicapped children who are
underserve0ifrom the-crucial standpoint of not receiving the specific complete-
program which they must have if they are to progress. SUch children are to be
found in the local educational agencies, special schools and institutions. With
the national focus this year on the needs of the handicapped who are unserved and
underserved, this problem becomes a major educational issue.

CADETS (Career Access Developmental-Educational Tracking Systems) provides a.

promising solution to this continuing dilemma. The program, under continuous-4
devropment since 1970, includes:

'A. CADETS Materials -

, 1.' A Tupil Profile of 14 major lines of developmen: is designed for the
"- use of statewide child study teams. Continuous records are rffaintained

in the.profile of the educational prescriptions for each child (0 to
21 years of age.),. I .

-.-- ,/, .

.'r

The Profile follows the child frowagencY to aciency and gkade to grade.
, Parents are always a part of the team. ConftderitialitY is respected. .

The goal is that the child will be on a propet program, and that the
program will be changed 'precisely-as his needs change over thelong pun.

44 . .
N

2. A Teacher's Handbookprovides Criterion,referehded,diagnostic-,

instructional resources for each 4Ve ll. of each develqpMental' line of
the profile. The Handbook is a anizep to foster:,

7
.,

a. Programs of early develop entaramelioration 090ention; .

b... Developmeptal remediation.programs. ,, ,

Y. 1
.

3. ,A Curriculum Guide at the Reflex telel 0 jto-16 months) ihcludes.
teacher training filmS and slides to show in educational;- clinical
detail how to-initiate a prograptjor the profoundly physically-
multiply handicapped child.

, .
4. 'A Compendium of CADETS Case Studies and Projram Reports frem every-
%. area of handicap shows, the program in action with many different

.

types of cases in a variety of settings.

19
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. .CADETS Demonstration,Project-

ESEA Title III Statewide Project for the Orthopedically Handicapped
Primary Demonstration The John G. Leach School. The Basic
Project for the_ total.effort).3" .3

2. -Part G.:PI:91=230 ('Project SEACAP) Statewide Project for Children
With Specific LearninDisabiljties - Primary Demonstration Sites:
Seaford, Capital, andsMilford Districts.

3. -ESEA PL 89-313 Project at the Stfte Hospital for the Mentally Retarded
establishtnq a deyelopmenta1U-based educational program for the
profoundly,severely, moderately, and.mildly mentally handicapped.

4. Part D,-PL 917230 Establi9hog a tatewideInservice and Instructional
Resource System for the Special Educators of Delaware:

5. Specific clinical applications in various cases spanning the
spectrum of- exceptional an normal development.

C.- CADETS Professional Training -%
**,

Training activities include the present Special Study Institute and a
variety of in-service and Asemination activities.'

'4

-'4 ..

INSTITUTE OBJEOTIVES
.

The program.of CADETS is now ready for extensive field test. (The present
Special Study Institute gunchesthis:phase. Accordingly tnis invitation is,extended
primarily to supervisors, teachers,and/or therapists who can work as a pilot multi-
disciplinary child study team in, the CADETS trogram. -1

This is not a crash effort. The emphasis is on a quality thrust to establish
k a sound foundation.in'each new consortium - setting for the CADETS program. : During

the first year the aim is simply to.profile: plan; and provide effectively fur-a
few.difficul cases in order to'master the system.

. 0. .4 ''
. Experience has shown that in the first -step there is simply no suestitute,for -

a sound, pilot effort. Success brings its -own problems-thoSp of grokh'and expansion.
Hence,,the'build-up of a strong permanent program must be nurtured step-by-step .

.

clinically and administratively so as to be optimally compatible.with the manalge:.
---44.

ment:Structure in each agency. - ,
1

r CeD

Never-the-less, for the ageficy whichelects to implethent the CADETS
.

program
as a means of better serving its,-underserved and unserved exceptional pupils,

,

there. is no reason,not to begin immediately on a-small scale.

Accordingly, upon completion of the Institute'each participant will .be able to:
Tb

1.. Apply the CADETS Pupil Profile on an individual basts;, 4.

. -

,,

. 2. 'Translate the Profile into a sound individual'educational. plan;. ,



. . ,-
..,

3. Participate in an interdisciplinary team in
.

the application of CADETS;

4. -Apply CADETS flexibl as a basic frame of referepce .in program plpnning
for group insfructjo

.
. .

. *. 4
' With re'pect to CADETS f eldtest responsibilities it is expected tha't,

participants will provideicer ain types of inforniation and-dad concerning the
CADETS technology in relation to thedevelopmental needs,of-specific target popu-lations. Confidentigfity wi be respected and, the work aspect teptto a Minimum'.

lo,
/ .

Finally, documented prof
working paper, etc. which contributet

.
,

- ,_..
.

ssonal recognition will be given tb each cas&study,
to the improvement and dissemination of theCADETS program. 4

. c-s
,

*INSTITUTE ACTIVITIES.

Phase I - A conceArated 11 day practicuM (August. 15-29). Followingt a one-day (5 hour) introduction and overview, participant§
follow the group sequence most,agrApriatetb the needs of

. the children they serve. IntrodUctory day is Friday,-August 15.

. Day 1 - Present tion. Edsh'gro-up sequence unfolds as follows: A
Monday partid lar,section ofCADETS is presented in--depth five

hours of lecture, media,'and discus'sibn i,reeinyptlVed.
Consultants participate who have contributed to the develbp-
ment of the CADETS media. .

\

Day 2 - Worksfdy: Specific cases (selected by the participants),
Tuesday are profiled on CADETS in'the program area presen,ted inidepth.

on the preceding day. Participants work in teams, In ',
addition, specific presentations are made concerning pilot
implementations of the program. Three flours of workstudy are
involved. Consultant teams.conducX small workstudygroups."
Consultants pirticipate whO have contributed 'to the field.
pilbt.demonArations of CADETS in various sites,.

I..

Day 3 - Presentation. Thp next section of CADETS is presented;arici,
.F

etc. a' total of ffvOresentation days an lye workstudy days.

the cycle repeats itselfuntil each partici nt has conlp& let6d

-`

Wednesday%

e '' . .

\By the end of Phase I each child study team will have completed'the profiles
\Ind prelimina'ry, educatidnal plan.s of'a number of cases that the team had
tdenitified.prior to the institute. Each participant will be accountable for-.at feast one case. _Parental awareness and Perffissiorkand agency, concurrenceare essentiarimeach,case. Participants take care of this aspect7.befbre the
InStitute.' ,

. .

:.
-

aseytirLt - Optional demonstration site Visits arranged by'the participants
N with seiected'Settins.

.

,:.
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Phase 11.

.

/-
.

4tase IV

-4,

4 . 4-

Registration
. /

.

.- . 1 . I..

, . BeCauself the heavy pressure of CADETS deveslopme*nt schedules =-it Was not -
.

possible to releasethis- announcement at an earlier date. Therefore, .we muAt2ask 4

the cooperation Of prospective participants in- filling in the attached,ennellmerit
form and'retuhiI ng it by'May 30 to:

.. . *-- 4 -
.5 .; .

. , w
..,

.. -----,--- .- ,Field
,.

ield educational-clinicaT. follow-up actiiitiet; These
activities are arranged -so that multidiscipkilary consultant
'teams may .rseView with the fField participants the progrets of

. cases profiled ifflPhase .I.., In this.reView educational plans
are modified if necettsarx. Provision is made` for a fall or
late spring review of each case to provide a pre and post.-
validation of the CADETS profile and plan: .'''

! ;0
- Field test 'feedback. -

7* -

'SPECIFIC 140MATION
.

i

O

a

Conferences and Centers .-

J.lo n M.' Clayton Hall
.,z7c,/1441,011,

Un versity of Delaware
'

Y

1-

Ne ark, Delaware, 19/11

Time and-Place A -
.. *. ,. . -

-.," The program will commence 9:00 a.m.; ,August. 15 at Clayton Hall, UnivaLsity of'.
.

. \ Delaware. A full program,is.Aanned from 9 a:ill. to 3 pm. The schedul. of '4
.' activities thereafter will altenate from day to day,- 5 hours one day.; 3 hours °k4

.. . .. ,,the next. .

. .
.

4 e.

a

Faculty

A'multiai
professionals

activity:.

4

-a

sciplinary faculty of recognized national consultants and inAtate
from the CADETS' Consortium will _participate in the program. Edward J. s'

Coordinator of CADETS DevelopMent and DissemipationA%4ill direct the-

.
..

'
-,, i.

/*A follow-up announcement providing details in this area will be. available in
the immediate future. ,

-,---.

' *Iwr'

Matirials , .
-.. f

c ,...
.., , . , .. .

...

,

. i

CADETS program materials
,

in adequate supply will be-- distributed without char e
-

-

to the paetjcipants. TA special CADETS resource library will be available throng
the- program.

.

,

Costs . .

..;
--,

. .
. . ')d 1

.

.1

This .program qualifies under the Summer.Course Pee Exemption for Delaware
Teachert.. Teachers selected for the program are only required to pay a, $10- . ,

regist tionfee. '-' ,

o

.;
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1

5

. .

Arrangements are lri process
I

to defray the 'cost of, participant travel expense&
or overnight accommodations at'ithe Christiana Towers 7" In general, reimbursement
for overnight accommodatitn& wp1 be extended to pOticipants who must travel a
distance-.in excess of approximately forty-five mires.

. .

Meal expenses are,the responsibility of the participant. (
Credit Option. . ,

Participants may
,

earn three graduate level credit hours'by registering' for
EDP 567 CADET'S Special Study Institute.

. ...= . ,
.

' 1,. ,

. Delawarp public school teachers areexempt from payment of course.tuitiOn
fees and-need only pay a $10 registration fee. Tuition for other Delaware resident
students is,S120. NonDelaware participants must pay full tuition of $297, if they. ..,

desire to re4tster"forcredit.
- -

k

Tuition Assistance'

For other than Delaware public school teachers, a limited amount of tuition
assistance may be'available.

Applican)s requesting t ition assistance should register by'-the May 30, 1975'
deadline.Ndtification of t e amount of assistance for credit tuition will be -

indicated in the,confirmatio notice.

, All inquiries regakiin the Institute-should be addressed:
2.

1 Qt.'', Edward'J. illon, Institute Directdr
Initial CADETS Special Study Institute

,

Conferences an Centers
Diyision ofC tinuing Education K
University of Delaware
Newark, Delaware 19711

Phone: (302738 -2215

Conftrmations
/ .

.

.

Confirmations Of 4ticipants selected will be mailed during the first week
of June. .Should it not/be possible to select all applicants, refund of registration
fee will be returned the first week of June. /

v
' x

.1
O

4
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Return to: eConferences and,Centers
John M. Claytoil Hall

'University of Dejaware
NewarR, Delaware 19711

APPLICATION FtIRM

EDP 567

CADETS Special

Study Institute
August 15-29,1975

.

Please print or type all information. Enclose check (made payable to University
of DelaWare) for registration fge of $10. (All registrants, must pay this fee).

HOME ADDRESS

CITY ' -,, STATE ' ZIP

. LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY - SPECIAL SCHOOL - INSTITUTION

HOME

I
.

POSITION

TYPE(S) OF EXCEPTIONAL:CHItDREN SERVED

TYPE OF CREDIT (Please check appt4riate block)

. / / Graduate

( / / State of Delaware In- Service.

1-7" Non-Credit- ,

Please Check the appropriate block in No.
#

1. /77 Travel

/ / Overnight'

-/ Tuition

.

and No. 2 if assistante is requested:

DEADLINE FOR RETURNING APPtiCATION-FORMS IS MAY 30, 1975.

24-
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KENNENC:MADDEN
it/M(0101NT

OVATE OF DELAWARE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
Ti VNSEND BUILDING

DOVER, DELAWARE 19901

RANDALL L sionts
mowAno c RON
JOHN 1 RYAN

CADETS SPECIAL STUDY INSTITUTE
(CAREER ACCESS DEVELOPMENTAL EDUCATIONAL TRACKING SYSTEVS)

,August 15-29, 1975

University of J?elaware . Supervisor: Edward J. Dillon

Purpose:' Initial statewide disseMination and field testing of, the
CADETS program. Upon completion of the Institute each
participant was expected to:

AP

1. Apply the CADETS Pupil Prt.file on an individual basis;
'2. Translate the Profile into a "sound individual educa-

ional plan; .1
4

3. 1Par'ticipate in an interditciplinary team in the appli-
cation of CADETS; A

A. Apply CADETS flexibly as a basic frame of reference
in program planning for-group instruction.

With respectAto CADETS field test responsibilities, it
is expeted that-FiliTICIpants will provide' certain types
of information and data concerning,the CADETS technology ,

in relation to the edevelopmentalondea of specific tax=.. .

, get populations.' .

. , .'-
....

P rticipan 75 (special education teachers, physical therapists,.
,, . occupational therapists, speech'cliniciand; school

psychologists, social workers 'and'education admihistra-
A tors)-from.22 different public and prilTate7,1gencies,

. attended the institute. This representation encompassed
every spectrum of programming for the needs pf exceptional

4

.
children'.

.
,

wAtivities: 1) Participants were trained in dppth.in the CADETS mate-
rials including/the applications of:

A dynamic Pkpil Proille; , , f

.A criterion referenced Profile Handbook inclt4ng
the: . . .

Reflex-Motor-Perceptual-Dimension
Specific Perceptual Dimension ,

Symbolic Dimension '

Cognitive Dimension
( . ' Personal-Social-Vocational Dimension

A multimedia Curriculum Guide at the Reflex Level .'

(0 to 16 Months),.
Multimedia multidisciplinary presenthtions were used
throughout the program.

25
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2) In additibn, each participant was expected to profile
and-plan an educational program for one handicapped
child utilizidg CADETS-

,

3) Finally, participantsdesigned a preliminary op*a-
tional plan for the pilot application of CADETS in
their own institutional setting.

Outcomes or
Expectations: 1)

2)

a

3)

t.
44

4.

,

' )/2/75;

Field testing of the CADETS materials was initiated
immediately.
Broad-statewide dissemination of existing CADETS
products was accomplished.
Specific commitmentoomere obtained for the statewide'
and the pilot application of individAal tracking pro-
grams for specific numbers of seriously handicapped
chidren. In,this-respect CADETS profiles and plan's
wilT-be implemented for 50t of the orthopedic popula-
tidn in FY'76. The goal_is 100% aiccomplishment by
the ehd:,of FY177.

4) The bases'for SENSC (Sequential Evaluhive NetWorks
for thijOSOeci,a1 Childrwere-estaSlished,in That the.
particiNting alincies.cap-bejclustered sequentially

* to demonstrate continuous tracking of each severely
handicapped child from.infancy.through entry career/
`Ar9cational.training..

5) The bases were established for subsequent projects to
ImPY.emdnt:specific components Rf the CADETS delivery
syst9m.

Y14,-,a result of tfiisanstitute'tbere has been an
1r1e tensive multiplication of.diagnostic-leadership per-

'scihnel statewide especially at the early childhood
intervention level: Tie need for ouch leadership in
all agencies and: institutions is crucial-to the suc-
.ceEs of any special, education Rrogramg, especially -
tIMprograms.of the future such as gADETS, which pro-
vide for continuous tracRIT-4End progresS
accountability from the earliest, point of identifica-

,
tion:

1.
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.,-CADETS WO1U(SHOP.

,Participants
Evaluations of the Initial CADETS

.Special Study Institute

J. .1.1. Clayton Halt

University of Delaware

August 15-29, 1975

Helpful,-Well Organized. Excellent material. interesting-consultants:
Solutioils offered-to^prOlems we are, now trying to copewith unsatisfactorily
in the classioom." It must have been'difficult to carry on the-same discussion '
With people who had had years of experience in developing_ this beautiful program

and those of us who,just arrived. The excelrent'biblibgraphies should-help fresh-
' ten like me catch up. 'Many thanks for this.great_experience.

--.

--- This has been an extremely worthwhile two weeks for me. In fact, it rankf
as one of the top educational experiences Ivve had in graduate school. Content
was. highly interesting and informative and the consultants were stimulating, and

A

,helpful. Organization was superior.

./
I have found the approach and rationale fascinating. The'fact. that ,the

profile can at a glancereveal the informatitin processing abilities of the child
and 'their relatiVe'rate of development over a long period of time would be
invaluable to me for some of my children. When our PRD committees meet and, at
times, we seem not able to agree on a specific prescription for a child, the
profile would.be very useful. I would like to see some information compiled which
would enable Cs. to see rather quickly what, a 60 month pld should be doing, etc. -4-

We could do this for ourselve§ from the handbooks. As a speechclinician, I p
hadn't been exposed,'to any great extent, to over-all remedial procedures.

The CADET,Profiling System seems to be what public schcwas needed long ago.
,
File folders are crammed with'unorganized.information and as the child passes.,
through the system the folder gets fatter not bettet organized. The developmental
approach establishes a point of reference and uses a logical sequence. Why

°4uichi't I have been presented with this system in underg4auate 'school? The
course contained so much net,/ material and was giVen to urell at"'once-it was a
lot"to chew, but intellectual indigestion is what we all get during the summer
-sessions,,isn't it? I enjoyed a burp .here and there as .1 tried to swallow the
daily inforMation. In making My profile I became very close to my chosen child
andwe established. a rapport fOr%the coming year. I also learned to Makesontadts
with the home and achieved a better understanding of the child's environment-which

.1. Would not have been able to do durinOthool time. I would like -to continue
thietprofiling and gerhaps next yeii when I am more-familihr with it, introduce
the system to my scHpOl and pilot'it,in our resource rooms for the severe cases.

' We special educators have;requirements to.meet-this system,really helps ds'to
be organized,to establishour needs -the children's needs, and to be accountable
for, what' we,do. Progress can be seen on the profile-let's hope it alwazs is forward.

4
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(2)

I found the materials very helpful. .I extremely enjoyed the course and feel
it will be most helpful in our program. While working at such an early age with
our,,children it,is very clearly seen how beneficial a program of this type.
can _be. Hopefully, the day.will some we can reach children at this early age.
I found the, course very exciting and am lookingforward to more workshops, etc:

.

The workshop was excellent, Ed. There was a grett deal of material covere,
but your consultants were cleat and well organized. %I feel CADETS has a great
potentia I am concerned with.the amount of time required to complete a profile.
Will public schooluteachers be given the time and administrative support to'carry
out the diagnosis and develop a prgscription?

'0

I feelthis program is very useful at the pre-school level and should be-,
introduced nt° all maternal and child health clinic: With creativity parts of
the profile can be effectively used,with kindeigarten'or primary graders as a
diagnostic tool: I feel that children in question in.theearly years shoUld receive
parts of the profile so that, placement in the proper'educational setting can be
made. At that point its use should be coordinated with other approaches built
on other rationales or beliefs.

"

Profile idea is excellent. Needs to be more compact in terms of material.
Course was good but a great deal to handle in 2 weeks. Language area - -could
use some work.

Keep up this great grogram! This is my first experiende. with,Cadets add
I am toth,overwhelmed with all the information apd_excited to the point I can't
wait to tryth'is at school. 'I do wish there could be a better undetstandinkamong
administrators about your idea beeause more teachers could then be involved.
Please give4us some practical experience with the training, programs I have tried
checking reflexes Silt I am not 'sure of what Ieam doing.

Handbooks and Guide, should includa'a complete fold out of each-Aim line
.according to months level. The statements should be stated in shorter terms.
Profile--The book with the diagnostic comments, and educational plans shoukd'be
more compact. The profile is too cut up for easy understanding,-for teacher.
It is hard to follow the check fiat, diagnostic comments and educational plans
and correlate- it on `one area. 41151

°

. .

Course Content -- Excellent but most concentrated in a 2 week period. However,
I-believe the coming Sessions-will permit in-depth exploratioreand answer the
questions people may have. Consultants-Great! Would,hope the affective domain
could be examined in future seminars SEM teachers are Struggling!!!

Aidt of material was given to be digested in short period of time. Being
fairly new in this' program it was rather'difficult to completely-digest all
that WaS given each day. I found this course most interesting. It'has'really
opine the door for me an I am beginning to look at my handicapped children in
all lines of each of th dimensions. 'I am very. anxious to do further testing.
on my *children and hope that by making edticational plaris along the lines most
needed it will help to make me a more effective' teacher in the' future.

4
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(3)

1

The overall program during the past weeks has been stimulating and I feel
generally has gotten everyone thinking in new lines of,direction for the better.
Workshops throughout the year will be most beneficial. Even though rhave been
txppsedita this terminology and some of the theory for several years, it is
still difficult to group. I feel the'auditory and language lines could be
refined and have indicated suggestions in my profile book. Six yedrs ago if I
had told a classroom teacher that one-of her students needed occupational therapy
because his abnormal reflex pattern was interfering, with his learning,,J would, .

have been regarded with much suspect. Today all that is changing and CADETS can
take much of the credit.

A

- Basically the course was very good._The ideas are great -- something like
this is really needed in our schools and-other agencies. Ajain I do have to
criticize-the overemphasis of the STNR. At the ;,torkSE4 we have worked with LD
kids for 6 years and Jean Ayres has much longer. We have found it very difficult
to,get a true STNR resPonde without influence of the TLR. We are finding that
most of our children have inadequate development of their vestibular systems
which is the lowest level of development (tactile being the exception- -they
both develop-quite early in the pre-natal-period): The vestibular mechanism
exhibits a strong influence on the labyrinthine reflgxes and this is where
treatment should be first emphasized. Granted spinning is a powenul Stimulus
which should ndt be used'by a teacher alone without aid of -a therapist. However,
there are-more activities (exercises) which could be used to better inhibit the
reflex patterns. We are finding that a variety of exercises is more challenging
to theichild and achieves more in - -the end. Finally, I think Ayres test battery
should 6e incorporated into the programat:least the section on tactile perception,
administered by a professional.

This course has enriched my feeling about developmental education. I have
been working in the feel for some time, but by listening to the consultants again_
and gaining more information I enjoyed and acquired alot. I would like to see
all special education teachers from my district take this course. I-would not
prefer to come the last.two weeks of August.

;t

Program extremely worthwhile. Materials are well laid out and beneficial.
The child is definitely the center and sound.educational plans caq.now_he-Written.

The materials are invaluable in a practical and4in an orientational point of
view. They will assist mein diagnosis., educational planning and facilitate
awareness of a child's place in achievement. The Cadets program is sound 'One.

It has drawn upon many contributions and has finally given a concrete means with
which special education populations can be taught, and can be tracked from
agency .po agency. --

f'have enjoyed this course. Having taken the .previous workshop it was tre-
mendous to review it all again and toe have new areas explained. I am pleased
with the profile! It has been so helpful as a diagnostic tool.for me with my
class and also as an indicator of progress to the parents: -Theyreally.appreciate
it. It's interesting.how they will tell stages of development that were missed
when they realize you really can gain information on theirchiid. previously
they were reluctantto admit it.. Thanks alot, Dr: Dillon, .I enjoyed being
a group chairwOMan. It was beneficiaf't8 me to have.the reaction of an
interdiscipfinerian\group:

;t
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CADETS
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<0.

Workshop a commendable effort - -We down at HMI are thirsty for.these-experiences
and don't .mind'the location whatsoever. Materials available were excellent--as
was the exposure'to the various consultants.

The materials given out at this wirkshop were remarkable. 'They will be of
tremendous.lelp. With their useage I feel I can better identify what.my
students needs are and how to remediate their probleffis.

/

feel the handbooks need further extension into the higher age groups. c

Also more specific operational definitiofis need to be presented in the check lists.
Generally the program has been very beneficial. Not having had arty previous

. background in CADETS I am still having some difficulty assimilating and intergrating,-
some of the very interesting parts but I.feel it is a beginning and'I look forward .

to future workshops in the area.

1
The task of cFoting'a comprehensive educational developfnental tracking

system seems stagering--yet it is being.done in a systematic and organized manner:
I am certainly sold now, though, I was not when I arrived. I look forward
to the combination of the handbooks into one package as well as the change of
the total educational plan to one spot in the profile.

The workshop has been valuable to me. I have been involt7ed in other work
shops of similar nature but this one continued to reinforce earlier learning
experiences. I feel more proficient in my task and go back to my job with
reviewed enthusiasm and expectatiOns using the CADETS program, Materials excellent.

,,Ipterials are great.. I learned alot.

The writtenschedule was good The attempts to keep to sessions schedules
were also good. Break time need to be'refiged somewhat." Some' people just
cannot go.beyond 90'minutes without a break. If break times were known to be
a certain ti e one could wait the'extra five 'or-ten minutes and not have to ,leave
the room:

An excellent introduction into a much neglected and misunderstood critical .

aspect of education!!

' Alot was covered in a Very short time. Evaluation at this point intime
is extremely diffidult. I think the-ftillow-up sessions and on-sight assistance
will provide a broader base from which to evaluate the programs. In addition,
one pilot 'efforts will dAermine whether CADETS is useful 0 our kids- in our
'program.

.....Tomuch.information in such a short time. Handbooks excellent

The materials composed and._distributed are of exceptional values for one
simple reason, at least and that is--44o far" there is no one.resource from which
you could .get an .extract of such vital in information. Very useful and of
dynamic nature. I'm sure it will create a great positive impactrin-the lives of
handicap children of all .kinds. The course, too lengthly with too much repetition
and hammering of the same topics or subjects. Could have beelh' extremely. PRECISE,
to the point, BRIEF with no undue revisions of the same subjeet,matters.
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Tlie course was extremely beneficial forme from the'stand point of remediation
and recognition of the mid LD child at the kindergarten level. Both Mrs. Early
and Dr. Bender were espiCially helpful for this area. an terms of providing
an overview of the developmental process of learhing I feel there is no better
coursg,offering. I do feel however-that any future presentations be more depart-
mentalized according to the children we service.

I feel that material' will be excellent source in finishing profiles. Hand
books offer references and specific information which will help greatly in writing the
education plans. The course was stimulating and most interesting. Will greatly
help in finish' the 155 profiles we are now'involvekin. Il'am interested in
any workshops to and follow up meetings which may occur in the future.

I felt that this program was very good, but that for the type:of student
whiCh I deal with it came a little too late to help. Also I feel that if Cadets
is accepted system wide, it will make this-problem less complicated. Hope it
does become operational. I feel that, the material provided will'be quite helpful,
to teachers of special education students, but I think that the emphasis should
be directed toward those people who function with these same students without

a it is operated now.. .There is too little

the formal education in the area of exceptional children. This I believe is one
of the shortcomings of the, program 4

training provided to those other teachd-rs who spend more time with these same
children and might be-able to assist in an educational.prOgram for 'the mildly
handicapped or emotion:). child.

Handouts so farshOuld be very helpful as resource materials that can be
useWconstantly. The criticism or suggestions I have for improvement seem to
be in process. One danger is that the material can become too involved.
As it stand a public sthool'ceacher will of necessity havetto do a great deal-
of background reading. Simplification should be paramount, To eventually Profile
every "child at risk" in Delaware should-eliminate a large percentage of LD dis-
eoveries in school. By solving the problem early if it is possible to treat these
children. A follow up to this seminar and frequent consultations with profeisionals
in various fields of child development for reinforcement of the initial program
is essential. There is some danger in asking to much of the classroom teacher
in the area of diagnosis. Talking with some teachers here indicated that they

-had no recourse. to professional opinions and must do all diagnoses themselves
withOut any thought of professional jealousy. I see some danger to the child
in expecting too much medical or paraledical exportise An the part of the class-
room teacher. Asa whole'I have found the sessions stimulating and the_material
useful. :There has been some lost time. I am looking' forward to follow-up
Sessions. (ProfesSional "jargon" should be kept to a minimum particularly if

° -parents are to share,) We have had'some concernl'that so muthetress.is being
placed on theSTNR. .This is often 4iffitult to evaluate properly in the schOol
age child if it is minimal but still interf'erring. Our experience has shown that .

it is necessary to evaluate, concentrate, alld treat at the lower Labirganthine
revel which isreall), global. More attention should be given to this area so
that teachers will look for this'lower level interference. Often treatment at
this level will also help eliminate the interferring STNR.

I am quite enthuged about the-CADETS Profile and Al softy more of the people
from my district could not attend this workshop. I would like to have at least
one copy for each of tneso that I could explain its use and` usefulness at our
in service day at the beginning of September. Would it be possible to have one
or two dozen Copies?

(Typed at the University,of Delaware)
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MEMORANDUM
I

e.

TO:

STATE OF DELA

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
THE 'TOWNSEND BUILDING

DOVER, DELA ARE 19901

Octob 3", 1975

Participants in ADET5 Special Study Institute

FROM: Dr.Edward J. Di lon, Institute Coordinator

SUBJECT: Case'Study - CADE S Profile

Nat

RANDALL L 00'1E13
HOWARD E ROW
JOHN.) RYAN

ASSISTANTS rnimmigonos

Thank you for your efforts in the Institute. We wereo,impressed
' by the marty excellent cease studies:

1

The case study is being returned toyou'atthisrpoint ,Keep in
mind-our earlier memo to you concelining' confidentiality. 'The
material should-be returned to the parents; I know they will be
interested iri hearing'from you, about the nature of the profile-
and its meaning.- Hopefully, where pogsib2e, the parents would
agree "to the'uee of"the material 'as input ,to the total
program.

Again, there is a caution concerninci CA6ETS. It is not-intended
as a crash program. ShoUld you plan, to use this material, wher-
ever possible start sl9wly on a pilot basis. I the beginhing it
ib better to dc-i-orie---crrtwo cases well than to make. possible com-
mitments. Later the profile can be used adaptiVely,in a Variety
of ways which we will be-covering in oui- follow-4- workshops.

We hope to be inftduch-with you shortly concerning the workshop
piOgram for this year. September has turned out to be an un-
usually busy month bedaute of'the unitLaudit wogram. We believe
the schedule should be clear within a kew days and at that point
we will schedule activities and'send out announcements.

EJD/pb
,mac.
cc - Dr. Wachter

.00 32
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Board of Directors
Les lie,Morrill
Nfaty
Lillian 11f-(irdran
Louise Pin;
Fred
jo)(t
Naomi Livtikr
Bob Shellcr,Sarger
Charles Tilompson
Patsy V't1114Ms

. Thomas .1..fGlurari.

ExCctitive Director

1-FrV 6TI ..-"7;.-7:;rCi. ,.:.: 1T. IA:E:Ic.:4...;
. 18th and Baynard Boulevard 'V/iltnington, DelAware 19802/Tel. 571.0230 571-0?13 4 571-0231

November 4, 1975

Dr. -Edword Dillon, Supervisor.
Programs for Exceptional Children
Deprirtment of Public Instruction
Townsend Building
Dover., Delaware 19901

Dear .Dr. Dillon,
,Beffrierie Beigmann

^ ..

rofessiom 1 Advisor Committee Please accept my apology for not writing,-
,,Pr. Ted IL Clito.uster sooner to express our appreciation of:.---....5a(ch -a. 'Dr. Paula J. Nfr.loae

well run seminar last August, that I and one.Dr. J. it-kr-L:1 So1.!zzi, Jr.
10!..lienry IL Stroud 0 f, our lang-ultge therapist consultants had th

- ,,pleasure to attend.

I,

% ,
.

,.c,

It was perfect timing for ury because we .1

started our. Early Childhood Program Her the
handicapped this gall.- Through the inse-rvice, °

with the rest oE our staff and parents we are
using the Cadets Profile on our young chili2ren.
Allof our'.staff are very enthusiastic ai.:7:::ut

N it, and most of all we are learning in ,depths
abcut the different ne-e4s'ef,.the chi lc' and
therefore, can plan 'much better. for education

_ ,_and therapy implementation.

, We all hope, thayou' pan continue tc run,
,

--e

more seminars and Workshops ,and that mc,re and
. ,-,

more people in the field. of special education
can use the cadets as 'a tool for .assessment
-and p-40graming for the handicapped child'.. Our
parents like it so mudh because it gives ihem
a better understanding, of their child's needs '4

T- ,
an&Jpotential. -

,
S. _.

Thank you again.

s.

Sincerely
. /

e.t;*11

33: Elfriede lergmann
Executive Director

(.1:(1'.((
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ipPENDIX C

Project Supervisory Team (STEAM1).

Project Service Teams (STEAM2)
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PROJECT STAFFS

4

'1Werall Project Supervisory Team
. . ,

(Designated STEAMi) .

,

Dr.Edward J. Dillon ,(Project Director)
Sup rvisor, Instructional Sti.ategies°&'
Systems", State Supeivisory Team for
Spe Education

Archie Ellis
Curriculum Supervisor
Seaford Sch"8oi Diitrict

Itrs. Mary\S. Wiley
Principal
West SeafordbElementaiy School'

Robert V. Bresnahan
Principal
Seaford Central Elementary Sehol

Melville Warren
Director of Elementary Education
Capital School District

A
Robert-S. Hall-,
Supervisor, Media Lab
Capital.School District

\
o.

, - %Mrs. Bonnie Higgins;
.

(On -site,c0p,r-dinator-Pilot Dem6ristration Site) , -; .,
West Seaford Element,ary Schoel -. .2-'i

. - .

Mrs. Betiy, Warren
(On -site coordinator-Rilot,Multiplication
SouthA)oyer Elementary Scheel'

.

rt

4
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4.

Project Service Team

(Designated STEA42)

.)\Seaford Pilot Demonstration Site
,

Mrs. Bonnie Higgins
oordinator

Ors.'Ina Upshur
Coordinator., Learning Resources Center

James E.-Young
Learning Disabilities Teacher

Mrs. Patricia Derriekso
Lead Kindergarten Teacher

Mrs. Shirley Butler,
Learning Disabilities Teacher

Mrs. Gail. Rae,
. S & E reacher

Mary Ann_Krynski
EMR-Tedcher

-t

1

ProjectServi-ce Team

(Designated STEA1112)-

Capital Pilot Multiplication. Site

Mrs. Betty Warr
Coordinator

;14elville Warren f
4:b

Director of Efementary,Education

Robert Sr Hall
Supervisor, Media tab-

1
Donald L. Buckland
Principal, flartly'Elementary School

Bevel-1y Filer
Teacher,- Towne Mint-Elementary S6hool..

. .

. .

Note:, Participant staff members from the'MA 1 ford; Alexis
I. duPont and'Claymont Districts have not yet lidca appointed.

--

1

.

tit
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APPENDIX_ D

Supplementary. Reports from Initial Proj
Demonstration Sites

1974-1975 Learning-Resource Center
Report*- Seaford DemOnstration Site

FY'74 and FY'75 Multipliction Site
Report - Capital District

s
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END OF THE YEAR REPORT

PROJECT SEACAP 1974-75 SCHOOL YEAR

IDENTIFIED EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

SEAFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT DEMONSTRATION SITE

4

Submitted by

INA J, UPSHUR

DISTRICT/ COORDINATOR OF EXtEPTIONAL CHILDREN
SEAFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT

. 0,,

v.

4

1
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END OF "THE. YEAR REPORT

PROJECT SEACAP 1974,-75 SCHOOL YEAR

IDENTIFIED-EXCEPTIONAL. CHILDREN

SEAFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT -.DEMONSTRATION SITE

4-.'During the 197645 'school year intensive support for Identified Excep-
tional Students in the areas of Math, Reading, Perceptual Training, and,
Moto Development was reviewed and reported not only,at the West Seaford..

Elementary School Learning ResourceCenter-Demonstration Site, but also'
Central Elementary, Frederick Douglass Intermediate, Seaford Junior High,
and'Seaford Senior High Schools' re ource rooms.

C
.

.

End of the year test result indicate that the studebts classified-as
Learning Disable and Educable Mentally Handicapped showed marked progress,
in the areas of eading, Mathematics, Socialization, Fine Motor Development,
Gross Motor Devel pment, and the Perceptual Development.

Reading and Math levels were derived from the Informal Readl:nt Inventory,
the Peabody Individual Achievement Test, and the students current placement
in reading and aat .

Areas of weakn ss were derived from the.Slingerland Screening Test for
Identifying Specific Langiage Disabilities, primary Self CRncept Inventory,
the Seaford Short orm Sc-.:eening Test-and'the Perdue Perceptual Motor,
Survey.

Social progress was deterkined by the classroom teachers and the staff
from the various Learning Resource tenters:

, *
This repOrt does not include any students identified as Socially and

Emotionally Maladjusted. However, in the report for end of the school year
75-76 we do intend 'to include identified S.E.M. since the services will be
extended to the schools that are mentioned in thiSreport.

...,s. .
N.

This report does pot include thosei-,diUdents who did receiveeceive part 'time
services in the elementary and intermekiate schools or those students who
were-not tested previouSly in the fall. .

......!1°.'

....... This report does not include students who were placed during the -year.

This report does include-some Junprand Senior High-School students
who were to receive part time serviceebut the services included were in
the-areas of Reading and Mathematic.

.

ti

° (continued)



END. OF THE YEAR REPORT.
PROJECT S4ACAP
PAGE 2

9

A . .. ,'A .

," However,
1 4;

it'should be noted that the students involved in this report
did receIve61ell group or individualized instruction. Materials used
ippearafto meet their needs and socialization was-an essential part of:
their curriculum. A multi - disciplinary approact was used throughout.

IJU:pw
10/75

0^

A

of*

,.,

A
Submitted by

4
Ina J. Upshur

District Coordinator of Exceptional Children
Seaford School District

. -
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LEARNING DISABLED

WEST SEAFORD RESOURCE CENTER

READING LEVELS
o.

Sept. 1974 71 May 1975

1. P 1.4.
2. 2.1 i 3.3
3. PP 1.1
4. 1.2 1.9
5. 2.1 5.5
6. 1.,2 /4 2.2
7t 2.1 3.,0
8. P

.
1%8

9. 1.2 3.3
10. 1.7 a° 2.2 k

',

1,

I

7

READING LEVELS

MATH LEVELS

Sept. 1974 May 1975

1.5 3.2
2,1 2.2

0.6 .

2.5 j.3
2.0
2.0

o "2.0 3.3
2.0 3.0

. 2.0, 3.4
3:0-- 3.'8

Z
wfl.: Improved from September- to -May 10

2. Stayed the same frOm September to May 0 ''

,3. Regressed .from September to Nay ., 0...
4.1, Total

, 10

3.

0

tri'-"to

0

°

MATH
- 4

1. Improved from. Seitem. heAo May 10-

2. Siayed the' same ford-SePtem bet' to:May 0

3: Regressed from 'September ';0 Ray

4.Total

A P.

4

4

ad'

4,

O,
10

0

r.

-"rf'3
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EDUCABLE MENTALLY HANDICAPPED

WEST SEAFORD RESOURCE CENTER

READING LEVELS MATH LEVELS

Sept. 1974 May 1975 Sept. 1974
?

May 1975
. -

1. PP 2.4 1 1.8
2: PP 1,6 2' 2.3
3. PP 1.5 , 2 1.5
4. 3.2 3.3 ' .9 1.5
5. P 246 2 1.5
6. 1.6 2.0 2 2.5
7. 2.1 2.5 . 2 3.0
8. , P 1.9: 1

READING LEVELS

2.1

1. Improved from September to-May 8

2. Stayed the sane from September to May.O
3. Regressed from.September to May 0-

-4. Total 8

\ ,

LEVELS

14*

....,/,MATH

1. Improved from S4tember to May 6

2. Stayed the same from September to*May 0
3. Regressed from, September to May 2

4. Total 8

4

..-

42
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1.

2.
.

3.

4.
..;5.

6.

7.

8.

10/75
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LEARNING DISABLED

CENTRAL. ELEMENTARY RESOURCE CENTER

READING LEVEtS MATH LEVELS

Sept. 1974 May 1975- Sept: 19714 May 1975

1.4 1.6 0.9 1.4
1.2 1.6 ...

1.9 1.8
'1.8 2.2 3.8 6.,7
2.2 2.6 4.6 4.6
1.4 1.9 ..6 3.2
/.4 2.9 2.4 3.2
3.0 3.6 2,3, 4.0
1.9 2.2 . 4.0 6.4

READING LEVELS

1.'Imirovea from September to May 8
2. Stayed the: same from -September to May '0
3. Regressed from -September to' May 0
4. Total 8

MATH LEVELS

1. Improved from September to May 6
2. Stayed the same from September io.0ay -1
3. Regressed from September,tO May 1 '

4. Total 8

4 3
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EDUCABLE MENTALLY HANDICAPPED

CENTRAL ELEMENTARY RESOURCE CENTER

-

. Sept. 1974

REA(NG LEVELS. MATH ,LEVELS

May 1975 Sept. 1974: May 1975

1. PP 1.1 K 0.6
2.

3.

PP

1.6
1.9

1.9 90
K
1.1

0.1

,0.3
4. (- 1.6 1.9 .9 1.1
5. 1.6 -4 1..9 .6 1.5
6. 1.0 1.1 .9 1.1
7. 2.0 2.4 .6 1.9
8. 1.9 2.7 1.3 1.9
9. 2.1 . 2.2 1.1 2.2

READING LEVELS

1. Improved from September to May 9

2. Stayed the same from September to May 0
3. itegressed from SepteMber to May 0 -

4.°Total 9

MATH LEVELS

1. Improved from 'September to May 8

.2. Stayed the same from September to May 0
3. Regressed from Se ember to May ,1

4. Total. 9

10/75

4
4

4
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LEARNING DISABLED

FREDERICK DOUGLASS RESOURCE CENTER

/

READING LEVELS .

q'

''t4 I Sept.

, MATH LEVELS

. Sept.-1974
i

May 1975 1974 !lay 1975

1. 3.6 2.9
tr

_, 4.6 6.4 `
2. 2.0 2.1 1.4 2.6
3. 1.9 1.9 2.4 - 3.0
4. 2.5 2.3 3.5 3.5
5. 2.7 2.9 4.2 4.6

.....)
6. 2.0 2.2. 2.3 4.4
7. 2.1 .., 2.6 ° 3.8 ... 3.8
8. 2.4 2.6 3.3 ) 4.2

.READING LEVELS

1. Improved from September to May 5

2. Stayed the same from September, to May 1
3. Regressed rom September to May 2

4. :Total 9 8
/

MATH LEVELS

1...Improved from Septembe to May t 6

2. Stayed the same-from September to1Hay 2
3. Regressed from September to May 0
4. Total . 8

10/7.5

.
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EDUCABLE MENTALLY. HANDICAPPED

FREDERICK DOUGLASS RESOURCE CENTER

READING LEVELS

Sept. 1974 May 1975

1. 2.4

2.' 1 2.2
3. 2.5

2.5

5. 1.8

6. 2.2

7. 1.8

8. 2.8
9. 2.2

10. '2.5

11. 2.9
12. . 2.3

1

.3.0

2.6

43.0

42:9
2.4

2:2.
1.9
3.5

2f3

3.1
3.2

1.9

k

1

. READING LEVELS

MATH LEVELS

Sept. 1974 May 1975

2.1 .2.5

1.7 3.7

0.9 2.1
2.5 3.

2..7 3.8
2.4 3.1
0.4* 0.9
2.0 3.4
2,.1 3.2

2.3 3.1.
1.4 2,7

2.3 2.0

1. Improved-from September to Mi 10
2. Stayer the same from September t May 1
3. Regressed from September to May 1

4. Total "12

MATH LEVELS

1.' Improved from September to May t 11
2. Stayed the same from SepteAterlto May 0
3'. Regressed from September to May 1

4. Total. N12 -

10/75
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LEARNING DISABLED

JUNIOR HIGH RESOURCE CENTER

;READING LEVELS MATH LEVELS

:s,. Sept. 1974 May 1975 ,

r

Sept. 1974 May 1975
,

4 .

1. 3.9 4'.4 . 6.0 9.2
2. 3.3 S. 4.0 2.5 4.4
3. 3.0 , Na.1 3.2 4.4_
4. 2.7 3.1 2.6 3.2
5.. . 1 11.9 9.3 , 3.4 ' 4.6
6. 3.9' .4.7 3.9 7.4.
7. 4.0 4.2 3.0 ' 6.0
8. 4.6 5.8 5..7 7.0
-9. 6.1 7.1 6".4 . 5.7

READING LEVELS

''
,

5.. 16 Improved frod Sdptember t
/
o May . 8 -

2: Stayed the same from September to May 0

3. Regressed from September to May ' 1

4. Total , . ' 9
.

0

o

40

10/75 --

MATH LEVELS --

1. Improved from September to May 8

2. Stayed the same from September to May 0

3. Regressed.fromSeptember to May 1

4. Total , 9

4'7

O
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EDUCABLE MENTALLY' HANDICAPPED

JUNIOR HIGH RESOURCE CENTER

READING LEVELS

it. 1974 May 197

/-'^i`

2. 2.8 -/1..'66

1. 2.1

1. 1.0 - 2.3

4.: 2.0,-- 2.4

5. - -C 1.7
6. 2.8 . 1.1
7. 3.4 3.0
.8. 3.8 3.3

9. 2.0 2.7

10. 2.6 2.9
11. 1..6 1.8
12., 21. 2.3
13. 2.0 2:3
14. 2.0 '2.3
15. 3.7 3.3
16. . 2.5 2.8

..,

10/75

,- MATH LEVELS

----- Sept. 1974
..-----

1.6

.0

3.0

3.3

2.7

P
4:2

4.6
2.2

t 2.9

4.7

2.6
1,

7.0.

3.3

1.7

6.5
2.9

MayI975
M

4.0
3.0.

3.0

3.4

2.7

6.4

3.2

2.4'

2.7

3.5
3.8

4.6 i

de/ 2.4
3.2

4.0.
3.1

READING LEVELS

1. Improved from September to May 13

2. Stayed the same from September to%May 0

3. Regressed from Septemker to May 3

. 4. Total 16

MATH LEVELS

1. Improved'from September to May, 8

2: .Stayed the, same from September to May 2

3. Regressed from September to°May 6

4. Total 16

'

oft

.-
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LEARNING DISABLED

SENIOR HIGH*RESOURCE CENTER

READING AVELS MATH LEVELS

Sept. 1974 May 1975 Sept. 1974 May 1975

1. 4.4
2. 3.1
3. 2.5
4. 7.7/

5. 7.7
6. 8.8

10/75

a

.

6.3
.

, 7.4 8.4W
4.7 4.4 6.4'

3.1 4.9 8.2
9.1 . 6.0 12.9
8.3 - 0.7 7.0

11.7 12.9 12.9

READING LEVEL

1. Improved from September to May 6

2. Stayed the same from September to May 0.
3. Regressed from September to fay 0
4. Total

MATH LEVELS

1. ,Improved frOm September to May
2., Stayedthe same from September to May 1

3., Regressed from September to May 0
4. Total-

6

5

49

6

. --LY.
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EDUCABLE MENTALLY HANDICAPPED

SENIOR HIGH RESOURCE CENTER
1

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

9.

10.

11.

'12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

-18..

19.

READING LEVELS

L

.

,

r4
.

Sept.

MATH LEVELS

I

%,

Sept. 1974

4

,2

.

)

.

May 1975l 1974

,-

0

%*

*

May_1975

2.5

2.1

2.9

3.4

2.3
2..7,

2.6

.3.0

1.8
2.5
2.6
2.4

2.9
.4.3

2.0
4.0

1.9
3.1
4.4

10,

3:3

3.0
2.9

3.7

3.0
- 2.8'

"3.6

2.7

2.1

2.7
2.9

3.0
2.8

4.4

2.0

5.0'

,2:1

° -2.8

.1.6

1,

ti
-t

1.4

3.3
12.9

3.7

2.1

5.3

4.2
4.4

7 .

2.7

4.2
4.4

3.5

4 1.5

3.3

2.4

°1113 .('

111'

3..7

1.2
6.,06.

1.2
3.7
4.2

5.7
6.0
2.6

3.4
.4.2

30
64
4.2
2.2

3.$

1.2
3.1
3./

. . .

'

-

,

10/75

. .0

9# a. e .2140 $
4,f READiNG-LpTELS ' - . 40
,- 0 - , i ,a, .4

1. Improved from September to May , .. Ate
2. Stayed the same from Septerliper to Flay .2r ;',

3. Regressed from September to May 1.
4.-t4.a ota1 . 19 *.p z ,

.. 0.--,

. MATH LEVELS

4 1

,'

-1 mproied from September to May litc.
4-42. Stayed the same from September to May , 1

,-
It

-. 3. Regressed from September to May 4

4.,( Total Vmr 19 . : 41.4---
-..

4

.r,

5 0

I.

F
9.

4-.

4.

. -
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SURMARY N

READING LEVELS

CENTRAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER

L.D.
4.1.100,

1. Number of children who have
made a year's or more growth
during the 1974-75 school
year. 0 2

'2. Number of children who have
made half of a year's growth
during the 1974-75.school
Year. 7 2 1 3

3. Number of children who have
made one to five months growth

during the 1974-75 school year. 6 6

4. Number of children who have
made no growth or regressed
during the 1974-\-75 school

year. 0 0

0

12

TOTALS ' 8 9 17

'41
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SUMMARY

READING LEVELS

WEST SEAFORD RESOURCE .CENTER

1. Number of4children who have
made a year's or more growth-- -

during the1974-75 school
year.

2. Number of children who have
made half of a year's growth
during the 1974-75 schOol
year.

3. Number of children 4&o.'have:
made one to five months growth
during the 1974-76 school
year

4. Number of children who have
made no growth or regressed
during the 1974-75 school
year.

10/75,

'TOTALS

L.D. E.M.H. TOTALS

8 6 14

1 1 2

0

1 1

19 8 18

t

ii

O
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SUMMARY

READING LEVELS
se'

FREDERICK DOUGLASS INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER

1: Number of children who have'
made a year's or more growth
during the,1974-75 school
year.

2. Number of children.wha have
-made half of a year's growth
during 4; 1974-75 school
year.

3. Number of children who have
made one to five months growth
during .the 197475 school
year.

4. Number of children who have
made no growth or regress'ed
during the 1974-75 school
year.

A

10/75

TOTALt

L.D.

'0 0

0 5

5 5

3 2
"4

8 12

53-

TOTALS

20

3

1
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SUMMARY

READING LEVELS

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER

1.- Number of children who have
made a year's or more growth
during the 1974-75 school
yeartv

2. Number of'children who have -

made halfof a year's growths
during the 1974 -75 school
year.

3. Number of children who have
made one to five months growth
chiiing the 1974-75 school year.

4. Number of children who have
, made no growth of re ressed
during the 1974-75 s ol .

year.

TOTALS

9

10/75

54

L.D. E.M.H. TOT

2

0

4

4 2 6

01.

2 9 11

3

0 14

25 .

'
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SUMMARY

READING LEVELS

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLRESOURCE'CENTERi
I

1. Number of children who have
,made-a year's or more growth
during the 1974-75 school
year.

2. Aiumber of children who Lave
...madd Hakf of asyear's growth

during the 1974-75-school
year. .

. Number' of children TO -ye T

made one to five mop hs growth
:during th6 1974-7 school

.- year.:

efo Number of c ldren who have
made no gr wth or-regressed
dying t e 1974-75 school
year.

-10/75

TOTALS,

4,1

2

-v

E.M.H. TOTALS

4
a 6

0 7

19'

0

7

25

t,
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SUMMARY

MATH. LEVF.J.S

WEST SEAFORD RESOURCE CENTER

1. NuMber of children who have
made.a year's or more growth
during tke.1974-75 school

' year.

2. Number of children who have
made half ,of a year's growth

during the 1974-75 school
year.

3. Number of children who have
made one' to fivemonths growth
during the 1974-75 school,
year.

. , o

4. Number of childre who have
made no growth or regressed
during the 1974-75 school.'
year. .

t.

wp

'10/75

-r TOTALS

56

L.D. E.M.H. TOTALS

c

8. 2 10

2 4

0' 2 2

(;)

'0 f 2 2

10 18s
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SUMMARY ,

MATH LEVELS

CENTRAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL RESOURCE. CENTER
N ,

1. Number of children Who have
made a)year's or more _growth
during the 1974-75 school
year.

2. Number of children wbso7lve
made half of a yeas growth'
'during the.1974-75 school
year.

3. Number of children who have
made one to five,months growth
during the 1974-75 school
year.

4. Number of children who have
made no growth nr regresS'ed

during the 1974-75 school
year.

= :

^ 10/75

r
.12

TOTALS o~

L.D. E.M.H. -TOTALS

5 2 7

I-

1 3 ' 4

8

0
. 3-

2 1

, 17

it

5'?
C

6
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'SUMMARY

MATH LEVELS

4

FREDERICK DOUGLASS INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL RESQURCE CENTER

1. Number of children who have
made a years.or more growth
during the 1974-.75 school
.year.

. Number of children who have
made h4f of a year's growth
during the 1974-75 school
year.

. Number of children who have
made one to five months growth,

during the 1974-75 schobl
year.

. Number of children who have,
made no growth or regressed
during the 1974-7 school
year.

it
.

10/75

TOTAy.

L.D. E.M.H. TOTALS

5

0

1

2

58

1,

7 12

2 2

2 3

1 .3

12
t ,

20
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SUMMARY.

MATH LEVELS

. JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER

1. Number of children who have
made a year's or more growth
during the 1974-75 school
year.

2. Number-of children who have
made half of a year's growth
during the 1974-75 school
year.

3. Number,bf children who have
made one to five months growth

during the 1974-75 school year.

4. ,Number of children who have
made to growth or regressed
during the 1974-75 school
year.

10/75

I

TOTALS

J99

I

L.D. LICH. TOTALS

7 5 12

1 0 1

0 3 3

/
1 8

9 16

I
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MATH LEVELS

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER

1. Numbei of children who have
made a year's or more growth
-during the 1974-75 school

"year.

2. Number of ditidts who have
made half of a year's.gtopth
during the 197475-school _

year.

L.D. E.M.H. .TOTALS

4

0

3. Number of-. children who have
: .

made one to five months growth
during the 1974-75 school
year. 1 ,

4: Number of children who have'
made no growth or regressed
during the 1974-75 school

illt.

1 iyear.
. .

10/75

r

TOTALS '6

A

fr
r

7 -11

4 4

3 ' , 4

)..,,,,,...:,v,

.

:i

7
P.

- I.,
4.

5 6
1

.., 1

19 25-
1

V
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DISTRICT SUMMARY BY CLASSIFICATION

READING LEVELS

1. Number of children;who'have
made a yeszls or more growth'
during the /974-75 school
year. 14

2. -Number of children who have
made half of a'year's growth

L. E.M.H. TOTALS

13 8 27

9- 13 22

13 28 41

10 "." '15.

41' 64 105,

during the 1974-75 school
year.

3. Number Q4children who have
made one to tive'months growth
during the 1974-75 year.

4. !Number of, children Who' have

-'made no' growth or regressed

during the 104-75 school

10775

TOTALS'

61

t.

7

tI
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DISTRICT SUMMARY BY CLASSIFICATION

MATH LEVELS

- .

1. Number of children who have
made a year's or more growth-
during-the 1974-75 school
year.

2. Number of children who have
.

made half of a year's growth
4 during the 1974-75 school

year.

3. Niimber of children who have
made one to five months growth
during are 1974-75 school
year.-

4. Number*of children who have
made no growth or regressed
during the 1974-75 school
year.

- 10/75

-0

TOTALS

0

L. D. E.M.H. TOTALS
O

29 23 52

4 11 15

2 13 15-

^ 1

4 0

17 23

41 64 105

We

y

A
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AREAS OF WEAKNESS THAT STILL EXIST

WEST SEAFORD RESOURCE CENTER

L.D. E.M.H.

Academic 7 of the 10 6 of the 8

-..--.:,.

)`-

-/
Socialization 4 of the 10 2 of the,8',0

Fine Motor Development 2 of the 10 -' 6 of the,8-

Gross Motor Development 1 of the 10 6 of the 8

.

Perception 4 of the 10 2 of ehe8.

(Auditory or Visual) N

10/75

1

63.

4.

.
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AREAS OF WEAKNESS THAT STILL EXIST.

CENTRAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER
A

, Academic

C

IF.Socialization

Fine Motor Development

5.of the 8 is'

1 of the 8

l'of the 8

E.M.H.

'8 of the 9

1 of the 9

3,of.the 9

Gross Motor Development 0 of the 8 1 9 of the 9

,
. .

,
1

:...

,

PerceptioD ,. 3 of the 8, 9 of the
(Additory or Visual) k .

10/75=

64
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AREAS OF WEAKNESS THAT STILL EXIST

FREDERICK DPUGLASS INTE1MEDIATE'SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER.

Academic

Socialization

Fine Motor.DevelopMent

'Oross Motor Development

Verception-,
(Auditory or Visual)

10/75

L.1Y. E.M.H.

7 of the 8 12 okthe 12

3 of he 8' 4 of the 12

1 of the 8 2 of the 12

0 of the 8

1 of ,the 8

0 of the. l2

5 of the 12

lir 1
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AREAS OF WEAKNESS THAT STILL EXIST

4444

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCE'CENTER

Academic

/
gocializarion

Fine Motor Development

Gross Motor Development

Perception
(Auditory.or

10/75

66.

L.D. E.M.H.

Ao,

18of the 9 14 of the 16

4 of the 9 5 of the 16

0 of the 9 0 of the 16

-0 of the 9 0 of the .16

2 of the 9 0 of the 16

o t.
V

4

8e
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AREAS OF WEAKNESS THAT STILL EXIST

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL, RESOURCE CENTER

1
0.

L.D. E.M.H.
o

Academic 4 of the 6 ]\8 of the 19

Socialization P 2 of the 6 0 of the 1'9
0

Fine Motor 'Development "0 of the 6 0 of the 19'

, .

Gross Motor Dvelopment 0 of the 6 0 of the 19

1.
--,_

Perception . 0 of the 6 , 0. of the 19
. (Auditory or Visual) .

1

Nit

0

10/75

0

v

ch 4 0

0

o a 9

1

. .
0 ° ir to°

/".

O

o 0

40.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1975-76 SCHOOL YEAR

WEST SEAFORD RESOURCE CENTER
,

1. Should continue full-time
supportive services.

L.D.

7

2. Should be disnilsged from

the Resource Center(s) and
return to regular classrobm 0

r'

E:M.H.

0

3." Should:receive part-time
services in the Resource
Center(s).

4. Should be re-evaluated in
the fall "75" for possible
change of placement.-

O

3

4

10/725

e

0
O

68 'o
O

2

<>,

O

.;
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1975-76ISCHOOOL YEAR

CENTRAL ELEMENTARY 'SCHOOL R OURCE CENTER

. Should lmntinue full-time
sup Attve services.

4

2. Should be dismissed from the
Resotirce Center(s)" and return
to regular classroom.

3. °Should receive part-time
services n the Resource
Center(s .

(:

4. Should be re-evaluated in
the fall "75" for pogsible
changi of placement,'

0

0

4

69'
a.

44

7 .>

\.
.44

.

A

t
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR l975-76_SCHOOLYEAR

FREDERICK DOUGLASS'INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER
_ -- - f - --- -'--

fl: Should continue full-time
supportive services.

2. Should be dismissed from
the ResourCe Center(s) and
return to regular classroom:

. .3. Should receive part -time
services in the Resource
Ce ter(s).

4. Should be re- evacuated in
the fall "75" for possible
change of placement.

6

0

10/75

.

Oa

. 4

( 0

L.D. B.M.H.
1

7

0

1

2

_ r

.

0

4-

,



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1975-76 scoot YEAR

JUNIOR. HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER

010

21;

- 6-

I. Shopld,continue full-time
supportive services.

2. Should, be dismissed from

the'Resource Center (s) and
return to regular cla's'sroom.

3. Should receive,part-xime
services in the Resource
Center,(s) .

4. Should be re-evaluated in the
: i fall "75" for possible change

of placement.

10775

L.D. E.M.H.

-h..

4 14

0 0

5 2

4 5

y
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s RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1975-76 SCHOOL YEAR

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER

-^

1,. Should,continue full-time
supportive services.

' 2. Should be dismissed from
the Resource Center(s) and
return-to regular Classroom:

3. Should receive part-time
services it the Resource
Center(s).

4

.L.D.. E.M.H. 4

2

1

2

15

4

4. Should be-re-evaluated in
the fall "75" for possible
change ot pladement'. 0 0

10775

-s

-t
1. r2

I
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,

DISTRICT SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR 1975 -76.SCHOOL YEAR

IDENTIFIED EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS-
.

s,

1: Should continue full-time
supportilie services.

2, Shduldle dismissed froi
. thb ReilAirce*Center(s).and

return.taregular classroom.
f-t4.

3. Should receive part-time
services in the, Resource
Center(s).

4. Should be re-evaluated in the
fall "75" for Possible change
of placement.

L.D. E.M.H.

24 54

1

11

-Note: One .senicir high L.D. student graduated

-10/75

4.

73

t ,

f
7
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PROJE.CT, SEACAP RESEARCH

e
:.:SEAFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT

SEAFORD,-DELAWARE 19973

Submitted by

INAJ. UPSHtJR

DISTRICT COORDINATOR OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

3

9

4

4

42



PROJECT SEACAP RESEARCH.

Purpose of Original

C

This research was Initiated mainly because of the recognized need to track
exceptional children. By, tracking exceptional.children, we intended to
find that they have missed in the areas Of readiness, for we are aware-that
there is a point in everyone's development when they are ready to read and
write.

Purpose of Seaford Research:

r(s'

This portion of the research was done-1,to comparelabove average, average
and below average students in kindergarten, first grades.and third grades
as to their specific readiness points, to be able toodetermine the fol-

. lowing: s

.

a. Difference in readiness points for the above average as
'compared to the average.

b. -Difference in readiness points for the above average
as compared to the below average.

c. Difference in readiness points for the average as compared
to the below average.

d. What the specific areas of weakness are.

e. If this could be an,effective way of tracking above
average, average az\I below average students. '1

)

Problems Encountered:

1. Teachers' attitudes towarili profiling'Students.
v2. 'Teacher's' lack of knowledge of CADETS.

3., Special education teachers' lack of knowledge .of CADETS.-
-4. Sufficient time to profile students. - 4',-;
5.v 'Teachers' knowledge of some of the spkificM that were, asked ?about

the Dtvelopmental Lines of:

a, Posterior Efficiency
b. Eaiic Differentiation
c. Locomotion
d. Toward Maturity and Personal Care

Students Involved in the Project:
t-

--The teacher's from kindergarten, first grade and third garde Were- called
at a special Meeting after school. They wereigiyen the ratiogale for the
Project SEACAP Research. They were each asked to select nine'studentt
of which there were three from each Of the following areas:, Average,
Above Aykage, and Below Average. Trom:these,students, three students in
each-area were randonily selected oneach of the 'three levelg, making a

,total of 27 students pgofiled."

A

r
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Above Average: aos

-2-

/RESULTS

KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS

'Tfig students prbfiled appear'to have a few motor pfoblems, beginning at
the 72-month level, which is the level, they are at now. No problems
at all appear in the Specific Percepual Areas or the. Vocational-Social-
PersonalArea. Problems do present themselves in the.CognitiveArea in
language and quantitative, and, too, again beginning at the 72-month
level.

Average:

Motor problems preent themselves at the 36-month and 60-morlth levels.
Specific Perceptual problems. present themselves at the 60-month level.
In the Cognitive SyMbolic area, problems appear mostly in the language
areas at an early age of 36 months. Quant)i.t4ive seems to be right at
grade level. Vocational - Social- Personal AreaS seem to have no prob-
lems to exist until grade level.

Below Average:

It is obvioUsthat below average kindergarten students break down in
all areas at the 36-month level.

0

O

l19



FIRSTGRADE-STUDENTS

Above Average:.

The above average 'students appear to have little or no probleffr\The
ones that are noted at the 84-month'ileveIin the Cognitive_Symb is
Areas -seem to be because those necelsary COhbepts profiled hav ot
been taught yet.

Average:

The average students' breakdown varies in the Motor area with aifew
problems at the 60-month level in Basic Differentiation and Locomotion.
Their biggest! breakdown occurs in the Cognitive Symbolic Area, espec-
ially in the Quantitative, and Operational Inquiry areas at the 72-
month level.

Below Average:

The below average students, as compared to the above' average and the
average students, appear 4o have a consistent breakdown in all areas
at the 36 -month level, except for Perwl and Social Development.
Their greatest breakdown stiows up in Cognitive Symbolic Areas.

4./

11,110.,

H.

.

V:4

' 1

"".- -""

/
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Above Aver-Age:

-4-

THIRD GRADE STUDENTS

The students profiled appear to have a few problems in the Motor Area
at the 36 and 60-month levels. Overweight could be the.cause of this.
They seem to excel over the average in Language and Quantitative Pro-
cesses, and they also appear to be at or,beyond-grade level in all
other areas.

Average:

The average students appear to have fewer Motor problems than the above
',average studentsr. Their problems really present themselves in the

Language and Quantitative areas beginning as low as the 36-month level,
but the problems vary at different grade levels. For instance, they
die out at first grade levels and re-appear at third grade levels.

Below Average:

The below average students, as compared to the above average an& average
students; seem to have problems j.n the Specific Perceptual area and a
few motar pioblems. Thekr,greatest breakdown begins in ifii-bognitive
Symbolic areas beginning mostly at the 36-month level. 'In this area,
their greatest problems are in Language and Quantitative Processes.
Unlike the average group's' weakness in this area, their breakdown con-'
tinues throughout each grade level.

41i

178

4
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'/0/75.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

1. ,Below average students were consistent in the breakdown
at the'36 -month level in all areas.

2. Average student's seem to break down between 36 to 60-month
level in motor development. Their greatest problems
appear in the Cognitive leveL lanipage and quantitative
areas.

/3. Above average students appeared to have a few motor prob-
. lems, but in all other areas they were either at or

beyond grade level.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FUTURE ,

PROJECTIONS FOR USE OF CADETS -

I. To continue research with more students .itvolved.

Include. parents in CADETS profiling of their chitdren.

3. Determine how the.profile can-be used in developing

______ciltricallum_for-exceptional,students and sradents in
regular classroom placement.,__

-41.#

7

PROJECT SEACAP RESEARCH

V-
dford School District
gra, Delaware 19973)

ebmitted by
.(7

.

=-Ipa.J. Upshu??,

...:..;,jastrict Coordinator of EXceptional Children,
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PROJECT-SEACAP SUMMARY REPORT4.

CAPITAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, JUNE '1974

I

Tht followiw2repoit of the Capital District liaison With
IProject SEACAP contains three paits from its inception to
the present date:

.

I. Time'Line Of SEACAP Development_____

II. Project SEACAP-4rogram and Impli=
cations for the Capital District.

.III. Diary of 'MeetingS2-anS Attivitigs4

1 0

ft

4.



Time Line of SEACAP Development

-

'! August 1970...,Three district teachers, Virginia Glover, Jackie McNeil°
. and Betty Warren, were granted, permission to attend a

year-long training in the'Tgaching of Learning Disabil-
ities. ,

0,4
. This workshop was sponsored by the Department of Public

Inttruct.pn under the direction of Dr. Edward J. Dillon;
accredited by the University of.Delawareand conducted

'by-consultants Miriam Bender, Sylvia Kottler, George
and Frances Early, and Dr. S. N. Jani of the Achieve-
ment,Center, Purdue University, Lafayette, Indiana. 0

The,three-Capital teachers all working in the, area of
exceptional"chkdren completed the workshop and were
granted six hours of, graduate credit in'The Nature of
Leafning Disabilities and Strategies of'Teaching
Children with Learning bisabilities.

The Centrartheme of the year-long effort exposed teachers
to developmental learning, information processing and
the theoriesof Dr. Newell Kephart.

October 1971....Mr. Melville Warren, Director of Elementary Education fOr
the'Capital School District, called togethefa committee
Of teachers including the three above to discuss new
strategies in -early childhood education. *Thii-committee
became known as the Models Committee and enthusiasm for
detecting and ameliorating.problems at an early-age was
apparent. 4r. Warren,invited-Dr. Dillon to meet with
the Models Committee.to discuss possible funding and

. avenues of using the developmental technology, in the
Capital District. ,

January 1972...Mr. Waken approved a plan suggested by .the Models Com-

mittie'to,acguaint Capital kindergarten teachers with the
developmental philos4hy. Slic:igorkshops'were conducted
by the above fesource, teachets for the,district'tpachers.

Two,workShops were, held in January, and one each in Febru-
*.i: ary, March, April and May. The district provided substi-

tutes for the teachers to attend these sessions,
4.

-Ottdber 1972.q.Dr. anon returned to meet with the Models CoMMittee and .

suggested a liaison between the Capital andSeaford Dis-
tricts who appeared to both be interestediin'developmental
.philosophy and.strategies., Seaford:-was- already involved
in4a learning center operation with school-age children..
and planning do additional' kindergarten program. At
this point no funds were .available; but ProjectSEACAP46,
was born... Capital was to beComea multiplker ofthe
Seaford operation.



NoVember 1972..The team of three resource teachers were released for two
weeks to test children in the district kindergartens who

were suspected by their teachers to have a learning dis-
ability. Seaford had been using 4e Meetifig Street School.
Screening Test to tests young children and Capital followed
suit. One hundred thity-seven children were tested by

°the team and individual prescriptions were written for
each kindergarten child who was not achieving according to
expectations.

January 1973...Aides.to work with the aOove children unipr the direction,
of the kindergarten teW6hers,were employga. -eince no
money wasyet forthcoming fromApar informal liaison with
SEACAP, aides were paid from Title Ifunds in hope that
'a. pre-academic type of training would solve'some reading
problems.at an early stage.

February 1973..The thfee resource' teachers met weekly at night for one
month to write activities for aides and kindergarten

41 teachers to use in filling the prescriptions. Activitie
in gross motor--balance, walking board, running, throwing,
jumping; discrimination--visual and auditory; ocular.,games;
language and quantitative thinking were presented-to the
teachers.

t

March 1973 Betty Warren participated in a public school boardmeeting
and explained Capital's entry into Project SEACAP. Asfilm
of kindergarten,activities was shown and an'eXplanation of
how Capital was attempting to'diagnose learning problems
at an early level.

May 197 The 137 children retested by resource teachers and ~records
of testing Mee in ppatanent .record foldersfor use by
first grade teachers in the fall.

September 1973.Aides again employed by he district to help kinde dtten
-
a

teachers with childreri anifesting learning pgob ems.'
Capital's liaison wit -Seaford bedomei official and'Be
Warren is appointed C pital's coordinator for Project
SEACAP to work with Bonnie Higgins, Seaford's coordinator.
Funds for a permanent substitute became available in ;late
October to release Betty Warien,two days, per weekto con- .

tinue work.

October 1973,...One hundred se'Ventp-ei t kindergartners testddand pre-
scriptions wO.tten during the last three weeks in October.'

.

January f974...Capital kindergarten teachers and aides given released
'time from SEACAP funds to visit Seaford's kindergartens
and Learning Center. Onein-servide day spent in planning

.
,teaching and diseuSsing tined motor Perceptual

activities th t might be tied into each unit '

,

4 52
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March 1974'.r...Statewide CoUlicil for Exceptional Children meetings at..
Clayton Hall at the University of DelaWare. -Mrs. Warren

..,,

Irepors briefly on Project SEACAP In the Capital District
sand, presents b. case study of,a learning disability child.

..-

APril 1974' 'Day -long workshop for kindergarten teachers and aides, was

condu6ted by Betty Warren to train personnel to give the
entire Meeting Street School Screening Test. Ralf the Ar

.0 .
day was spent in'the actual testing of children by' the
s ,

, teachers to acquaint them with problems they might en-
. ,

counter and to standardize testing techniques.

. , . \ .

May :1974 Developmental philosophy workshop for all first grade
teachers was conducted by three resource-teachers. An
explanation of the MSSST and its use fsi first grade-
teachers. ' ' ."

.

June 1974 Retest of 178 kindergartners by the three resource, teachers
and,compilation of results.

it a

y.
,

51



O

Three maj

1DIstricts6,,

"si

1

--4
A

Program amilmplications for the depital District

4 (
5411

or thrusts 'moving parallel in time have
programin SEkAP: ;-,

I..

comprised' thd Capital
A

C

Identification and efforts'a* amelioration.
Of learning disabilities at.a kindergarten/
level from.lJanuary 1973 to June 1974.

±(',

II. Teacher acquaintance with developmental-philosophy
end-specific activitiessuggested foy filling
prescriptions olearning disability children*.

III. Collection of data pertinent-to the Capital
Dibtrict. ,

The StACAP P;ogiam in the district is sequentially outlined as follows:

IA.

B.

Teacher Training in Developmental Philosophy

1. Kindergarten
six training

.

teachers receive released tiMeto attend,
selpions.

2. Aides employed to assist kindergarten teachers in
working with identified children.'

3. First grade teachers exposed to develgpmental philosophy(
and MSSST interpretation.

4. Kindergarten teachers trained to administer, scoreand
interpret MSSST.'

Vis#ations

1. Kindergarten teachers and aides visit Seaford to observe
kindergarten and Learning Center programs.

.

2. Coordinator visits Seaford programs, Milford and NeWark
Impact.Centers tocobserve different approaches Din hand-

,

ling exc'eption'al children. .:3"

C., Testing,,:.

1. 137'district kindergarteners tested
retested in May 1973.

2. 178 district kindergarteners tested
retested it June 1974.

3. In-depthtesting of 20-of the above children from dis-
trictindergartegs,by coordinator. Twelve.tested
bright category; five average stUdsnts'and three low.
(the "low" category was purposely avoided since all of

in November 1972 and

in October 1973 and

r.

,t

4-4
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o , ''

the original testing.was done on-children picked by, teachers
as manifesting problems and there was already a large ple
of lochildren aVailable).

406 4. Eollb.:i-up in.-depth testing.was performed on nine'Soutb DoverT
. Elementary firSt graders to ascertain the learnpig patternS-
-df these children who had teen identified in 197a in ]finder -

.

-garten and were'now complqing their fiAt-grade year: '
P.1..

. ..

. . .
.

%,"
.

.

ISouth-Dover'was chosen 46.a folidW=Up site because the
,-. .

-' MSSST hays_ inadvertently not.."b64i.filed in the childrs ),

permanent recordfoper-in Ois school; therefore-, it was
felt .that while South lirsegrade teachers did' ndt have,
the benefit 9f-early;didposes-on these children, ,ihey,
Also,coulanot have had a, preconceived dpinicinipn hoW .

these children would' ierform.) .

, !: 1

,..

, ,
r . 6. , .al 0a .

4'

5

7,2 It:

.in-depthtesting-using the same testVevices was performed

k.....

on two additional4hildren at*SoU Whó had been both
medic and psi,chcAogiCally diag osed, as-Learning Dis7
abilitY'and SbcialTand-Emotiona'l cases. This was done to

- _-..- attempt to ascertain the validity of,the profiles we were
getting on,childien:diagndsed only by, he kindergarten and

. - resource teachers:-, ,-
,- ( ;

.41
,

5: eollow-uP visits onthree eighth graderst Central.Middle
-School. The three known "hard gore ", cases'feWin the-EMR,

.

:,--LD and SEM categories and.had,been identifiedat the
.

ele-
emntary levelsix yers Ago-. .

.

_

..

- , . P-D. Prespriptions and Activities and Recommendations
, ,... , .

,:..,

1. _individual prescriptions written for 137 children identi-
fied in -19721 , _^.-"

-.

-,:.:,

. /0 ' f A

,
2. Inclividual-pFescriptions:iaritten "for 178

in
,

.n 1973. . 0
A 4' ,s7 n .

- - l' -,

. 3.. Activities to fil1^the Above pretcriPtions written and
..-

dispersed to kindergarten teachers in February 1973.- --- .

_. ,
4. JITerous redommendations inadeduring testing of dfl of le

1 the above childien when-sit was felt 4 need for'a psycgolog-
, Ica]: existed'or further examination by professionals in", .

, speech, vision or medicine.. ,. _
--, ' ,.

.

E. Supplies 1hFchi ed for ProgXam
---.

.-,

*.,

.,.- le -.Six Sensor otor BOoks, for kindergarten teachers.
, . . _

., I

n` *1MSSST is And Manuals for kindergarten-teachers-and

nr:

A. resoitrceteadhers.

n

S'e

' 4 -7
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4
. 3: Additional no-cost handouts were provided teachers during

training sessions by the resource teachers.

t

The coordinator and resource teachers were able to draw the followiopg
concltSions after testing 315 children over a two -year period:

. A. teacher judgement of a child's learning potent' the class-
.? ..

room is accurate. Test results confirmed tha rs are
-, able to easily identify t(subjectively) high, a and slow

learners.

B. The Meeting Areet Schodl Screening Test in combination with.
. ,

a modified form of the Purdue Perceptual-Motor Survey is to.
date the best Measure we:.have found to identify early.learning
problems.

At
.

. .
'

--- C.' PositiveidentificatiooClearning disabilities isaapparently--

accurate at a kindergarten level based', on performance records

r of the Same children.at the end of the first grade.
r....

.

,

, Or Severe or "hard core" children in all three categories of EMR,
' LD, and SE can be identified during-kindergvten and have

,_.- . under this pilot program beguk receiving seri.ces earlier than
_- -

formerly from other specialists and resource teachers.
. .

..;

E. Test results show all children identified on the .MSSST score
gains on the retest. Whether this-is:due to normal develop-
mental progress or to the amelioration techniques employed,
we-do not know. Perhaps it i tod-early to make any.gbsump-
tions about remediation pri6g

F. Visitations-to other school programs are enllghtening to teachers.
;Often such visits provide new avenues to approach a problem;
however, more often -they'are merely confirmatiof.good
teaching chniques and a validation' to the visiting teacher.
that she i "on the rightktfack:1!

G. Teachers were asked to write brief Witten evalha igir"Agf the
training sessions provided, for' them. CopieS'-of-t Aircomments:

, are enclosed arta Speak for themselves. The reiou deteam.'felt

.1

enthusiasm ran high at these'sedsions.-
.

4'7

r. , . -
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Implications for DiArict COnsideration

I. Since the MSSST appears valid for picking up learning problems at an
early level, it would appear the distFiCt might want'to invest more
psychological time to formerly I0entify "hard-core" children and
sooner provide special help to these children.

A

II. The total kindergarten enrollment for the 1973'to 1974 school year
was 432 pupils. Ope hundred seventy- eightf"of these children were
teacher recommended for testing which indicates that teachers felt.

Al% Of our children had learning problems: Since the prevalence of
exceptional children has been estimated'conservativel at about
12.5 percent of the school population%(this figure does, not include
the "gifted" as exceptional) in the U.1S., it would appear that
some 28.5 percent of the children we teeted would not-be considered
specific learning disabilities.

.1 -

: It is apparent, however; that this 28.5 percent do'manifest problems
for the classroomAeacher as they are less ready-to'begin academic
work and often present the majority of behavior problems in the
classroom.

.

f
Perhaps the teacher training pha eof opr SEACAP operation becomes,
Most valid if iti can provide hel for,classroom.teachers in managing
and providing for the needs of "plow learning"-'children'in*the
regular classroom.'

-

Accordiag to distridt figtikes, approximately 6,percent of out chil-. _

dren are K -4 and are currently receiving Cervices. This implies
* that taking the conservative estimate of 12.5 percent, at least

(percent of our children are not being serviced. The district may
wish to concentrate.on these children at as early en age as possible

'III. TAt results indiCate in'the-kindergarten populatiiin-that children
come to us with the most deficits in :the following three areas:

a.

A. Language (both.receptive and expressive)

NI. B. Ocular Control (involving both' visual memory-end copying)

C. Attention and Condentration(involVing age of school entry
and discipline) *''

Ramificationsfor the-district might include the use of resource
teache2ii'td'imrIcin de field of language and perception daily with
those children-who experience deprivation in theseareaS.,

El)! -It is possible to ascertain the :Yearning style of .tie child (visual!s,,_
auditory or tactile) easily through close observation during his
test peiformance. Perhaps -first grade teachers armed with this
information will more readily adapt their:eaching styles.to the '-a*

type, of children they receive.

.

4' I
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V. Hopefully, Dr. Dillon's itate profile will provide us with a graphic
presentation of a child's strengths andweaknesses- We already

-I know "'our testing that very capable children are generally
capable n all areas; severe children tend to be generally loW in
all_area ; the typical learning disability child will vary errati-
cally s wing many strengths and many weaknesses, Once properly
profile , the'teacher will know.where the child is and hopefully we
can yo k toward new ways of meeting his needs.

VI. Step-by-step and year-by-year follow-up-of children with specif#
learning disabilities should enable us to plan more meaniftgful career
.education for "ha -core" children in areas where'they would be most
likely to succeed.

I
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Diary of Official Meetings and-.Activities
f.

t Following is a monthly accounting<trom November 19'73 to June 1974 of the
coordinator's attendance at meetings of SEACAP. Testing days and follow:,
up- days of Capital/ District children are. not included .but results of these
days are recOrded,in Project SEACAP section of thiS report. Dr. Di4on's
comments concerning the meaning and. work of SEACAP are recorded; red inthis diary.

11/8/73 Margaret Wiggins replaces Betty Warren at South Elementary to
krelease Mrs. Warren to begin ACAP coordinator' s job.

Mrs: Warren -andDr. Dillon driv to Seaford for a STEAM II .
meeting. At this meeting Dr: Dillon explains his concept of
SEACAP.

SEACAP means: SEQUENCES OF EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY:
'CAREER ACCOUNTABIsE PROGRAMMING!

-.
1. Long-range work with 'kids who have problems.
2. We need to create a techn ogy that will, make us

accountable for the learn g of special kids.
3. The area of 'emphasis is on "processing'information"

to .provide for children in pre-academic 'as-well as
academic.

4. We need a yardstick' for measuring where a child IS
especially a,handicapped child. We need a

ruler--some common* unit of measure that agrees on .- =

where kids are now. .

SEACAP must.be4researth oriented. Our highest priority, is to.,.
find out when kids are now. -We have a chiLd Service demon-

" strati-On model ita Leach, School. What's- coniingas long-term.
'*

accountability fOr special. . ".
f r, .

11/14/73 Betty Warren to. Seaford to meet with Borinie Higgins and obseive
. #onniei. s inrdepth 'testing with ,the Meetin Street School Screen-ing Test. Bettyfalso`;v1eits tte Learninc Center focipchildren in

grades 'I -th;oug1774.

-11/16/73 -2";.tty Warren attends a Supportive Staff fleeting Seaford with
Bonnie Hkggina at Bonnie's suggestion: Bonnie, we learng, is also
the Coordinttor of Comprehensive Plans and Pr rams. for Eiccep-
tional Children in the SeafordDistrict as w 1 as SEACXP coor-
dinator there.. She has no teaching duties. The meeting Of staff
pertained only td Seaford children.

, .

1/27/73 Seaford Meeting- ciith Dr. Dillon in which he presents the' idea that-.
Capital, sho 1 haVe a' Child DevelOpment,Coo dinator, w5o in effec

4

L.,

Would be me...
_

'4

(:.

^ 7110
-"

. -.87 4

4".



(
1 .

11/27/73 (continued) . . -

SEACAP is longitudinal and. comparative research- -accountability.
,:5 1 ,

. -
A

. ,

SEACAP is an intervention system at a kindergarten level. Its
purpose is to:

,

1. Identify.
2. Intervene .

3.' Track the child using records.
4. Plan to meet needs appropriately

Dr} Dillon teen spoke of "an educational plan for each. child . .

an inventory or profile.''

Betty Warren and Bonnie Higgins use'January and February,to
collect data. In March and April Capital must decide what to
do'in terns of ,meeting kid's needs. "'What are the problems of
the kids'yot're faced with?

These are question ou must answer. Where are these children
devel mentally? rning'Disabilities are from the 16th to
36th month level in information processing. Identify the.kindS-.

-- of learning problems you find here.. Design a sort of consulta-
tive system to backup' the learning dibabilities..

.

4

you need
tip buildup of g backup systeMft .

11/28/73' may home from one of the Seaford meetf.ngs, Dr. Dillon.

suggested I take a look' at some of the children I had taught at-
the elementary level who had problems. He suggested visiting
these children in middle school, or even high school' td, see if.-- s
their problems still persisted. I did as he suggested and spent
fwo days at Central Middle School talkingwith,the teachers and
children, of &tee typical exceptionalitiet . : . EMR, LD,i and
SEM. All,,,three of these children are consdered "hard Cdre".and-
I f0Und their problems evidentlntelementary still persitted:-
saW several,other children'xibt,as extreme as the three-mentioned ,

.above. ;

44/73 B ty Warren visits Mr. Mill Proctai's'Impact Center in tht
Newark' School District to7tee how special children are ,handled
there.

.1

Seafdid Meeting with Lr. Dillon. ,He announces a'coritinuationt

grantfor SEACAP and says:' "We will have a'cUt in MilfoId,
Alexis.I. and Claymont." ....

The place-of SEACAP in- 6e state training plan is;

r

. .
. .

1
,

. .

Comprehensive, continuoUs tiackinglqf kids. -
Educational solutidES matched to'the prt:bleMt of kids.
`We mutt havera ongitu ltra4ing System from,agli.

.months' to cater en
:

ice: -

90
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3. We must have in-service training to teach. the inventory. #
.-_.

4. What are the things Capital can dal

Don't emphasize multiplying that input. Understand how
to measure your ids first,' We'll give you money to
measure triem.k, .._ .

-
e-

..._. .

O 104 .

Suggesed,Tests: Vineland, MSSST, and a series of per
' faimance'objectives running from 6 months-to'career edu:

cation:
vo

*Capitalls job is a multiplication of the inventory. A
global profile of thestrgngths and-weaknesses of the
child. This gives you a systematic. base for planning a
program, but it doesn't give you a pugram.

THE AIM IS THE. INVENTORY!

!'Betty, you should test average and above kids to see how
* they collate with Judi whom you kriateis a diagnosed LD."

-t,

SEACAP IS RESEARCH!

The remainder of the Meeting was a dilcussion oT 'a Ca er component of t he
fnventory.

1/31/74 Staff Casing Review of.Z.SeafOrd children (Saott Rosetta And
Gregg Morris) ,by consultants Stony Early and Dr. Jani. _Seaford ,

teachers 'of these children and Betty. and Bonnie were also pre'sent.

2/75
.

In-depth testing in*Capital Di trict of low, middle, and high .

4 ,

children. Complete MSSST give to a sample population from each---'
school liy Betty Warren.

- t

O

SEACAP meeting in Milfo -.. C ital sends_ Bev Filer, Bob Hayes, .--
SharOn Petr and Betty a ith Dr. Dillon, e inventory--waq
explained briefly to ese people but is not y ready for-puWi-
cation. The'rest of the meeting was -spent planriing for the state-
wide in-service day, a 7. Helen Holleger, Mildred.Vinyard,

frbm Stokely and Bonnie Higgins
had been-asked to brig a case
but since the inventory was not
charting any child. , ..

Mrs. Mitchell and Mrs. MontagUe
were present also. Betty Warren
study of an sgm tq'this meeting,
complete, nom mention was-made of

SEACAP is early identification and amelioration. Plana piadtiCal
approach for-the MarchS-meeting..

L. _Sequences of Educational Accountability -.7Care Accountable ,

,rrogramming=SEACAP.

We must follow the child as an individual. We Must halie' apJthod
of assessment and-developmental Child study. IPRD teams must

-. function in each district,. identifiCationvpiacement, review
and dismissal. .

t
14,

4
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(continued)

-Dr. Dillon asked pie 'to prepare a case study of Judi for the
March 8 meeting, He again discusted the role of a Child Devel-
opment Coordinator. He spoke of training kindergarten teachers
biUsing reSourde teachers.' He mentioned tests to assess these
children . . . the MSSST, PMS, Wepmaat, Slossen'or Peabody.

We must have bright, average and low children to compare.
We must follow them up through the grades and assure propier.
pl cement . . . all of'this'is necessary for the state
p file.

3/8/74 Betty Warren and klrgaret Cannon demonstra4te MontessdrOmterials
forhe SEIMC at morning meeting of CEC. Betty Warren presents
Case studi, of Judi at afternoon meeting of, SEACAP. All meetis
held at the University of Delaware, Clvton;Hall:

3/14/74 Seaford Meeting with Dr. Dillon, Bonnie Higgins,-Bob Bresnahan,.
. Arch MoOre, Irv, and Betty Warre6. Dr. Dillon presentipamphlets

and oft guide and comments that SEACAP is following' right behind
the work at Leach School. .,

. 4

Our major thrust will be a Part D proposal for long-range
funding. Well/a-ye the developmental profile by,April 7.

SEACAP
g
-ready to develop training, technology', etc., to

meet 1 -range specific problems. Our concern is, to reach
the hard-core of 1to 2%.

1 SEACApomust show us how to deal with kids who-get off the
track-at 16-36'months of life. ...

4 me
,

A
.0

4/3/74 Workshop by Betty Warren. for kindergarten teachers and -aides.
Training in giving the complete MSSST. .

OF* "N
,-

. :

4/26/74 , Steam II Meeting at Capital. Dr. Dillon, Mr. Warren, Don
Buckland, Bev Filer, Bob Hall, and Betty Warren prese

. ,

.,
.

...,
You must devise a ild study tesam. .You must keep a profile on

0
the hard-core Ilan capped to track them.. Part D money is for
specific hard-core LD's:

You musf:.'design'intensive intervention-for this child..

Next year you sould know these things:.

- Where the kids areAkkelopmntally.
. Plan for those who. re not.resporning to the regulAr..

prcFram.
13. Kedp baseline information .for future predictions.

l.
4: 4. Now ask for-the assignMent of additional special edu-

cation units at a kindergarten lever'f you need them:

p

a -

P
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4/2674(4" (qcmtinued)

R011owing these nts, Mr. Warren and-some of the other com-
mittee member xpressedconfusion as to *what this,cUstric.p's
obligation to S ACAP is. Dr. Dillon has not yet presented the
iiiiirentbry or profile bW.data on_children-Jias been collected.
It was decided another meeting -should -be held portly to 'blarify
the direction we,must take.

4

(d1
. -

5/3/74 First giide Capital workshop by three resource.:teachers. Sessions
4 . ..in Motor, Perceptual, and EmotibiialsDevelopmedi of Children pre-

./ sented. Afternoon devoted to,nbetific_activities for.LD children
and a resume of the MSSST teSt. and preaciiptiOns on next falr's

_
incoming first graders: i '. -

o /
5/20/74 Re-testing of 178.kindeigartners-and summary of results.

. , '' . ..
t , e ,:.yip h
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Evaluation

I.. Kindergarten and first grade teachers show evidence of making closer and
more astute observations;of:childfen-as-a result of their acquaintance
with developmental philosophy. Not only has a greater awareness of the,
problems of children,deNieloped but greater attempts haveleen made to

'amelior te the -problems.

II. The maj. ity of children tested showed grOtt infkovement on the Motor
Perfo ction of the MSSST. :(See page on Test Results.)

III. There is a definitwneedmrat the kindergarten level for a language and
-graphics development program. .One that is structured for children who
CNile from deprivea language backgrounas.

r

IV. Aides employed to work, with identified childrlt-vary in their own abili-
ties as much as do the children." Certain criteria for.the job de6crip-

.

tion of this specialized type aide shoUld be developed.

Proposed Plans for 1974-1,975
* .

I. Ihtire MSS administeredby kindergarten teachers to ,suspect children
within the first selt,weeks of schoor.4

441E\ ..--,..

. :

II. In-depth test nn "hard-core" children during October and November
. by SEACAP coordinator. Tests to be used include: .

A. Peabedyjicture
B. Nepman Auditory
C. Slingerland

, D. Modified 'Purdue
E. Bender Crawling,

Vocabulary Test
Discrimination Test

Perceptutl Motor Survey
Test and Jani Inventory (where indicated)

III. Teaching of State Profile to teachers by coordinator."'

. TV. Development of .card activity filet by kindergarten teachers.

V. Demonstrations at kindergarten sites with children by coordinator in
areas of gross,motor, Pgrception'(visual and auditory) , language and
graphics.

.4
,

46.
Needs for 1974-1975

* ,

I. Mke Steam II meetings to keep committe-a.informed'of-prOgres4s.:
/

t -

II. Greater contact by coordinator of IPRI teams in individUal schools.:
-

.III. 'Closer supervision of:aides.

;17,- STesentatiOn Of developmental philosophy to parents.

P
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April 17, 1975

.

Deep Dr. Dillon;

I should like to appraise you of our progress in the us pf

the CADETS.Profile in the Capital DistrEct during the past ,dchool

year.

I should also like to request 50 additional CADETS Profiles
In

for use forthe coming school year. The0 new books 4e must

have as soon as possible to enable our kindergarten teachers to

begin profiling the "hard core" Seacap children w,horriye hee

identified during our screening this year.

As you know, we chose 20 elementary children from'the Capital

District for purpose's of field-testing' the-CADETS profile during

1974-75. These chpdren -fell in the following two groups:

1. The firstgroup of 10 ,children was chosen because it

represented a wide range of ,abilities, and disabili-

ties and the information we 'had already accumulated

on these children fouldbe translatU into an-initial

data line on the profile. This vertical study was

.
--

devised for district- dse to expose the Wide range of

exceptionalitie imour Capital schOor*population.

The breakdown f'the first '10 included:

1 Sever
Sever
ve e SEM

Ave ge
1 Gifte

1 Mild EMH
. 1 Mild

1 Mild BEM
1 Bright
1 Deaf Aphasi

'

lab

to,
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All of the above10 children were assigned to

irregular classroomsikn the elementary schools;
t

and while some'were receiving special education

services, ,all were in a mainstrealhg'situatiod.

4

2. The second,,gripp of 10 children was made flip of

allfrdegrees of learning disabi4lity from mild

°

to moderate and severe, These children Were

.
.

Selected because they had had
,
Seaqap fcreening

.

tests to provide the initlial data. 'They alio
, ,,,%

represented a cross-pection 4f our six elementary

.,... ,-
sch ls-whidh vary widely geographically and

.,
.

environmentan: Profiling these 10 children
.

-Ir
e . .

. ')revealed ;that problems
,
within the 'ore category

.

. of Mare as varied as the problems we found in,j.

MI

° ,our vertical study from EMH to Gifted. sP,

s '

Initially, accumulating accur e pre-test dala on theie°,20 :

. Q.
, .

children was time - consuming, for permanent record foldes4..

6 . .

. . '
s

.
.

-...-s

doctors reports and specitlists 0resumes were chetkad to ascertain ,,
. .

.
O. . 4-

. .
.

.. 4, ..... ,.. -.
the validity of information we wererecordinon the proliles--

, .

I

.1 .6

.

S

The actual 'evaluation of the children was fascinating and only
, .

. .

.. ..

alfew specific criteria had,to be checked individually with
. ..

. .

eath child.
"a

-

/ _Wehave now_ entered Phase =.3 of ou'r profiling an!A,,thesek4

ildren are being.re-'ewaluafed for thethirdtitt. Werhave
Z°/ *formed tne folloeig opinions which you might find'interesting:-,

:, %,

a

.Aliwr,m14
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1. The profile is not actually a time-consuming instru-
.

. ment once .P1 child has been initially graphed. the

third evaluations are accomplished easily with each

child in less thaniOrhour.

2. Td teachers, profiles are'an excellent instrument

for showing the progress or growth that has occurred.

aoh.

Teacherp keel a real sense of accomplishment when

they-realize gains that-the children have made. So

while the profile shows accountability it also is .

reinftUing to teacher.

40,

Lir

.6

3. Next year's teachers who receive one of the above'

children w41 kn6w in September what the'assets and

defiCits of these children are and can begin instruc-
.

'tion at that'time instead of testing for four months

to discover "where" the child is functioning. Pre-

scriptive and diagnostic comments have been recorded

1
'in the CADETS book to serve as'a guide for the teacher.

4
4. Parental reaction to CADETS is positive! It serves as

1

a dOcument to acquaint parents with the child's develop-

t
mental abilities and disabilities ail notes his pro-

gress from one level to the-next. It is non-threaten-

ing since it is graphically'conceived:- All parents

who have seeri-it havD expressed gratification that

N this district is keeping close Watch on title child's /

growth in so many area

5. Workshops conducted_for assroom teachers, administra-
. .

tors, special'educationand orthopedic teachers have

.4

,

*

ericited Only positive commen
ti

r-,`

97
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.

We feel that by,Ap ember in'a'ddition to the 20 profiles

that('Will be passed on to new teachers, we will have profiled

approximately 25 kindergarten children. who will be entering

first grade. An additional 25 special, education ,children

currently in elementary .classrooms and receiving special -help

will be profiled by October 1.

0

This will then give our district 70'hard core learning

problems bp.the tracking system. Thereafter, these children
.

will be tra4,ed and eval6ated on d yearly basis each June-.

This evaluation will serve as a beginning point for instruction

in September.

I cannot tell you how impressed I am with th4 document
,

as art aid to children, teachers and parent:;. Best wishes for

widespreadtdistribUtion of CADETS!

C.C. Dr: Edward M. Powell
Mr. Edward Goate
Mr. . F. Warren

Sincerely, .

c=fro.,4
tty L. Warren

S ACAY Coprdinator
Capital District'



PROJECT SEACAP SUMMARY REPORT

C7 PITAY, SCHOOL DISTRICT, JUNE 1975

O

This report encompasses the following areas of concentration

a...during th6 past school year:

I. OADETS WFILES
li

II. CORE CHILD STUDY TEAM

III. CADETS ORKSHOP DISSEMINATION

IV. MSSST .RESULTS

.1

Betty L. Warren

SEACAP Coordinator

N

/1
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This year, e Capital School District has engaged in field testing a new
document nas CADETS. In an effort to look closely at the child as an'

.

)

infOrmAtj. rocessor, Career Access Developmental Educational '''racking
Systems p de's a composite of the child's_strengthS and deficits in
fourteen line's of development- from birth through career entry.

----
)9,---- ,

4

CADETS Profiles

CADETS is written in behavioxarobjectiveg-end a diagnostic prescriptive
comment by specialists working with, the child .leads from one developmental.

'stage to the next. The lines'of development are as follows:

I; Motor Development
A. Postural Efficiency
B. Basic Differentiation

Locomotion

II. Specific Perceptual
A. Tactile-Kinesthetici
B. Gustatory-Olfactory
C. Basic Visual
D. Auditory

III. Cognitive-Symbolic .

,A.' Graphic Visualization (shapes, forms', writing)
B. Language Processes (receptive and expressive langu/age, vocabu-

lary, spellinc, and reading)
C. Quantitative Frodesses (numbers, geometry, measurenlent,*opera-

tions and properties such as addition, subtraction, multiplica-
tion and division)

IV. Toward Operational Inquiry (Pia0t) A

Encompasses categorization, conservation,orsorder, number i
relationships, temporal concepts, hypotheses, inference, logical
contrasts and:comparisons.,

,

V. .Pers'knal, Social, Vocational Development

A. Toward Maturity in Personal Care
B. Toward Matdrity in Learning Tasks
C., Toward Maturity in Vocational Adjustment

The CADETS profile and book of behavioral criteria,progresses with the child
from grade to grades providing immediate and accurate information to the
teacher. It pinpoints the child's functional level, and reveals the progress
-he has made and that the teacher has made with him therefore providing
teacher accountability.

;

The design for CADETS is the product of Dr: Ed Dillon of the Development
and Dissemination Division Of theDepartment of Public Instruction'. Three

district-teachers--Betty Warren, Jackie McNeil, and Virginia Glover=-are
cited with other, Delaware teachers for contributing #b the writing of the
behavioral objectives.

)

- ti 44.
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Twenty children were'chosen from the Capital District. this year for field
testing the CAWS profile: These children Tell into,the_following two
groupt;,4

I. The first group of 10: children was chosen to reptesent a wide range
of abilities and disabilities. Previous informdtion already on
file could be translated'into an initial data line on the profile.
All of these 10 children are assigned: to' regular,clastrooms in

schools and some are receiving special educatio,...help'
while remaining, in the mainstream.

1 Severe EMH
1 Severe LD
1 Seveie'pEM
1 Average

'1 Bright

1 kid EMH
1 Mild LD
1 Mild SEM
l'G'fted

of Aphasic.
O

II The second group of 10 children w sel d from the learhing
ditability category hadlibeen pre-tA ted with the Meeting
Streit School Screening Test aind they re resented each of the six
elementary schools in the district which vary widely geographically
and environmentally. The problemSvf these children range from
severe to mild and from specific to multiple in all areas frdm
perception to cognition.

.*

Parents interviews were held with all patents of the first group of
10 children. Parental reaction to CADETS is po!;itive and non-.
threatenir)g. Since the profile is graphically conceived, it is
easy to explain to parents. All parents interviewed haveexpressed
gratitude that this district is closely tracking the growth of
exceptional children.

'An additional 25 profiles have been given to kindergarten teachers
in the past six week's to graph long-term, hard-core learning prob-
lemswl-io will be entering firSt grade in September. It is hoped
that special educatiop teachers will track an additional 20ethil-
dren in the Fall of 15'75. The district Will then have approximately
70 children on CADETS including several from the Orthopedic Facility.

Six'district\teachers will attend the INITIAL CADETS SPECIAL STUDY
INSTITUTE offered by the University of Delaware in August, 197.
Betty Warren will assist pr. Dillon and consultants4to CADETS in
teaching. the profiling process to teachers.

1.t if%
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The Core Child Stud' Team

capital District has formulated the following management plan tt meet
needs of longtime, hard-core exceptional children in the diStrict.

'I. There sh/C1l be a Cole Study Team to operate 'district-wide
Mining the needs of exceptional children.

A. This team will be composed of 'the folloWin
specialiSts:

Mel Warren, Director
Betty Warren, Chairman
tinny Glover, Elementary
Jackie McNeil, Midd chool

.Anne,Caffey, Orth dic

B. The function of this team Will be:

in deter-

early childhood

A

1. To screen kindergarten -6fiildren at the request of the kinder-..,, garten teacher in the fall of each 'year and'to re- screed s,

at the end of the year./ lb,

(Tests used wil,;3be the MSSST and Jr. PMS as well as other
....., de,velopnental criteria.)

2. To write an assessment of each child.'s :.trengths anci,deficits
and to prescribe activities for that child,

.3. To make ecommendations and suggest 'referrals to other
specialists.

4. To ascertain with the, kindergartenkindergarten teacher at the 'end pf
/ the' year which children should be put on the CADETS_ profile.,

5. To assist teachers With questions about the profile.

The function-of, the chairman will be:

1.' The chairman will lbe responsible for the exact "location
-.storage-of the CADE/I'S book in each school.

.During (the school' year, 'special edudation`teachers 'or
classroom teachers will have the book's signed out to
them in. order, for CADETS t serve most use.fully.

by A central location for slime storage will be decided
,upon by all priricipals 'andothe chairmAn.
. . '

2. The cli'ainnan wial'ibe responsible for ,infogning and ob-
taining pel-mis'sion,of the parents to track the child .1. .

and `further- bear the responsibility, Cf_ seeing thA,the parent
'. is informed on a 'tegulat basis' of the' child's prOgress.
. . . .

. (Children once,on a profile woill,be elaluaked once' a y
;at the close of school in June. Children put on profile

4 :. . -.1

c.-

a.

and

(T?

\
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'during the school year will be rye- evaluated' again in Jtine

and then once, yearly. thereafter.)

I . 3.c:1 'Study Team in Each School ..
--r

A. This local 'Child Study. Team will, be 'composed of the following:

A .

, _

- Mel Warren, Director 1

Principal pf School"; Chairman ( .

Kindergarten or Special 'Ed Teacher
Classrobm Teacher,

"Betty.tarren
Jackie, McNeil

Virginia Clover

(All or one of ,

these depending
'on need.)'

. . . ,
a

B. Members of/tile Core Child Stddy Team have a working -relationship
with,the School 'Mild Study Team: ,

. .
'1. Core Team serves as a resource teamC._ to School

1
'eam and may

be called on by School Team to help in planning child's
program. _ .

t . -.
2. Core Team may provide consultant heft or furthe-i_diagnosis..
3. Core Team may support school's viewpoint in parent' confer:

.

ences. _
4. Core Team may provide training and cokIsulCation services for

other teachers in the school.

-
_ III. As CADETS children progress through .the schools, a high school. ..).

teacher Will be4" added to the Core Team to function at this level.

.
Using/ the consekati* estimate that 15% of our Capital kindergarten
population will fall in the category of,eXceptional children who will
need to be on the CADETS tracking tprogram--some_64 children (based
on ogr present -popufation) will need. to be followed' each year. This
is approximaely .11 children -per .elementary school.

To provide the outlined services to the School Child Study Teams(
, it is suggeSted that one day every two weeks _from November through
April4 be set aside fbr Child and Core Study Team M'eetings. ' There-

. fore,' the member of the Core Team would need a substitute for.
v 12 'days during the school year to fulfill their function. This is
exclusive:of the kindergarten SEACAP testing.

1'
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CADETS WOrahop Dissemination

During the '1974-75 schoc year', ,the SEAAP. coordinator conducted the follow -
ing.wortshbps °A' CADETS:

I. Presentation of 20 Capitalchildren oh-CADETS to kindergarten and
(special education teachers,. Elcplanation of the profile and its-use.

II. Kindergarten an special education.wOrkshop to GroupPlofile..chil-
dren bx the,teaChers.

III. Workshop to 2acquaint administraers with the profile.

IV Workshop to acquaint orthopedic teachers And William Henry Mkddie
,4*

teacherS with the profile.,

V. Workshop with,Peggy Kay from Leach to aid orthopedic teachers in pro-
filing two children.

46,

VI. Wokkshop to acquaint SoutO Dover teachers Tkth title profile.

VII. Workshop for Dr. Dillon to University of Delawase,students on CADETS.

VIII. Council for Exceptional Children Workshop at.the University of.
.

Delaware on CADETS,'March 7, 1975.
. ,

IX- Workshop at Leach School for members of dike Slate Planner's Office
and orthopedic parents.

X. Kinde'rgarten parent orientations at three schools-7.Towne Point%-------
South, and East--05 present developmental philosophy to parents At
the request of the principals.

Three children currentl on profile will leave the elementary school this,
year to enter the middle schools. The cbordinator has met.with teachers who *

will receive,these CADETS childrewto explain and present the profiles.. '

Mrs. Jackie McNeil at Central /addle School will continue Tracking these
chil-idren'as they proceed to the next avels of development. tz'

J. -,*,.

(
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SEAC.AP 1975 MSSST Testing Report
,

Three Year Summary by School Showing Percentages of Students passing the',
. Postal' est Each Year:

, (.1"

Schoch

East Dover

Fairvie0

,Hartly

Sotth

Towne Point

West

1973 1974 1975
er

48% 48% , 38%

57% 46% 88%

27% 48% , 76%

A

47% 47%

55%

55%

\.53% . 68%

40% 68% -

Implications for District Pron\MSSST Teting O

The first two years' of the program, all kindergarten had aides employed to
assist inpe motor 'program and all children who dill not pass the.pre-test
were given htlp during the year. All of these children gained, approximately
6 .or 7 points on the post test. Since this figure remained constant- for two
yea5s, we were unable to determine if' a motor' program or normal dvelppmental
growth was .contributing to the increase, in scores. e,

\This year, however without the help of an aide, them. was -considerable, ,variation in iaverage point gain per child--from 3 to 8 points difference.
The percentage of students passing the MSSST this year and tested both in .

t May and October varied in the schools,/ from 38% to 88% which, must surety be a
,significant variance . -, , . .. f

' ,t C. .

.'---Iticreased mtbility'and'decreased enrollment were noted during the testing.. ' :.
I

.We lost 20 children 2:luring the year who moved from the dis-trict and . we.
acquired 1.2 new children whom the teachers felt needed testing before .
-entering/ first grade. This enrollment- factor had not occurred the two pre-
vious years and roblebiby is a reflection of the /economic changes that arei 4current in our country.

Interpretations,:.: -
. .

1.
.

We feel the MSSST testing this year does reveal that emphasis on motor
development, perception and language by the. teacher who uses a develop-
mental .approach results in greater gains for the Children, and that
these gains are not due to' nOrmal developmental growth alone. We must
conclude that the testing indeed reveals teacher accountability.

-:. .
2. We also ,feel that in the schools.*hich this year showed the lowest Per-. centage gain', the aides had been 'a great asset to the teachers in the

previous years.
.. , t /

Jlf6
,



...Recommendations:

1. Re- employment of carefully screened SEACAP aides at a kindergarten level.

2. Continued emphasis on designing.a0 implementing a true developmental
Curriculum at the'kihdergarten and first grade levers.

,3. Contihued MSSS1 testing ands prese4ption.writing for kindergarteners..

Break -Down of Children Tested:

Total Child Tested in October, 1974 123
Total 'Children Tested in May, 1975 103

-T6tal Children Moved; Not Re-tested' 0 . . .
, 19

Withdrawn by Mother ' l-
a

Total'New Moved into District & Tested in May only 12'

'Total Tes.ted Both in May and October . e r

"tz
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Results of.1975 Testing Per School

School October 1974

East Dover .; 12.75''

. Fairview '13.

. .
. .

3

Hartly 11:87

',.

South 6. 13.2,6

'

Towne Point . 14.38

*lest - 12.57 .

,

May 19-75 Point Gain
I

4

16.89

(17.11)-

19.33

(21.56)

4.14

(4.36)
..

6.13

(8.3n,

/ 19.90 8.03

* 17.02 3.76
, (17.07) (.81)

4 9

,20.52 6.14

.

18.40
. 5.83

.
(18.44) , (5.87) ,

These figures represent the average score or point gain'forceach school.
Figures in( )° are the scores of only children tested both times.

__...
'-'

,

. ,. 0.

The following shows the percentage of students passing the pre-test and .the
percentage passing the pose -test. (The lase colure includes only those

. .

children tested both in ,Octobet and May.) '

(),

.

School
4 4 °Pre-Test .r Postost Test Both- .

- .

8 tEast Dover 4
11% 36% ; OW.

. .
. A

-. Fair iew 8% ..- 73$ , (88%)

. ,

Barfl

..

y' 4% "1 ' 76% - (76%)
. .

.

. . j
South ;- 4% 5'0% - (47%)

.-N t e i- r

Towne Point 23% . 68% '(68%)

West 14% . 65% (68%)

Out of 103 'children tested/both times,.11% passed the pre-tedt and 64%
passed the.post-test. . .

44
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MSBST TEST SUMMARY EY SCHOOL

O

-

:

School,
# _Tested

Out Passed'
#

Not
# Tested

'May
#

Passed
4

#

Not
# Tested
Oct &' May

, #

Passed Not

o114/

,East
(5 moved
1 extra
5/75)

18

r

- 2 16

.
- 14 5 9 5 8

Hart ly
(2 moved)

1 25 19 6 4 25 ' 19 6 a

South
(4 moved
3 extra

-5/75)

23 1 .22 . 22 .-11 19 10

Fairview
(3, moved
1 withdraw.'
7 extra)

12

vt,

11 15 7 1

West'
, (2 moved

1 extra)

21 18 ` 20 .. 13. 7' .9 13 6

Towne Point
(3 moved)

22 5 17 ' 19 13 ; 6 19

t

-13 6

3

111

TOTALS; 123 13, -I10 115 - 72 43 A : 103' 66 37

1,10


