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“A Good Start . . .” is a quote from a stakeholder and has been selected as the title for this report as many of those interviewed felt the Special Education Program in British Columbia is in fact off to “a good start” but with specific qualified observations.

Most stakeholders interviewed see the work done by FNESC and the FNSA as exceptional in first securing the funds and then administering the funding and providing supports to schools.  Schools are grateful to have special education dollars.  And, almost all qualify their satisfaction with having the funds with statements such as “but it’s not enough” or “it does not meet all the needs”.

A good start has been made and some momentum is being created.  This evaluation is intended to inform this momentum and to build upon the start already made.

I extend my gratitude and acknowledgements to the people who gave their time to be interviewed and shared their experiences with special education.  Your thoughts, ideas, and feelings are the guideposts informing this report.  I would also like to particularly thank the Special Education staff at FNESC/FNSA who shared their thoughts and experiences and also opened their records and documentation for independent review.

I am very thankful for the opportunity to work with such an exceptional group of people in First Nations schools and communities as well as those in the administrative offices handling funding and services.

Many thanks, 

Eileen McKibbin
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Executive Summary

The Special Education Program (SEP) in First Nations schools in British Columbia is in its second year of implementation.  Prior to the release of SEP funding in 2003 by Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), First Nation schools in B.C. had not had the opportunity to access High Cost Special Education funding since 1995.  Since that time, the First Nations Education Steering Committee (FNESC) and the First Nations Schools Association (FNSA) have undertaken extensive consultations and research to determine the most effective way of administering and supporting special education funding for First Nations schools.  Coordinated Student Assessment projects also contributed to quantifying the need for special education funding.

The 1999 paper None Left Behind brought together research with policy, budget, and implementation options for meeting the special needs of students in First Nations schools in B.C.  A paper outlining several different options for distributing special education dollars was developed by FNESC/FNSA through regional workshops and approved by the FNSA membership.  At the 2000 FNSA Annual General Meeting, members selected an option where First Nations schools’ funding allocation would be determined by a “base plus per capita” formula.

The extensive consultation and planning undertaken in B.C. contributed to the federal Treasury Board approving High Cost Special Education funding in 2001.  The approved funding was to be administered in B.C. by FNESC/FNSA and use a base plus per capita formula as directed by First Nations.  Special education funding was designated on an “interventionist approach” pilot basis in B.C. (as well as Ontario and Québec); this funding approval expires in 2005.

Schools have received SEP funding since February 2003, through a workplan and reporting process administered by FNESC/FNSA.  In 2004, this program evaluation was undertaken to examine the effectiveness of FNESC/FNSA’s administration of SEP funding, including the funding allocation methods and key management areas, as well as provincially-coordinated services.

The evaluation was conducted between January and March 2004.  It included an analysis of written documentation and records as well as interviews with a sample of key stakeholders (schools, parents, FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff, FNSA Board and Special Education Resource Committee members, and INAC staff).  In all, 45 interviews were completed.

The overall findings of the program evaluation are positive.  The B.C. approach to administering SEP funds is exceptional.  A tremendous amount has been accomplished by FNESC/FNSA in ensuring schools are able to access special education funding, in the on-going administration of the program, and in coordinating province-wide services. Similarly, First Nations schools have undertaken a great amount of work in developing and implementing programs for First Nations students with special needs.  

The Special Education Program in British Columbia is off to a good start, however many people interviewed commented there is much still to be done.  There is a need to continue supporting schools as they implement and further develop programs for students.  Many indicated a need for INAC to increase special education funds available under SEP to a level comparable to provincial schools to meet student needs.

Findings on Special Education Program funding allocation and management included:

· Stakeholders are satisfied with the base plus per capita method of allocating funding to schools.

· Programs are now available in First Nations schools for students with high cost special needs that were not previously possible.

· Some needs continue to not be met, such as a need for: more specialist services; adequate staffing; on-going support and follow-up for students with special needs; psychological, emotional and cultural services; and, early intervention and prevention programs.

· Several schools have a limited understanding of the 5% Holdback to School Allocations and Requests for Additional Funding.

· Stakeholders believe more special education funding should be available from INAC to meet students’ special needs.

· There is strong support for, and evidence of, an effective workplan and reporting process for schools to access funds.

· There are high levels of satisfaction among stakeholders for the work and services provided by FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff.

· The ways that FNESC/FNSA Special Education communicates with schools is effective; although the website needs to be updated.

Findings on the provincially-coordinated services included:

· Professional development programs reflect the needs of First Nations students, are relevant to school staff, and are forward-looking in developing the capacity of schools to meet needs of students.

· The services of specialists are being provided to First Nations schools in an effective and fair manner, although some schools were not sure how to access these services.  While the services are found to be useful, schools said they wanted more follow-up support and resources.

· The services provided by the Resource Line are well-known and used. Now that SEP has been implemented, FNESC/FNSA could update the vision and purpose for the Resource Line and build on its strengths, in response to the needs expressed by schools and given the patterns of how its services are currently being used.

· FNESC/FNSA publications are relevant and used by schools.  (Some resources not as well known as others.)

Some of the additional findings were:

· Remote schools continue to see the costs of getting to professional development, accessing resources and attracting/retaining staff as challenges.

· Data collection, information and reporting could be streamlined across INAC education programs.

· FNESC/FNSA and Special Education staff are valued for being available and responsive, as well as being advocates for First Nations students.

Many of the recommendations focus on a continuation of the excellent work already achieved at this time of SEP implementation.  Other recommendations address funding levels and areas that could be refocused or refined in response to the needs of schools as they implement special education services. 

In the first few years of its implementation, the Special Education Program is off to a good start in First Nations schools.  There is a need to build on the momentum already created.  There is no need to make significant changes in the administration of the Special Education Program.  Rather, FNESC/FNSA could build upon what has been achieved thus far and continue pursuing levels of special education funding to address the unmet high cost special education needs in First Nations schools.

1. Background

Prior to the release of Special Education Program funding in 2003 by Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), First Nation schools in B.C. had not had the opportunity to access High Cost Special Education funding since 1995.  Since that time, the First Nations Education Steering Committee (FNESC) and the First Nations Schools Association (FNSA) have undertaken extensive consultations and research to determine the most effective way of administering and supporting special education funding for First Nations schools.  Coordinated Student Assessment projects also contributed to quantifying the need for special education funding.

The 1999 paper None Left Behind
 brought together research with policy, budget, and implementation options for meeting the special needs of students in First Nations schools in B.C. FNESC/FNSA also created a paper outlining several different options for distributing special education dollars.
  Developed through regional workshops, the options were to be “considered and finalized by the FNSA members” at an Annual General Meeting.  Considerations included that the funding be distributed and services be shared in a way that was both effective and equitable.

At the 2000 FNSA Annual General Meeting the options paper was tabled.  Members selected an option where First Nations schools’ funding allocation would be determined by a “base plus per capita” formula.  Some funding was to be used for provincial services coordinated by FNESC/FNSA.  Each school would receive their funding once a school Special Education Policy was in place and a Special Education workplan was submitted and approved by FNESC/FNSA (with a 25% holdback to be released with the completion of a final report).  The data necessary in the forms, plans and reports are to meet INAC requirements and to inform the FNSA membership regarding areas for specific focus as necessary.

FNESC/FNSA also developed the B.C. Regional Policy on Special Education for First Nations Schools
.   The policy addresses:

1. General FNESC and FNSA Policy Statement

2. Equity Among Communities

3. Quality of Service

4. Accessibility

5. Professional Development

6. Student Assessment and Program Planning

7. Early Intervention

8. First Nations Schools Special Education Programs

9. Accountability

The extensive consultation and planning undertaken in B.C. contributed to the federal Treasury Board approving High Cost Special Education funding in 2001.  The approved funding was to be administered in B.C. by FNESC/FNSA and use a base plus per capita formula as directed by First Nations.  Special education funding was designated for a few years on an “interventionist approach” pilot basis in B.C. (as well as Ontario and Québec); this funding approval expires in 2005.
Special Education Program (SEP) funding was first released in January 2003, and schools received their funds for that school year in February 2003.

During the first few months of implementation it was apparent some schools were not able to address their high cost needs with their allocation.  It was decided at the April 2003 FNSA Annual General Meeting that a 5% Holdback from all school allocations would be put in place for the 2003/2004 school year to ensure there were some additional funds available for schools that had high cost needs not met by their allocation.  Schools had the opportunity to request “Additional Funds for High Cost Learners” from this holdback amount in addition to submitting their workplan for the 2003/2004 school year. 

As part of the Implementation Plan for SEP, FNESC/FNSA budgets for an annual program evaluation.  The first evaluation was to address the administration of the Special Education Program and began in January 2004.  The evaluation was to provide:

· Assurance to First Nations, FNESC and FNSA Board members and staff, and Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) that the organizational structure, provincial services, and financial practices all effectively support the SEP Implementation Plan.

· Evidence about the effectiveness of the B.C. approach to funding administration to inform FNESC/FNSA discussions with INAC as the end of the pilot approaches in 2005.

The evaluation addressed two areas of SEP funding implementation:

1. Funding allocation methodology (including key management areas).

2. FNESC/FNSA provincially coordinated services (including Professional Development, Toll-free resource line, Specialist Services, and Publications).

2. Methods

The evaluation methodology involved two approaches:

1. Reviewing the funding allocation processes, Special Education reports, and relevant documentation and records; and

2. Conducting interviews
 with a selected sample of key stakeholders:

· First Nations school staff,

· parents of children with special needs attending First Nations schools,

· INAC BC region and headquarters staff,

· FNESC/FNSA special education staff, and

· Members of FNSA Special Education Resource Committee & FNSA Board.

Analysis of the written documentation and interview responses addressed both administrative effectiveness and how well the needs of learners were being met at this stage of program implementation.

An Evaluation Questions Framework
 was developed in consultation with FNSA Board representatives and key staff. The framework included:

· Special Education goal areas to be addressed in this initial evaluation, 

· specific questions to be answered, 

· indicators, and

· data and information sources.

Interviews

Interview guides were developed based upon the framework for each of the stakeholder groups. Most interviews took place between February 9th and 27th, 2004.

Schools

A 20% sample of schools was taken from a list of First Nations schools provided by FNESC/FNSA Special Education.  After the sample was taken it was discovered that a few schools were missing from the original list; therefore, 3 schools (one adult, two in K-12 range) were added to the original sample.

In an effort to hear from schools that did not access their SEP funds, the sample was cross-checked with a listing of such schools.  Initially, one school that did not access funds was in the sample and after most of the interviews were completed a second school was added to give more information about the reasons some have not accessed their Special Education funding.  In the end, 27 schools were selected as the sample.

Schools were first contacted to establish an interview date and time.  Up to 3 of these initial calls were made to set an interview time. A call back was then made at the arranged time to conduct the interview.  Interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes.  Two of the interviews were to include school visits; unfortunately, due to family illness the visits had to be cancelled and these interviews were also conducted by phone.  One other school interview was only able to be completed half way.

School contacts interviewed included Administrators/Managers, Education Coordinators, Principals, and Supervisors/Teachers.  The years of experience at their current school ranged from less than one year to over thirty years.  School enrolments ranged from 2 on the nominal roll to over 200.

Parents of Children with Special Needs

Using the same source listing of First Nations schools, an alternate 20% sample of schools was selected (24 schools).  Sampled schools were then contacted to determine if they would be able to assist in identifying a parent who may be interested in being interviewed as part of the evaluation.  Up to 2-3 callbacks were made. Schools were asked to consider parents whose children may or may not be receiving special education services.

Schools contacted were faxed or e-mailed a parents’ consent form which provided information about the evaluation and requested that the parent sign the form and return it to their school if they wished to be interviewed.  Their signature provided informed consent and allowed their school to release their name and phone number to the evaluator. Reminder e-mails and calls were made to schools about returning the forms.  While almost all in the sample were sent the form, only 7 parents were eventually interviewed.   Due to the slow (and low) response rate from parents, two parents who wanted to participate in the evaluation from the same school were interviewed.  The interviews lasted approximately 10 minutes.

Two of the interviews were conducted via the school phone and a third was done on a satellite phone as two of these parents did not have phone lines to their home.

INAC BC Region & Headquarters Staff

FNESC/FNSA Special Education provided 4 names of INAC staff - two in B.C. and two at Headquarters.  All INAC staff were contacted, an interview time set and later interviewed by phone. Interviews were 15 minutes long.

FNESC/FNSA Special Education Staff

All staff members of FNESC/FNSA Special Education were contacted and interviewed (5).  All but one of the interviews were conducted in person and lasted approximately 25-30 minutes.  

FNSA Special Education Resource Committee & FNSA Board

A listing of Special Education Resource Committee and FNSA Board members was provided by FNESC/FNSA Special Education.  A 50% sample was selected by alternating names on the list; however, those whose schools were already in the school or parent sample were not selected.  Eight people were in the final sample.  Only one person was not able to be reached after two attempts.  Seven interviews were scheduled and conducted by phone, lasting approximately 20-25 minutes.

	Stakeholder Group
	Sample Number
	Interviews Conducted
	Percent Interviewed

	Schools
	27
	22*
	81%

	Parents
	24
	7
	29%

	INAC Staff
	4
	4
	100%

	FNESC/FNSA Staff
	5
	5
	100%

	FNSA Cmte & Board
	8
	7
	88%

	Total
	68
	45
	66%


*Note most school findings in the report are for 20 schools (those that accessed SEP funds).  A few of these schools include adult programs as well as K-12.

The sample of schools and parents was verified to ensure at least one school was selected from each region of the province, and that the number of Preschool/K-programs, Elementary, Elementary-Secondary, and Secondary Schools (as well as Adult Education Centres) was representative.

During the interviews, care was taken to clarify questions and probe for more information when necessary. Many of the questions were based on a four point scale (e.g. Very Satisfied, Satisfied, Not Satisfied, Not at all Satisfied), or were Yes/No/Not Sure.  Comments were also noted on most questions.

All interview responses were recorded in an Access database. Responses were totaled for each stakeholder group and for each question asked (along with comments made).  Results were analyzed to answer each of the evaluation questions and themes from comments were noted with the analysis.

Document and Records Review

An analysis of records and documentation was also undertaken.  This analysis included reports and data already produced by the FNSA/FNESC
 and documentation, files and records for:

· Toll-free resource line calls and e-mail requests

· Requests for specialists services

· Requests for Coordinated Assessments

· Workplans for 2003/2004

· Requests for Additional Funding

· Needs not Met (2004 data not yet available)

During the time spent reviewing these records, key staff were asked additional questions to clarify processes, data interpretations, and experiences.  

Spreadsheets were created to quantify the different requests and to make transparent the schools that may more frequently request services and those making no requests at all.  To address some key evaluation questions at this time of SEP implementation, more time was spent reviewing data from the resource line requests.  

3. Limitations

Any limitations of the interview data are due to who did and did not participate in interviews.  While 22 of 27 interviews with school contacts were completed, it is not known why the other schools did not return calls to participate in the evaluation or what experiences and views they have of SEP.  

Very few parents were interviewed (7).  Therefore, this evaluation can only begin to give an idea of what parents of children with special needs know about special education services and how satisfied they are with the services they may be receiving.  Further, parents’ main contacts and source of information about special education are their children’s schools and not the FNESC/FNSA directly. Future evaluations may be able to address the experiences of students and parents at the school level more completely.

Low response rates from parents may be due to:

· Parents are not often directly familiar with FNESC/FNSA or the Special Education Program outside of services at their own schools.

· A discomfort discussing their child and any apparent special needs he/she may have outside of their own school.

· A reluctance to discuss their child over the telephone.

Data limitations from documents and records are related to how information is being recorded.  FNESC/FNSA has an extensive database of workplans and final reports as an excellent source of data.  Figures from the database are included in the 2003 Final Report on SEP and some are reported here as well. Some additional data reports were not possible due to the database query/report parameters not being easily set. Additionally, much information is in paper format or on Word documents.  Some of the data compiled here has been recreated in spreadsheet form to quantify some indicators over time and across services.  

4. Findings

Findings are presented in the same format of the Sections and Questions from the Evaluation Questions Framework (Appendix 1). 

Funding Allocation Methods & Key Management Areas

Effective Funding Allocation Formula

Does the Base Plus per Capita formula method of allocating funding best enable schools to address the needs of High Cost Special Education learners?

As the title suggests, it is “a good start”.  A review of FNSA/FNESC documents shows a great deal of consultation, analysis and consideration in selecting a formula that would see a high percentage of special education dollars going into schools and also providing provincial services to schools.
  Compared with other options for the allocation of funding, the base plus per capita method and the considerations to determine the formula appear sound and equitable.

The Formula

This year, the formula includes a base of $10,000 per community with First Nations schools and a per capita allocation of $616.  The per capita amount is based on the Nominal Roll of the previous year as counts for a current school year are not available until the February following the September count (a lag of almost 6 months).

The “base” recognizes that a certain level of funding is needed to provide a service.  The “per capita” responds to the size of the school.  Students who may be attending First Nations schools but are not on the Nominal Roll are not included in the formula allocation. Allocating a “base” to First Nations communities with schools and not individual schools shows that funding is distributed equitably across different communities (as some communities have more than one school). 

Fairness of SEP Funds Distribution

There were 10 schools who were satisfied and 6 schools who were very satisfied with the fairness of how SEP funds were distributed.  Three schools said they did not know as they were not familiar with how the funds were distributed.  One indicated they were not satisfied, as the overall SEP funding available to schools from INAC was insufficient. 

A few schools who were “satisfied” qualified their satisfaction with comments concerning small schools: one felt that they did not receive enough while the other felt that FNESC/FNSA was making sure smaller schools were getting enough of a base.  The six who were very satisfied felt it was fair and “a good way to handle it”.
As the method of funding allocation was determined at the FNSA AGM, it is the member schools themselves that determine how the funding is distributed.  This was mentioned during some of the interviews.  Some remote schools commented that the expense of attending AGMs was too great; therefore, they feel less consulted.

All FNSA Board and Resource Committee members were satisfied (3) or very satisfied (4) with the fairness of how SEP funds were distributed.  One commented that they were impressed with how the schools themselves are the major stakeholders in making decisions about funding. A few others commented on the distribution being fair although the total amount was limited.

FNSA Board and Resource Committee members and INAC staff were asked to describe the approach to distributing Special Education funds in BC.  Descriptions mentioned that the approach was interventionist, needs-based, inclusive, and to provide funds to schools as well as collective provincial services.

Some stakeholders, including a few schools, mentioned the importance of keeping Special Education funding separate from other budget areas.  They felt this kept the program focused on its purpose.

Schools that did not Access SEP Funding

Two of the six schools that did not access SEP funds in 2003/2004 were interviewed.  The reasons for not accessing funds were very individual.  It may be that the reasons the other four schools did not access funds are equally unique.

One school did not access funds as the contact said they did not receive the information.  It is important to note that FNESC/FNSA staff attempt to confirm receipt of the allocation letters and information in several ways including phone calls.  This school would like to access their special education funds next year.  The kinds of programs they would like to provide include a reading program, adult tutoring and other special education services.  They also want to invite the FNESC/FNSA Special Education Consultant to speak with adults and children about how families can work together to support their children. (The person interviewed was told that such a request should be sent to the Special Education Manager).

The second school that did not receive funds chose not to access their allocation.  The contact person interviewed stated the children in their K-program already have services available in the community (e.g. a local child development centre and a Health centre that does assessments).  However, there are special education needs in this community.  The person interviewed was not satisfied that the First Nations students in the local provincial school were receiving the special education services they needed, and expressed a desire for the First Nation to provide services to these students.

Can First Nations schools adequately address the needs of their High Cost special education learners with the funding provided by the Special Education Program?

No, schools cannot adequately address the needs of their High Cost special education learners. And yet, schools are beginning to address the needs of their High Cost special education learners with funding for programs that was not previously available.  A few schools may be able to adequately address the needs of their high cost learners but many schools are not. 

Satisfaction with SEP Funding & Programs now available

Of the 20 schools that accessed funds, 14 were satisfied and 3 were very satisfied with the amount of special education funds they received this year (85%). Those who were “satisfied” were eager to qualify this satisfaction with comments such as “it’s a good start” or that they were “mildly satisfied”.  The funding is helping schools provide programs that were not possible before, but many believe there is room to do more.    One school indicated they were not satisfied because the need at their school was just too great to be addressed with their allocation. To clarify, schools often commented that the total SEP funding from INAC was not enough to meet students’ special needs.

Parents were almost all satisfied/very satisfied with the amount of special education services their school received this year to support their child.  Parents’ examples of what services their child was receiving was often stated as “more help”, such as one-to-one support. Two of the parents said the support their child was receiving was not new.

Services schools identified as now possible and not available before SEP included:

· Staffing (e.g. One-to-one, assistant)
10

· Assessments



  6

· Early Intervention/Capacity

  6

· SLP/Language Programs

  6

· Resources



  3

· Parental Involvement


  3

· Professional Development

  3






The 2003 SEP Final Report

provides similar examples of what schools were able to do with their funding. These included:

· Assessments: Achievement assessments/Multiple Skills assessments

· Early Intervention: community workshops on special education/parents and programs/materials for language development and reading.

· Individual/Small Group Programs: enhanced staff resources/capacity and specialists.

· School-wide/Large Group Programs: accessing resources for special education programming, and language development/reading programs.

· Professional Development: Conferences/training workshops, specific special needs, and language development/reading.

FNESC/FNSA Special Education Staff and the Resource Committee and Board members were asked to comment on their satisfaction with the amount of funds made available to schools based on their experiences this last year.  Almost all said the funding from INAC was not enough to meet all needs.  A few specifically mentioned that it does not match the level of special education funding in provincial schools.  To quote one person, a common concern was:

“We’re just scratching the surface with regards to needs for funding.”

Children with Special Needs can now Attend First Nations Schools

SEP funding has allowed children with special needs to attend First Nations schools instead of local provincial schools.  Of the twelve schools where a provincial school was an option, all 12 indicated SEP has made a difference and First Nations students could now attend First Nations schools.  Those interviewed said families now had a choice and were able to have their children in the First Nations schools.  Most schools indicated one-to-one or teaching assistant types of support made this possible.  Two of these schools said they still have to turn some students away due to funding limitations.  

“We feel much more confident.  Before we would have had to advise parents to go to the provincial school system.”

No parents said they had to leave their community to access special education services. One parent commented they were unsure if they would have to go outside the community to access services and another said they had not yet had to leave and did not know if they would have to in the future.

FNESC/FNSA Staff Observations of Schools Implementing SEP

FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff were asked to comment on their observations of how schools have addressed the challenge of implementing special education programs.  Their comments indicated:

· An increased interest and enthusiasm among school staff in learning more about addressing the special needs of their students.

· There is much collaboration among schools, school staff and increasingly with parents.

· Many First Nations schools are remote and do not have access to the same resources as many provincial schools. 

· There is a substantial difference between some schools whose staff may be more experienced and have skills at accessing resources and those schools where staff struggle to find out where to start and what resources are available.

FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff who also have worked in the provincial school system were asked to describe their comparative experience with Special Education services for students.  The difference that stands out the most is that in First Nations schools needs determine the service while in provincial schools it was felt the assessments and diagnoses determined the service.

“First Nations schools provide service based on need.  In provincial schools service is based on identification (or label).  That is a huge difference”.

“Provincial funding is tied to assessment which changes the focus of the service you provide, whereas First Nation schools’ services are provided regardless of the piece of paper.  When an assessment is there, it does not drive the service but guides the next steps.”

“Assessment and referrals are done to provide programming for (First Nations) schools versus getting the type of funding.”

Needs not Met

While many programs are now in place, almost all stakeholders interviewed indicated that there are special education needs still to be met.
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*Note those indicating “No” are 4 parents and 2 Preschools with less than 20 students.

  The most frequently mentioned needs that remain unmet include:

· Specialists – Specifically, specialists to assess students and to provide on-going services to students such as Speech-Language services, Counsellors, Occupational and Physical Therapists, and Health Professionals. Waitlists for such services were also raised as a problem.

· Staffing- Recruiting and retaining qualified staff and competitive remuneration for staff.  Children in First Nations schools need qualified teachers and assistants who choose to work and live in their community.   This is particularly felt in remote communities.

· On-going support and Follow-up – Specifically, having enough human and financial resources to continue to address students’ special needs once identified. Help in identifying strategies to follow-through on recommendations of students’ assessments and goals of their IEPs.

· Psychological, Emotional, and Cultural Services – Services to address special needs holistically; working with the needs of the whole child.

· Early Intervention/Prevention – Programs to address the needs of students who are not “high cost” but in a grey area.  This includes approaches to children’s language development and early literacy, as well as FAS. While some schools have been able to undertake some early intervention and prevention approaches, others have not. 

The Annual Coordinated Assessment reports are another excellent source that outlines special education needs that are not adequately being addressed in First Nations schools.  The 2003 report
 discusses:

· “A severe shortage of resources for supporting students with special needs.”

· “Serious delay in language development was a significant component in the difficulties of most of the assessed students.”

· Hearing and Vision screening and referrals: “In many schools, screening had not been conducted recently.  In most schools, there was not follow-up after screening.”

· “There is also a great need for screening and support in speech and language and occupational therapy”.  While some need is being met by FNESC/FNSA’s Speech and Language Pathologist, “the challenge is just too great to be met by one person”.
Unfortunately, the Needs Not Met data collected as baseline in last year’s reporting period is not available.  The Needs Not Met collected in 2003 reports were largely anecdotal and reported in such a way that it was not possible to sort the high cost needs from the basic education needs  The needs could not be collated or entered into a database for totals.

The Needs Not Met reported in 2004 are not yet available.

Do stakeholders understand the purpose of the 5% Allocation Holdback?

Several schools do not understand the purpose or rationale of the 5% holdback.  However, information about the holdback was communicated to schools in many different ways including:  April 2003 Annual General Meeting, funding allocation letters sent to schools in the Fall, the Request for Additional Funds in the Special Education Handbook, and the workplan conference calls.

Several schools said they did not know or were not sure about the purpose of the 5% holdback (8).  Once explained, one of these people disagreed with that approach.  Three of those interviewed at first thought this was the administrative holdback related to the final report.

There were seven school contacts who had a more accurate understanding, stating that the Holdback was for schools that have increased costs due to:

· unforeseen circumstances such as jumps in enrolment, or students with high cost special needs enrolling after September 30th, and 

· a large number of students with high cost needs requiring assessments or other intensive and expensive services that could not be met with their allocation.

This was the first year the Additional Funds process was in place and some requests were not funded as they did not meet criteria; this may reflect an incomplete understanding of the purpose in a few schools.  It may also be that the holdback was an even newer aspect of a new program about which schools are still learning.

Has the 5% Holdback been effective in meeting more needs of students with High Cost special needs?

It has been effective in so far as some students with high cost special needs are receiving services they would not otherwise have had.  However, there are still other students with high cost needs that did not receive additional funding.  There were over $1.2 million in requests for additional funds for high cost learners and $240,882 in the budget.  Requests exceeded the budget by over 400%.

The committee reviewing the requests was faced with a daunting challenge: review the requests from 21 different schools for many students requiring services, knowing that not all needs could be addressed.  The committee closely reviewed the specific needs of the students based on the documentation, cross-referenced requests with workplans, and evaluated budget and funding sources.  The process to evaluate and select those to be funded was balanced, although those who did not receive funds were disappointed.

How satisfied are stakeholders with the 5% Allocation holdback for the Additional Funding?  Do schools want the Holdback to be larger than 5%?

Most schools indicated they were satisfied that the additional funds for high cost learners will meet more students special needs (10 of 13 who answered).  Seven schools did not answer this question as they did not know about or understand the Holdback for Additional funds process.  Of those who were satisfied, some indicated they were satisfied for other schools even though they did not need to access this source of funding.  Another school who received additional funding stated:

“It suits our needs because it allows schools to do more planning for students.  There are many high needs per capita at this school.”

The three schools that were not satisfied or not at all satisfied indicated the holdback and additional funding was positive for the schools who received it but not for their own school.  While the Additional Funding was a needs-based process and not a proposal-driven process, a few who did not receive the funding felt it was more like the latter.

All Resource Committee and Board members indicated they were satisfied that the Additional Funds will meet more students’ needs.  Yet, many indicated they were satisfied “but not very”, mainly because there is not enough SEP funding from INAC.

“I’m not fully satisfied because we only have $240,000 and requests amounted to over $1 million.  We do our best.  Should the holdback be higher?  That would be a balancing act - there needs to be an increase in the overall funding, not an increase in the 5%”.

Many interviewed wanted special education funding to be comparable to provincial levels rather than trying to make things work at current levels; that is, to have a larger pie rather than a larger piece of pie be held back.

Most schools were satisfied (10) or very satisfied (4) with the process to make decisions about changes to SEP funding, such as the 5% holdback.  There were 5 who did not know what this process was and only 1 who was not satisfied. Some schools needed to be prompted by identifying the process as the AGM. 

All Resource Committee and Board members were satisfied (4) or very satisfied (2) with this process (all except one who was new and felt they could not comment at this time).  

“It is very effective.  The schools themselves make decisions”.

Effective Workplan & Reporting Process for SEP funds

To what extent do schools use the Special Education Handbook?

Almost all of the 20 schools who accessed SEP funds used the Special Education Handbook for their workplan last fall (17 of 20).  Similarly, almost all used the Handbook to complete their final report last year (15 of 19).  All of these schools found it useful (3) or very useful (14).

Some use it extensively or in combination with conference calls, while a few others who accessed funds last year used it only as a brief reference this year.  There were only 2 schools that did not use the Handbook for their workplans.

Only four schools indicated that the Handbook did not contain information they needed to know to access funds or meet reporting requirements.  The examples given were:

· Reporting of evidence required by INAC – “what is required seems to be redundant across sections”.

· Assessments – “When we wanted to have a child assessed, we did not know quite how to go about it. We had to go to mailed-out information to get a contact number.”

· Budget – “It was not clear and we needed to revise it.  Budget is still confusing.”

Other comments included praise for the Special Education Manager for her support and clarity with expectations and criteria. 

A review of the 2003/2004 Handbook itself revealed that the key concepts and deadlines are well laid-out.  Definitions and examples are given.  Examples of programs and costs are also given on the forms themselves.  To make the Handbook more detailed would risk it becoming too unwieldy so any additions should be minor.

Are the workplan and reporting forms made available to schools?

Yes.   The forms were sent to schools and were also available on-line.  All but one school contact indicated the workplan and reporting forms were made available to them.  The one school contact who did not answer this question was at a school where much of the education information remained in the administrative office and was not forwarded to the school.

Were the forms easy to understand and use?

Yes.  The forms were easy to understand (18 of 19 schools) and were easy to use (16 of 19 schools).  Those who felt they were not easy to understand or use found the administrative detail required by INAC challenging.

Some people who found the forms easy to use and were in schools with reliable internet lines, found the on-line templates very helpful.  Not all are as comfortable with the computer, but those who are find the templates useful.

A review of the forms revealed that they are moderately easy to understand and use.  The Handbook and conference calls support the ease of understanding and use considerably.  Examples of indicators in the handbook and in the forms help the user to complete them.  How budgets can be established could be made clearer with different examples.

During the interviews, a few schools mentioned their dislike of the forms they were completing at that time– the School General Information forms.  The schools who raised this did not feel this INAC form was as user-friendly as the Workplan or Final Report form.

An influence on how easy the forms are to understand and use relates to the number of reports that schools must produce.  It is often the case that one person must complete multiple reports to fulfill requirements for different INAC funding envelopes.

How satisfied are stakeholders with the process to access funds?

Most schools are satisfied (8) or very satisfied (9) with the workplan process to access their SEP funds.  Similarly, FNSA Board and Resource Committee members and Special Education staff are also satisfied (8) or very satisfied (4) with the process.

	Type of Interview
	Total 
	<>
	Not at all Satisfied
	Not Satisfied
	Satisfied
	Very Satisfied

	FNSA Board & Res Cmte
	7
	 0
	0
	0
	5
	2

	FNESC/FNSA SpEd Staff
	5
	 0
	0
	0
	3
	2

	School
	20
	2
	0
	1
	8
	9

	Total
	32
	2
	0
	1
	16
	13

	 Percent
	100%
	6%
	0%
	3%
	50%
	41%


Schools and FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff were asked if there were any unforeseen benefits and challenges in accessing Special Education funds.  Fifteen school contacts indicated there were unforeseen benefits with the most frequently mentioned being:

· More ability to control funding for special education.

· Improved ability to focus on and plan to meet special education needs.

· Unexpected advantages of having more staffing resources.

· Increased communication and involvement with parents and community.

· More student and family choice between attending the First Nation school instead of the provincial school.

Many schools also noted challenges (13), while 7 did not. Schools’ most frequently mentioned challenges were:

· Lengthy reporting and administrative requirements of INAC.

· Increased awareness of student needs and trying to meet those needs with limited funding, staffing and resources.

Overall, schools are quite satisfied with the process.  The way the workplan and reporting process is laid-out supports accountability and transparency as well as flexibility for schools to address their own needs.  It would not appear at this time that there is any clear support for a model of funding similar to provincial schools.

What are the features of the process that are effective; what areas need development?

In the 2002/2003 school year, 93% of schools submitted their workplans and accessed SEP funding.
  This year, 95% of schools accessed their funding through the workplan process.  Both years show a success of the workplan and reporting process itself as well as the support FNESC/FNSA Special Education team provides to schools to be successful in the process.

Another measure of effectiveness is the usefulness of data reported at the year end.  FNSA Board and Special Education Committee members and INAC staff were asked how satisfied they were with the reporting of data at year end to meet accountability requirements.  All who were familiar with the final report last year (2 were not) were satisfied (7) or very satisfied (2).  Another felt that there is now more accountability coming from schools with the high percentage of schools reporting back.

Similarly, these same people found the information in the 2002/2003 final report to be useful (7) or very useful (2).  Comments included:

“It gives us a good picture of how the start-up is going.”

“It gives us a good overall picture of where the growth is, and where needs are, without identifying individual schools”.

Some features of the workplan and reporting process that are effective include:

· A focus on planning, goals and outcomes.

· More sharing through conference calls in the planning and reporting.

· Support and guidance from FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff.

· Improvement in data collection and ability to monitor success and needs.

Some areas that need development include:

· Lessening the corrections and refinement of workplans and reports by FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff and schools (although this will naturally lessen with time, there may be other factors such as school staff turnover that contributes to this time consuming part of the process).

· Improving some First Nation schools’ knowledge about the ways budgets can be allocated to support special education.

· Developing a better understanding among schools of the Additional Funds from the 5% Holdback.

· Streamlining the many different plans and reports required by INAC of which SEP is only one.

Does the process support schools in monitoring their student and school outcomes over time?

Yes.  FNESC/FNSA has done an excellent job supporting schools’ learning about outcomes, indicators, and data collection to support measurement.  Examples of outcomes, indicators and data sources have been provided to schools in the Handbook and workplans, were discussed in workshops and conferences, and are discussed in workplan/reporting conference calls.  Schools did identify anticipated outcomes, indicators and data sources in their workplans and final reports.  Information on each has been collated by FNESC/FNSA staff and was included in last year’s SEP final report.

It is too early to determine how well schools themselves are monitoring outcomes and this was not the focus of this initial evaluation.  However, FNESC/FNSA have provided information and support to enable schools to do so.  In the coming months and years, FNESC/FNSA and schools could build upon their understanding about how to track indicators and be able to present progress over time toward their intended outcomes.

Support Given to Schools to Access Funds

Do schools feel supported in the processes involved in accessing funding and program reporting?

Schools were asked how supported they felt by FNESC/FNSA staff in the process to access Special Education funds.  All 19 schools who provided an answer indicated they felt supported (1) or very supported (18). The one school that did not provide an answer indicated they did not use FNESC/FNSA support.

In the 2002/2003 school year, 73% of funded schools (85 of the 117)
 participated in regional conference calls to support them with workplan development and reporting.  Fourteen of the 20 funded schools interviewed participated in these conference calls.  All of them found the calls helpful (4) or very helpful (10).   School contacts found the calls helpful in getting ideas, sharing with other schools and FNESC/FNSA staff, and clarifying expectations about requirements.

“There is time to ask questions and you are led through the worksheet.  You also see how others are coping with this, and realizing you are not alone.”

“They’re great!  She takes a ten hour project and cuts the work in half, for

example ‘If you answer no here, you just go here’.”

Schools were also supported in accessing funds with FNESC/FNSA’s sample Special Education Policy which was developed in consultation with First Nations schools and approved by FNSA membership.  All schools must have a Special Education policy to receive funding.  Developing a policy can be complex and it is critical that the policy meet SEP requirements.  The sample policy was used by 95% of schools that accessed SEP funds last year (110 of 117)
.  Half of schools interviewed said they have seen ways their policy is supporting their programs, notably for accountability and communication to parents and the community about certain requirements that must be met.  Those who have not seen their policy supporting their programs indicated it is still too early.

What are the most effective ways to support schools?

There is little doubt that the workplan and reporting process, and schools’ ability to effectively access funds and implement programs, is dramatically influenced by the work of FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff.  A desire to support all schools, and ensure schools can access funds and address the needs of their students is evident in the activities of the Special Education team.

Some of the ways schools feel supported included a sense of the Special Education staff “being there”/available for phone calls and questions, as well as the regular communication from them, such as newsletters, conference calls, phone calls and faxes (especially at deadlines).

When asked what other support would help them access funds, schools often were already satisfied with the support received, but offered suggestions such as:

· Create a contact list of FNSA/FNESC staff – “who is who, and who I need to contact”.

· More information about how to have students’ assessed for special needs; more information on other funding sources.

· Provide a one-page overview of what various reports are due when.

Overall, the most effective ways of supporting schools in accessing funds are:

· Providing coordinating role that supports sharing among schools.

· Organizing conference calls for planning and reporting.

· Being approachable, friendly, supportive and professional.

· Creating the Special Education Policy sample.

· Ensuring schools are meeting SEP requirements by the careful review of workplans and reporting with follow-up to schools.

Administrative Structure to Support the Management of SEP Funding

To what extent are stakeholders satisfied with FNESC/FNSA management of the Special Education Program?

All stakeholders interviewed, with the exception of one person, were satisfied or very satisfied with FNESC/FNSA management of the Special Education Program.

	Type of Interview
	Total
	<>
	Not at all Satisfied
	Not Satisfied
	Satisfied
	Very Satisfied

	DIAND
	4
	0
	0
	 0
	1
	3

	FNSA Board & Res Cmte
	7
	0
	0
	 0
	1
	6

	School
	22
	2
	0
	1
	3
	16

	Total
	33
	2
	0
	1
	5
	25

	 
	100%
	6%
	0%
	3%
	15%
	76%


Positive features of FNESC/FNSA management of SEP given by stakeholders included:

· Professional, supportive, accessible, responsive and doing a “great job”.

· Support in planning and reporting, consultation, transparency, and accountability.

· Leadership and dedication.

· Good communication, including conference calls, newsletters and reminders.

· Providing resources and services.

Features identified as needing work were very few.  These few comments included:

· Giving more time to prepare for psycho-educational assessments (between notification and visit).

· Continue lobbying for increased funding for high cost special needs.

Schools were also asked how many people they thought worked in Special Education at FNESC/FNSA.  Most people who gave a response were quite accurate with their understanding of staffing levels with estimates ranging between 4 and 6 staff.

FNSA Board and Resource Committee members and INAC staff were all very satisfied with their working relationships with FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff (only 1 person did not answer as they were in a new role).  These same people were also asked their impressions about how satisfied First Nations schools were with FNESC/FNSA management of the Special Education Program.  Again, all had the impression that schools were satisfied and very happy; a few specifically indicated they had not been hearing any complaints from schools.

They were also asked how they would describe FNESC/FNSA’s management of the Special Education Program.  They described it as:

· Competent, dedicated and collaborative.

· Respectful and supportive.

· Very professional and efficient.

· Simplifying and doing more to make it easier for schools.

“Energetic. Innovative. ‘We’ll make it work’/Anything is possible. An openness to input I have not seen anywhere else. Team-oriented.  Problem-solving.”

“Fair as possible.  Ethical.  Caring about what’s best for our children.”


Do financial controls exist to ensure financial transactions, records and reports are complete, accurate and authorized?

Yes.  The 2002/2003 Annual Report
 contained audited financial statements by Reid Hurst Nagy Chartered Accountants, where “Schedule of Program Operations Special Education, for the year ending March 31, 2003” is contained as Schedule 7.

In addition, all FNSA Board and Resource Committee and INAC contacts interviewed were satisfied (2) or very satisfied (9) with FNESC/FNSA management’s controlling and monitoring of SEP costs.

Does management actively monitor and control costs?

Yes.  Further to the satisfaction of the Board members and INAC officials, one can see an attention to detail in the FNESC/FNSA Special Education office that seeks to ensure SEP funds are spent appropriately.

“A management plan is approved by FNSA membership & Board. This is set-up in budgets. There is financial tracking and signing-off process. The accountant comes in monthly to go over the budget and accounts.”  (Staff)
Schools’ workplans were also mentioned as a way to ensure SEP funding is spent as intended.  In addition, staff must have all their travel approved in advance and there is evidence of detailed schedule and time tracking.

“Everything from the team comes from requests from schools and Board.  Everything we do as a team is approved by the Board.” (Staff)
As the table below shows, stakeholders said they were satisfied or very satisfied with how costs are controlled and monitored by FNESC/FNSA management (12% were uncertain as they felt they did not know enough about this to comment).

	Type of Interview
	Total
	<>
	Not at all Satisfied
	Not Satisfied
	Satisfied
	Very Satisfied

	DIAND
	4
	 0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	FNSA Board & Res Cmte
	7
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6

	School
	22
	4
	0
	0
	7
	11

	Total
	33
	4
	0
	0
	9
	20

	 
	100%
	12%
	0%
	0%
	27%
	61%


How effective is the SEP cost distribution in BC?

Special Education cost distribution in B.C. is more effective than the INAC mandate of no more than 25% of funding be spent on indirect services.  In the 2003/2004, the cost distribution is as follows
:

	Service
	Funding Amount $
	Percent of Funding

	Total Allocation*
	$5,867,400
	100%

	BC Approach – Direct Services
	$5,340,515
	91%

	INAC allowable - Direct Services
	$4,400,550
	75%

	BC Approach – Indirect Services
	$526,885
	9%

	INAC allowable – Indirect Services
	$1,466,850
	25%


*SEP funds of $4,397,400 plus what was formerly Gathering Strength funds of $1,470,000 

The BC Approach sees over $900,000 more going toward Direct Services than the 25% INAC allowable guideline.

Communication

To what extent are First Nations schools informed of SEP requirements, including access to funding, deadlines, & support available?

First Nations schools who answered this question were satisfied (5) or very satisfied (14) that FNESC/FNSA provides them with information about SEP and its requirements.  Comments made throughout the interviews indicated that schools receive plenty of information about SEP requirements - in the Handbook, e-mails, faxes, conference calls, and in phone calls.  Some schools specifically said they appreciated the reminders near deadlines.

The Special Education Handbook is clear on the requirements of SEP.  The deadlines are in a prominent location.  FNESC/FNSA Special Education closely reviews all workplans and if schools submit a workplan that does not meet requirements, FNESC/FNSA staff will communicate with those schools about necessary revisions.  There is no indication that schools want to be sent the Handbook at any other time, with the exception of one Board/Resource Committee member who felt the planning should begin earlier.  Schools are able to use the Handbook sent to them in the mail or access a copy on the FNSA website.

What ways of communication are most helpful to schools and parents?

Most schools find all the ways FNESC/FNSA Special Education communicates with them to be helpful or very helpful.

	 
	Total
	Not at all Helpful
	Not Helpful
	Helpful
	Very Helpful

	Website
	20
	0
	2
	8
	10

	E-mail
	19
	0
	2
	6
	11

	Letters
	19
	0
	2
	6
	11

	Faxes
	19
	0
	0
	5
	14

	Phone Calls
	18
	0
	1
	4
	13

	Toll-free Resource Line
	16
	0
	1
	3
	12


While all these ways of communicating are helpful, some comments provide feedback.  Remote schools sometimes faced problems with their phone lines, impacting their receipt of faxes and phone calls.  A few other schools noted that while they appreciated receiving information, it was at times almost too much (particularly the mail); in such cases, faxes outlining deadlines were preferred.

Parents interviewed on the other hand, do not appear to be using FNESC/FNSA communication materials.  Parents’ main sources of information about Special Education are their schools or another First Nation program such as Head Start.

Do First Nations make use of the FNSA website to access relevant information about the Special Education Program and to obtain necessary documents?

First Nation schools were asked what their main information source was for:

· professional development opportunities,

· more information on supporting a student with special needs,

· accessing specialist services,

· publication information, and

· workplans and forms. 

The website was a primary information source for mainly the workplans and forms and secondly for publication information.

Professional Development Opportunities:

The main sources of information about professional development opportunities included: Connections/E-mail/Toll-free Line (10), mail (5), faxes (5), website (3), and the local School District or other sources (3).

More information on supporting a student with special needs:

The main sources for more information about how to support a student with special needs included:  interviewees’ own contacts/networks including school-based or community teams and the local School District (10), Toll-free Line (7), and the internet (3).  The internet in this case was referring to internet searches or links from the Connections newsletter, not the FNSA website. It was somewhat surprising that schools were not more often raising the toll-free resource line for this purpose.

Accessing Specialist Services:

The main sources of information for schools about accessing FNESC/FNSA Specialist Services included: phoning contacts at the FNESC/FNSA Special Education directly (5), calling the toll-free resource line/newsletters (4), FNESC/FNSA information sent in the mail (2), and the internet (2).  Three people interviewed did not use these services as they had other local services, and three others did not know about the services or just recently found out about them.

Publication Information:

Schools most frequently use the toll-free line/newsletters (10) to find out more about publication information.  They also use the website (6) and conduct internet searches.

Workplans and Forms:

Many schools use the website to access their SEP workplans and forms (9).  As mentioned previously, schools found the electronic templates useful.  Schools also use a combination of mail and faxes for their workplans and forms (7).

A content review of the website was undertaken in February 2004.  The website contains information about the Special Education program such as policies and funding, the Resource Line, professional development, publications, the Special Education Handbook, and workplans and reporting forms.  Overall this review revealed:

· The website needs to be updated.

· The “Updates” section is not new and does not contain more recent information. The information under this heading itself is useful and would best serve now as background.

· Dates are not clear.  Professional Development dates do not include the year.  It is unclear if these events are upcoming or past.

· The webpage loads quite quickly.  This is positive and should be maintained.  When a website tries to do too much in its home page, it can load very slowly and the user can lose patience and not use the site.

· Sections/Ideas need to be grouped better.

· The site is almost like a long list. It would be better served with a kind of table of contents; for example, one could link to:  professional development opportunities, questions about more information on supporting a student with special needs, accessing specialist services, publication information, and policy, workplans and forms.  The website should also contain links to background, updates, and outside links.

· There could be an area to introduce the FNESC/FNSA Special Education team.  The Resource Line is prominent, yet schools would like to know who else is there and who they should contact for what purpose.

· Information for the current school year needs to be more prominent.  Right now, it is half-way down the page.

· The links all work. While this may seem obvious, on some programs’ websites this is not the case.

· Successes.  Year-end data from last year’s report is not yet on the website.  At least one person interviewed stated they wanted to know more about the successes other schools found with the Special Education Program.

· Publications.  The link leads to a long list of publications. While there are ways to sort the list, a means to make it easier to find a given document could be developed (if users are not comfortable using the “find on this page” function on their browser).

FNESC/FNSA Special Education Staff Internal Communication

Staff were asked two additional questions about communicating with each other.  The first question asked “As part of a team where colleagues often travel, please describe ways of communicating that you find most helpful in supporting you with your work”.  The use of e-mail and having laptop computers came up as a very useful way of communicating with each other.  Cell phones and the toll-free line are also helpful when people in the field need to keep in touch or find out about resource information from a colleague.  Conference calls and monthly meetings are also a way staff keep in touch.    

Staff were also asked “Are there other ways of communicating that would support the team?”  With the amount of travel, communication and team-building are inherent challenges.  It is difficult for all staff to “see” what work others are undertaking.  Some wanted to have more face to face meetings but acknowledged this is a challenge and conference calls continue to be the best alternative.  There was also a desire to see a group planning process where staff could collectively prioritize their activities and clearly see the links to the larger goals set by the Board. 

Overall, staff felt they had a strong team that is open and honest with each other and together offer a great support system.

Provincially Coordinated Services

Professional Development

Are First Nations aware of FNESC/FNSA professional development opportunities?

Yes, most schools are aware of the professional development opportunities offered.  Some professional development opportunities are more well-known than others.
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Are the programs/workshops provided by FNESC/FNSA relevant to First Nations schools staff?

Eighteen of those interviewed said someone from their school had attended at least one of these opportunities.  Similarly, eighteen indicated that these kinds of professional development opportunities are relevant to staff at their school.  One school (a preschool) indicated they use other professional development sources.

Attendance figures in the 2003 Special Education Report
 show that the opportunities provided that year were well attended, especially Boardmaker (see table on next page).

	Professional Development Activity
	Number of Participants

	FAS/E Training
	13

	Speech Language Assistant course*
	35

	Read Well training
	39

	Boardmaker Training
	131

	Total
	218


*35 people attending the Speech Language Assistant course is a strong beginning to developing this capacity in communities.

Some people also voluntarily raised the relevance and accessibility of the Speakers Series.

Are the programs/workshops reflective of the needs of the students with special needs in First Nations schools?

Yes.  School staff have been able to implement Boardmaker and Read Well in their schools and are using them.  The professional development programs “Supporting Diverse Learners” and “Speech Language Assistant Program” are both examples of FNESC/FNSA’s responsiveness to earlier research findings and what schools have been saying they need.

The “Supporting Diverse Learners” program is not just addressing any one special need or spectrum of needs, but is aimed at developing the skill sets of staff working with an array of children and their needs. The annual Coordinated Assessments reports
 have highlighted and continue to stress the need for oral-language based services and resources.  In response, the “Speech Language Assistant Program” is beginning to address this need by developing this capacity in communities.

It is equally important to note that the target group for these opportunities is school staff and community members.  Recruitment and retention of qualified staff in education, health, and social services is a problem generally for rural and remote communities in the province.  The strategy of FNESC/FNSA to develop the skills in communities is wise, strategic and shows foresight.

Are the professional development opportunities accessible (by cost and location) to community members and school staff?

The findings to this question are mixed.  Many still find the accessibility to some opportunities to be too expensive, if not by the cost of the program itself then by the cost to get there (see chart on next page).
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*Note:  No one indicated school in-services were not accessible; rather, several schools were not aware FNSA Special Education staff provided school in-services (see page 39).

The opportunities most often seen as not accessible were the locations of the Speech-Language Assistant Diploma Program (6 schools indicated as not accessible) and the conference workshops (8 schools indicated as not accessible).

Some remote schools commented about the costs and travel time to attend some opportunities.  A few other schools mentioned that the accessibility was limited to the Diploma programs due to people having to meet prerequisites.  However, FNESC/FNSA have worked with the educational institutions to remove these barriers.

Are there other professional development needs?

Only 3 schools indicated there were no other professional development needs.  Fifteen schools indicated there were other professional development needs and gave examples that included:

· Continuation and follow-up with opportunities already provided.

· Opportunities in remote and/or northern locations.

· Counselling, Psychology, and Behavioural/Classroom management.

· Parent-focused.

· Management/Administration.

· FAS.

One person also commented on the on-going need for professional development due to high staff turnover.

Are opportunities resulting in an observable change in educational practice for staff who have attended these opportunities?

Fifteen of the 18 people who indicated staff had attended at least one of these opportunities have seen a change in educational practice. (Two people were not sure and one person said no).  Examples of change that were given can be reflected in the following themes:

· The use and usefulness of Boardmaker.

· Growth in understanding and awareness of special education issues, and seeking out new resources to learn more.

· Change in overall approach and growing professionalism.

· Bringing back and sharing of resources with other staff.

· Use and understanding of IEPs (including understanding of parent involvement).

“Supporting Diverse Learners – they brought back interesting books to share.  They are approaching students differently based on theories.”

What professional development and training may be needed for FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff?

FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff were asked what kinds of professional development and training would support them in their jobs. Some of the kinds of training mentioned were computer training such as Access and Excel and developing other business skills such as writing.  Also raised was continuing staff access to professional development opportunities on the latest information in special education, such as literacy, early childhood education, and FAS.  Some staff also commented that what is learned in professional development is then shared with schools.  

Resource Line Services

To what extent do First Nations schools, provincial schools, and parents of First Nations children with special needs use the services of the toll-free resource line?

First Nations and provincial schools are making more requests to the Resource Line each year.  Parents, however, make only a handful of requests each month and the trend is stable at no more than 5 calls per month.

The FNESC/FNSA Special Education Toll-free Resource Line has been an important and prominent service for four years.  It should be noted that the “Resource Line” is more than the telephone service.  It includes administrating an e-mail List Serv, responding to e-mail requests as well as phone requests, and creating the Connections monthly newsletter (see findings on “Publications”).  It is a service with which many stakeholders identify.

In this report, “Resource Line” will refer to both the telephone and e-mail requests received by the staff person responsible for the service.  The documentation kept by this person has allowed for a detailed analysis of requests.

Over time, the number of requests made to the Resource Line has increased dramatically – by the end of the 2003/2004 school year the number of requests will have almost tripled from the 2000/2001 school year to approximately 694 requests.  Please note that requests for the 2003/2004 have been projected based on a doubling of the requests received between September 2003 and January 2004 (347); this has been the pattern in previous years which served as the basis for projection.  (See following chart.)
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Note:  An analysis of calls between September 2003 and mid-February 2004 (discussed later) indicates that not all requests counted as “First Nations” in the above chart may be from First Nations schools.

Annually, the percentage of requests coming from provincial schools and districts has grown to over 20%, as shown in the chart below.
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E-mail is more often used than the 1-800 line.  The list serv is likely impacting on the increase of e-mail requests.  Data compiled since the beginning of the 2003/2004 school year show that more requests are being received by the Resource Line via e-mail than the 1-800 line.
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Going “on-line” has brought another dynamic to the service beyond what was initially considered as a “toll-free line”.

The people making the requests are recorded in the monthly reports as: teachers, administrators, itinerant specialists, other, and parents:

	Who
	2001/2002
	2002/2003
	2003/3004 Projected

	Teachers
	40%
	41%
	44%

	Administrators
	12%
	13%
	13%

	Itinerant Specialists
	2%
	2%
	3%

	Other
	38%
	39%
	37%

	Parents
	9%
	4%
	3%


Teachers as a group are making the most requests.  Parents make very few requests, and average 2 to 3 per month.  The high percentage of “other” suggests a need to develop more detailed categories.  Further analysis on who is making requests based on the September 2003 to mid-February 2004 data will be discussed later.

Monthly reports also show the number of requests received from each region.  The annual percentages, along with the percentage of First Nations schools in each region, are shown in the following table.

	Area
	2001/2002
	2002/2003
	2003/3004 Projected
	% of Schools

	Nuu-chah-nuulth/Coast Salish
	36%
	29%
	32%
	21%

	Secwepemc/Stl'atl'imc/Nlaka'pamux
	17%
	14%
	14%
	19%

	Kootenay/Okanagan
	4%
	7%
	8%
	6%

	Kwakiutl/Heiltsuk/Nuxalk/Oweekeno
	9%
	10%
	6%
	9%

	Tsilhqot'in/Carrier/Sekani
	13%
	13%
	13%
	16%

	Haida/Tsimshian/Haisla/Nisga'a
	8%
	10%
	8%
	13%

	Gitskan/Wet'suwet'en
	6%
	5%
	7%
	8%

	Kaska/Dene/Tahltan/Tagish/Inland Tlingit
	4%
	8%
	7%
	8%

	Other
	3%
	5%
	7%
	0%


Based on the percentage of requests compared to the percentage of schools, it appears that schools in the Nuu-chah-nulth/Coast Salish region are utilizing the Resource Line to a greater degree than other regions.  While they make up 21% of the First Nations schools in B.C. this region has made 29% to 36% of the requests.  However, some of these requests may be coming from provincial schools or others in the region.

Monthly reports also contain information on the kinds of schools making requests.  Elementary schools make up at least two-thirds of the requests annually, while preschools and secondary schools make 10% to 15% of requests, and adult education centres have made a declining percentage of requests from 13% to 3%.

Do First Nations schools and parents find the toll-free line services useful?

Yes, schools do find the toll-free line services useful.  They also find the Connections newsletter useful as well as the list serv, although responses show First Nations schools use this last service less frequently. No parents interviewed had used the toll-free phone service or the e-mail list serv. Of 6 parents who responded, only one was aware of the phone service and two said they were aware of the list serv.

There were 15 schools interviewed who said they had used the toll-free line; of the 4 who had not used it, only 1 was not aware of it.  Only six schools indicated they used the e-mail list serv, while 13 had not used it.  Of those 13, only 3 were aware of it.

Of the 15 people who had used the toll-free phone service, 12 said it was very helpful, and 3 said it was helpful.  When asked to explain how the line was helpful or how they have found it useful, respondents gave examples such as:

· The service is respectful, friendly, and responsive (returning calls quickly or letting you know when you will get a reply).

· There is someone there to consult with when certain problems come up.

· It is a source for ideas.

· It provides time saving access to articles and special education resources.

Are questions responded to in a timely manner?

Yes.  As reflected in the comments above, schools feel the service is responsive and timely as well as professional.  When asked how satisfied they were with how long it takes to get responses to their questions, 11 schools said they were very satisfied and 4 schools said they were satisfied.  No one was unsatisfied.

Further, when meeting with the person staffing this service it is apparent how carefully time is self-monitored.  A record is kept of how long it takes to receive each initial request and how long it takes to respond to each request.  An average time is reported every month.  Some requests can be responded to more quickly given the extensive sources that have been compiled by this person. As an example, FNESC/FNSA colleagues in the field have on occasion contacted the resource line while in schools for needed special education resources, as they know it will be “at her fingertips”.  Other requests require more researching and/or consultation and therefore take somewhat longer.

To what extent is the toll-free resource line cost-effective to First Nations schools?

This question can be addressed in two different ways.  The first way is quite straightforward while the second is more complex. Again, it is important to highlight that the toll-free resource line includes the services of e-mail (which now dominate requests) and written resources including the Connections monthly newsletter.

Firstly, providing a Resource Line for First Nations schools is an efficient means of providing a service to schools that are often remote and have limited access to special education professionals and resources.  That is, it is a cost-effective service compared with schools having to access their own special education professionals.  Schools were asked if there was no toll-free resource line, where would they go to get answers they need about questions specific to students’ special needs.  Responses were:

· The local School District (6), but many doubted their ability to respond.

· They did not know or were not sure (4).

· They would contact others at FNESC (2).

· Other various resources and networks.

These can also be put into the context of schools’ earlier responses to a question in “Communications” about their main source for getting more information about supporting a student’s special needs. Most stated that they use their own local sources, school-based teams, or provincial School District contacts, while second they mentioned the toll-free line.  Schools use and like the Resource Line.  They also use and like their own networks and sources to help them support students’ special needs. 

FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff and the Resource Committee and Board members were also asked if there was no toll-free resource line, where would schools go to get answers they need about questions specific students’ special needs.  They indicated:

· School Districts and other schools, but question if they would be able to respond (5).

· Do not know what other sources (3).

· Calling FNESC/FNSA main office or other specialists (2).

· Internet (2).

· Child & family service agency or school-based team (2).

Therefore, all stakeholders identified provincial schools and districts or other contacts as the most likely source of information if there was no resource line.  Similarly, most questioned the capacity of school districts to respond given their own budget limitations and waitlists.

Secondly, the question can be addressed by looking at the nature and origin of requests to the Resource Line.  The monthly data already breaks down requests based on the nature of requests by:

· Strategies

· Information requests

· Inclusion Issues

· Curriculum adaptations

· IEP

· Pro-D

· Other

The chart on the next page combines requests demanding special education consultation together (strategies/inclusion issues/curriculum adaptations/IEPs) and presents the requests annually.
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The total number of requests may not equal previous totals as people may be asking for more than one thing in any one call or e-mail.  As the chart demonstrates, information and professional development requests dominate.  The same data in the chart can be expressed as percentages:

	Requests
	2001/2002
	2002/2003
	2003/3004 Projected

	Strategies/Inclusion Issues/Curriculum Adaptations/IEPs
	23%
	14%
	15%

	Professional Development
	19%
	24%
	20%

	Information Requests
	55%
	51%
	51%

	Other
	3%
	11%
	15%

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%


Information requests are sometimes straightforward, requiring that information be sent, such as an order form be faxed or an article from Connections be mailed.  Other times information requests sound like “Where do I find . . . ” or “How do I do . . . ”; for example “How do you identify gifted students?”.  Professional Development requests may be regarding presenters, requesting a registration form, or other related information.

The growth in the “Other” category from 3% to 15% of requests warrants further attention.  However, analyzing the nature of request categories retroactively is not possible, or at best it would be very time-consuming to go through each request to identify the “Other” requests.  Similar to the high percentage of “Others” who made requests, this grouping should be broken out further in future data collection and reporting.

To assist with this analysis, a closer review and quantification of September 2003 to mid-February 2004 requests was undertaken using monthly indices of requests.  Monthly indices were sent in Word documents which were then entered into Excel; additional fields for grouping and analysis were added (e.g. Region; First Nation, a code for who was requesting, what kind of request). The purpose in doing so was to look more closely at the nature of the requests and who was making them.  

A total of 367 requests were included in these indices for Sept/2003 to mid-Feb/2004.  Key information from the analysis included:

· There were 79 different B.C. First Nations making requests to the Resource Line.  Total requests from First Nations were 190 (52% of all requests during this period).

· Of the 79 First Nations, 67 were First Nations with schools (165 requests) and 18 were First Nations without schools (25 requests).  This means approximately half of all First Nation schools used the Resource Line during this time.

· The 165 requests from First Nations schools represent less than half of all requests Sept/2003 to mid-Feb/2004.

· Twenty-two of the 67 First Nation schools made three or more requests (totaling 105 requests). That is, 17% of First Nations schools accounted for 64% of First Nation school requests to the Resource Line.

The findings of who were making requests during this time period are shown in the pie chart which follows:
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When each individual request is coded and then totaled, the number of requests from First Nations schools was only 45% rather than 80% as reflected in monthly report data.  (Caution must be taken in interpreting why the numbers are different as differing ways of coding each request and totaling requests were used). Provincial school districts and schools (“SD” in the chart) still made up about 1 in 5 requests.

It is interesting that 7% of calls came from First Nation or provincial child, family, or health services.  This suggests a natural cross-over of special education services consistent with an early intervention and prevention approach.

It is also notable that 5% of requests were from outside of B.C. and Canada.  While these requests are dealt with as lower priority, it also reflects a common occurrence of what happens when a service is “on-line”.

Of the 45% of requests from First Nations schools it is not known how many came via e-mail or via phone.   In an attempt to gain a clearer understanding of the nature of the requests – from the First Nations schools requests only - a different code was given to them than in monthly reports.  These were later regrouped to requests regarding:

· Administration/Workplans

· Articles/Orders/Subscriptions/Conferences/Info requests

· Special Education information requests/assessment/professional development (these requests would require more background knowledge of a Special Educator to compile and prepare the information).

· Education specific (these require a teacher, but not a special educator).
· Parents Club

· Special Education specific (these require a special educator to consult).
The requests from First Nations schools only based on the above request categories, are shown in the pie chart below:
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Over half (54%) of requests from First Nations schools asked for information to be sent.  In some cases the background work for this information may be put together in advance by a special education professional (and included in publications such as Connections) but the subsequent sending-out of information may not.

Examples of Special Education specific requests included:

· OT/PT screen for fine/gross motor skills

· Print materials for LD adult

· All special education help - IEPs, Assessments

There were 6% of requests looking for administrative or Workplan-related information and assistance. A few requests were also regarding the First Nations Parents Club (2%).

It would be most useful for analysis and evaluation to have a database or spreadsheet tracking system which would include key fields of information for each request.  Careful records are kept, just not in that fashion.

An evaluation of time is also important in considering the cost-effectiveness of the Resource Line.  Based on percentages of requests, the time dedicated to First Nations schools appears as less than half. Similarly the time spent responding to information requests would appear to be significant.  Yet, percentages of requests do not equal the percentages of time.  Careful records on time spent receiving and responding to requests are reported monthly and show an average 10% of time overall being spent on Resource Line requests. The following four considerations provide context for any discussions about Resource Line cost-effectiveness:

1. Time to respond to requests is only part of the time involved in being prepared and able to respond.  Background research and organization is also involved and is not directly timed.

2. How much time is spent responding to First Nations schools compared with other requests is not clear.

3. Responding to requests that require consultation about student needs takes longer than responding to information requests.

4. There is time involved in other projects such as Connections, some school visits, Parents Club, and other publications.

A content review was completed of two Connections issues per year (November and February) since it began.  The purpose was to explore any possible links between what appears in Connections and the number of information requests.  The findings of this review are as follows:

· Beginning in May 2003, there appears to be an increase in the number of articles reviewed and copies offered. The annotations on the articles are well done. In fall 2003, Connections went on-line.  Over this period the number of requests have been increasing greatly, which may or may not be related.

· There are “information request” peaks in November 2002 and 2003, the same time as the annual conference.

· Requests for Professional Development peaked in January 2004, when there were a number of conference opportunities; although there is no similar peak related to the September 2003 Pro-D special issue.

· The increase in the number of articles beginning in May 2003 continues in November 2003.  Also in November on pages 3-4, there were a number of Resources listed which may be sound but may not be thought of as “Special Education”.  In that issue there were also a number of articles and order forms presented.  

· By February 2004, there was a large increase in the number of pieces related to copies of articles and pro-d handouts being available.  While wording suggests that many articles are available on the web, it also suggests a copy can be received from the Resource Line.  Perhaps some just find it easier to request an article or form be sent to them.

· Since May 2003, the tone of Connections changed somewhat. While it is hard to find words to describe this shift, it seems to be becoming more of an information clearinghouse.  While there may be a need for a review of articles, information and resources, it would need to be determined if this is the content desired given the potential impact on Resource Line requests. 

· Earlier versions of Connections had questions to catch the reader, such as “Are you . . .” or “Have you . . .” which could make the reader think about their own practice, interests and questions.  This tone engaged the reader.

Is there a link between what is in Connections and the information requests?  Yes, people do request articles and registration forms from Connections.  The link between the conference and requests however, was a stronger link.  The Connections newsletter is well liked and First Nations schools use it as an information source.  

To what extent is the toll-free resource line cost-effective to First Nations schools?  The Resource Line is providing a useful and professional service to First Nations schools in a way that is more effective and efficient than schools doing it themselves.  However, some findings point to areas that could be seen as less efficient that have evolved over time:

· Less than ½ of requests now come from First Nations schools.  The dynamic of e-mail and a list serv may influence this trend over time.

· Approximately half of First Nations schools access the Resource Line and fewer than 1 in 5 First Nations schools make almost two-thirds of school requests.

· Most requests are for information to be sent while fewer are for the consultation and advice of a special education teacher.

Given some of the other findings (such as a need for more follow-up and specialist services) the role of the Resource Line could be revised and renewed.  The Resource Line could build upon its popularity and further develop its responsiveness to evolving needs in schools now that SEP has been implemented.   Discussions concerning a revised more cost-efficient role should be considered in the context of the other projects of the Resource Line.  

Specialist Services

Are First Nations school staff aware of the services available by the FNESC/FNSA specialists?

and

To what extent are First Nations school staff accessing the specialist services?

Most schools interviewed are aware of the special education specialist services; fewer however, have had one or more come to their school.  School contacts interviewed were prompted with the specialists’ names to assist their recall.
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As the chart above shows, no more than 6 of the 19 schools who answered these questions have accessed these services (32%).  Of those who have not accessed the services, most were aware of them – only 2 schools were not aware of the Speech & Language Pathologist or the Psycho-educational assessments.  Four school contacts were not aware of the Special Education Consultant services, which is rather high (1 in 5 schools).

One parent interviewed said their child has been assessed by a member of the team doing Psycho-Educational Assessments and has received services from the Speech & Language Pathologist.  No parent interviewed said they or their child has worked with the Special Education Consultant. One parent indicated that these services were not applicable as they were provided by another local source.  

Of the parents who have not worked with either the SLP or the team doing Assessments (4), none of them indicated they were aware of the people or service.  Of the parents who have not worked with the Consultant (5), two were aware of her.

INAC staff were asked “To your knowledge, what special education services are provincially coordinated by FNESC/FNSA?”  Their responses included:  Assessments, the 1-800 line, professional development/conferences/workshops, and specialists.

“The model is to provide services to all Band schools.”

Requests for the services of the Speech & Language Pathologist and the Special Education Consultant on file (June 2003 through February 2004) were reviewed.  Half of the 32 requests on file were recorded as being visited so far this school year (until mid-February 2004).   There is no data tracking available at this time linking each request received to the school visit, although files are kept on requests and the dates schools are visited.

The 2003 Special Education Final Report
 provides more data, outlined below.

In 2003, the Special Education consultant:

· Made 24 school visits to 21 different schools.

· Completed 14 assessments and reports.

· Facilitated and wrote 60 IEPs, all with parental involvement.

· Completed 16 Special Education Consultation Reports.

· Facilitated 10 IEP workshops and 15 behaviour workshops.

In 2003, the Speech and Language Pathologist:

· Made visits to 23 schools.

· Assessed 108 children.

· Screened 33 children for language and hearing.

· Screened 29 children with KLST-2.

· Provided 21 parent consultations, 44 teacher consultations, and had 116 workshop participants.

Furthermore, the Coordinated Assessments Project in 2003 provided psycho-educational assessments to 156 students in a total of 22 different schools
.

It is not clear how many of the above schools are the same and how many are different for each specialist.

To what extent are the services provided useful?

All six schools that had the Special Education Consultant and Speech & Language Pathologist come to their schools said the service was very helpful.  Of the five schools who had accessed the Psycho-Education Assessments service, 4 felt is was very helpful, 1 said it was helpful, and 1 said they did not know.

When asked in what ways they found the services helpful or useful, schools’ comments reflected the following themes:

· Workshops, presentations and information given were very helpful.

· Ideas were very useful.

· Having school visits gives practical assistance and support.

· Time was limited and schools would have liked more time with them.

“(Special Education Consultant’s) presentation was very straightforward and helpful.  (The Speech and Language Pathologist) advocates for the rights of our children. She helped us come up with a plan for accountability and responsibility for a child’s education.”

“(Special Education Consultant) is really helpful in remote communities – it is helpful to bring people in.  (The Speech and Language Pathologist) raised some fantastic ideas.”

The one parent who had accessed two of these services said they were very helpful, and commented on the hearing assistance their child received which has been a problem throughout their school years.

FNSA Board and Resource Committee members were asked to describe how well the specialists provided needed services to schools.  All gave very positive comments and said the services are practical, catering to what a school actually needs, but more time with these and other specialists is needed.   Comments included:

“The level of service they’re providing, for example how to write IEPs, is hands-on in the schools.  They come in and get them done for them.  They are covering a range of school needs – from more need to less.”

“What they can do – doing tremendously.  Do we need more?  Definitely.  One in each region would be used continuously.  But money out of schools for more specialists?  No.”

Other measures of the “usefulness” of the services are what they in fact accomplish.  Data for 2003 already mentioned to that end included:

· 60 more students had new IEPs developed with the Special Education Consultant.

· 108 more students were assessed by the SLP.

· 156 more students received psycho-educational assessments through the Coordinated Assessments.

All these numbers reflect children, many of whom would likely not have otherwise received these services in support of their education. 

Is the availability of specialist staff adequate?

No.  Comments from schools indicate there are not enough specialists to go around to all schools.  While many feel that the limited availability of the specialists is understandable (given the small number for all of B.C.), it is not adequate. 

Schools were asked how satisfied they were with the availability of the specialists to address the needs of students at their schools.  Eight schools did not answer this question and commented that since they had not accessed the services they were not sure how accessible the services were.  Two mentioned they were waiting for the services, while another person was unaware of FNESC/FNSA’s process to organize school visits and was concerned about their remote location and the cost and itinerary planning required.

Of those who answered this question (11), 4 were very satisfied, 4 were satisfied, and 3 were not satisfied.  Those who were not satisfied commented that they had not been able to use them and that there is a need for more of them to help more schools.

“There are not enough of them.  When parents buy-in they need to do something, then there’s a waitlist.”

The number of school visits as well as assessments and IEPs completed represent an excellent start to schools being able to access the services of the different specialists.  About one in every five schools accessed these services in 2003.  There is a minority of schools that remains unaware of the services and a few others who know about them but are uncertain about how to make a request. 

Are there new challenges in schools resulting from the specialist services?

Yes.  Schools, FNESC/FNSA staff, and FNSA Board and Resource Committee members were asked if they found the specialist services have brought some new challenges for schools.  Most felt that there were new challenges.

	Type of Interview
	Total
	<>
	No
	Not Sure
	Yes

	FNSA Board & Res Cmte
	7
	 0
	 0
	1
	6

	FNESC/FNSA SpEd Staff
	5
	 0
	2
	 0
	3

	School
	22
	13
	3
	0
	6

	Total
	34
	13
	5
	1
	15


Thirteen schools did not provide an answer (most had not had these services at their school).  Some of those who said there were no new challenges said it was too soon to tell or that any challenges are just new insights and learning.  Challenges that were identified included the main themes:

· New awareness of students’ needs creates challenges in trying to meet those needs.

· Need for follow-up. For example, what to do and what resources to access after assessment is completed; and need for capacity in schools and communities to fully implement/follow-up.

· More work.

“With increased awareness comes increased challenge, showing we need to focus on special education at a greater rate.”

“SLP talked about information and we got excited.  Then she left and it was hard to continue with what was presented.  It would be nice if we had something to build the capacity in the community in this area (though the training is addressing this too).”

“1. Ideas can’t be carried out because there is no funding or resource people.       2. Ideas can’t be carried out because of time or teachers do not have a strong enough background in special education to carry them out.”

Publications

Are First Nations schools aware of FNESC/FNSA special education publications?

For each publication listed below, schools were asked if they had received the publication.  If they had received it, they were asked if they had used it.  If they had not received it, they were asked if they were aware of it.

	Connections Newsletter
	Total
	<>
	No
	Not Sure
	Yes

	Received?
	20
	1
	0
	0
	19

	If no, Aware?
	20
	20
	0
	0
	0

	If yes, Used?
	20
	1
	3
	0
	16


All schools that provided an answer said they had received Connections. Most said that they used it or made it available to others (85%). 

A review of a sample of Connections issues already discussed, found that the newsletter is easy to read and features many topics of interest.  It is an excellent resource for new information and articles that may otherwise be more difficult for schools to find.  Connections content has shifted from a previously more engaging tone where questions were asked to being more like an information clearinghouse.  Given school needs raised in interviews, a question in Connections could ask:  “Are you struggling to determine the next steps following a student’s assessment?” and then more information could be provided.

	"Let's Talk About Special Education" Series
	Total 
	<>
	No
	Not Sure
	Yes

	Received?
	20
	1
	11
	4
	4

	If no, Aware?
	20
	5
	13
	1
	1

	If yes, Used?
	20
	16
	0
	0
	4


The name given earlier was “Let’s Talk about Education”, so for the first few interviews this was the name read but was corrected for subsequent interviews.  Only four schools felt they had received something in the series while another four thought it sounded familiar but they were not sure if they had received any of the series.   Of those who had received at least one of these, all have used them.

Over half said they had not received a publication in this series.  They, as well as two others who first indicated they were not sure if they had received it, said they were not aware of it.

Two booklets in the series were reviewed.  The booklets are small, with a colourful eye-catching pattern on the cover.  The topics are relevant.  The writing and lay-out is clear.  There is every reason to believe these booklets would be popular and well-used.  And yet, the findings suggest that they are not.  It may be that people do not recall the name of the series, only the topics of each booklet.  How the booklets are promoted to schools and parents, as well as when and in what way they are distributed should be considered.

	Student Records Handbook
	Total
	<>
	No
	Not Sure
	Yes

	Received?
	20
	1
	9
	3
	7

	If no, Aware?
	20
	9
	6
	2
	3

	If yes, Used?
	20
	13
	1
	2
	4


A similar name problem as above occurred in the name that was given to this publication in the planning of the evaluation.  For the interviews, it was called the “Recordkeeping Handbook”. 

There were seven schools indicating they had received this handbook, four of whom said they had used it.  One school that had not used it said they followed their own school policy and procedures.

Nine schools said they had not received it and three said they were not sure if they had received it.  Of these, 6 schools said they were not aware of it while three said they knew about this publication.

The Student Records Handbook outlines critical organizational, legal, practical as well as ethical information about keeping student records.  It is easy to read in language and appearance which includes photos and graphics.  It also includes practical forms and templates.  The resource is excellent and while keeping accurate records may not be a first choice interest to some readers, it is a critically important issue.  There are many agencies and offices of any jurisdiction that would benefit from a resource such as this one.  Again, consideration could be given to how this resource was promoted to schools as well as when and in what way it was distributed.

	Special Education Handbook
	Total
	<>
	No
	Not Sure
	Yes

	Received?
	20
	1
	0
	1
	18

	If no, Aware?
	20
	19
	1
	0
	0

	If yes, Used?
	20
	2
	0
	0
	18


Only one school indicated they were not sure if they had received the Special Education Handbook and said they were not aware of it.  As mentioned previously, this one school appeared to not receive materials from the administration office.  All other schools said they had received the Special Education Handbook and that they had used it.

(A review of the Handbook’s contents was discussed earlier.)

Parents were asked the same questions as schools, but only about the Connections newsletter and the Let’s Talk About Special Education series.  No parents interviewed said they had received or seen a copy of either of these publications.  One parent said they were aware of Connections.  Another parent said they were not sure if they had heard of either of these publications before.

To what extent are the special education publications useful?

Schools that had used each of the publications were asked how useful they found it.  All who had used the publications found them to be useful or very useful (see below).

	Publication
	Number Used
	<>
	Not at all Useful
	Not Useful
	Useful
	Very Useful

	Connections Newsletter
	16
	0
	0
	0
	6
	10

	“Let’s Talk about Special Education” Series
	4
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Student Records Handbook
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Special Education Handbook
	18
	1
	0
	0
	3
	14


How have the publications assisted First Nations schools and parents?

Since no parents had seen the publications, only schools that used the publications were asked in what ways they found them useful.  It was up to the respondent to comment on whatever publication they wanted. Comments were:

· Connections (10 comments) – helps schools and staff to keep current; it gets posted; great information sharing tool; regular/recurring is assuring; and, “when have time to look at it, I will”.

· Let’s Talk About Special Education (1 comment) – the booklet is small enough that it “doesn’t scare you away.”
· Student Records Handbook (3 comments) – one person said they have their own procedures in place; one commented they found it useful as they were just starting out; the third person said they like it but wanted it electronically as it was too time consuming to reproduce (note: the Student Records Handbook is available from the FNSA website).

· Special Education Handbook (4 comments) – helpful to refer back to if needed after teleconference; useful in completing details and forms; and useful for reporting. 

Overall, the Special Education publications are available and for the most part schools are aware of them.  Publications are well liked and found useful.

Additional Comments

The additional comments section of interviews and surveys is often the opportunity for those answering the questions to let their thoughts fly after responding to a series of closed-ended queries.  For the most part, the comments of stakeholders were very positive, expressing gratitude and acknowledgement for FNESC/FNSA Special Education.  Themes from the comments included:

· Stakeholders are impressed with the services and appreciative of the funds. SEP is promising for more choice and possibilities for schools and students in the future.

· FNESC/FNSA Special Education does a great job.  They are impressive, competent, and demonstrate leadership.

· Remote schools want greater accessibility of professional development, conferences, and the AGM; but acknowledged FNESC/FNSA is trying to address this problem.

· The workplan process, separate funding for Special Education, and accountability for funds are all positive.

· There is a continuing need to focus on early intervention, including working with students who do not meet the “high cost” definition.

· More funding is needed for provincial specialists and for schools.

“INAC feels fortunate to have such a competent and evolved First Nations organization to take this on and do such a great job.”

“FNESC/FNSA are a best practice model to be emulated. They are leaders.  Our struggle is to keep up.”

“FNESC and FNSA are awesome.  They are there for the schools and doing all they can to make First Nations schools great.”

“I’m impressed with how all this is coming together.  Years ago in Band schools there was absolutely nothing.  It’s great to see this kind of accountability too. It’s very encouraging.”

“Hearing issues – (half of kids who required further testing) had problems. So, I’m thankful for funds.  I do not know how Band-run schools were able to function before.”

“The efforts of the Special Education team are phenomenal.  The usefulness of, and accessibility to, specialists is very important and I would like more focus on them due to our remote location.”

“I would like to see FNESC really go after INAC to match provincial school levels of funding.”

“All in all, I’m very grateful we have the opportunity to access funding.”

There were only three comments that were not positive.  In two cases, they felt FNESC/FNSA had grown too big.  In the third case, there was a negative experience with a FNESC staff person but they wanted to be clear this was not a comment about Special Education staff who they liked very much.

Parents’ comments were most often questions to the evaluator, where they wanted to know more about certain issues important to them and services for their children.  In these cases, parents were referred to the toll-free resource line and/or their own school.

5. Discussion

The Special Education Program administered by the FNESC/FNSA in British Columbia is doing well.  In the short time since the program began to be implemented as part of the pilot project, FNESC/FNSA have been able to ensure almost all First Nations schools have Special Education funding.  Further, FNESC/FNSA have been critical to schools’ successful planning, budgeting, and reporting.  The B.C. approach to administering SEP funding also provides provincial services to schools which would otherwise be difficult to access.

This evaluation has found that: 

· FNSA/FNESC organizational structure (including its consultation and decision-making processes), provincially-coordinated services, and financial practices effectively support the SEP Implementation Plan.  Further, almost all stakeholders interviewed are satisfied or very satisfied with FNESC/FNSA special education strategies, services and administrative practices.

· There is ample evidence that the B.C. approach to administering SEP funding is effective.  Based on stakeholder comments, FNESC/FNSA’s success in administering the funds and working with schools is viewed as exemplary.  In addition, the cost-distribution in B.C. is more effective than INAC guidelines (9% indirect services versus 25% indirect services).

The policies outlined in the B.C. Regional Policy on Special Education for First Nations Schools
 are being fully met.  To support the learning of First Nations students with special needs, FNESC/FNSA addresses throughout their services and practices: equity among communities, quality of service for First Nations students, accessibility of services for students, professional development, student assessment and program planning, early intervention, each school’s and community’s own priorities and requirements, and accountability to all stakeholders.

The Special Education Program in B.C. has been successful with the diligent and caring efforts of First Nations schools, FNESC/FNSA and their staff.

The findings of the evaluation also point to some areas requiring attention.

· SEP funding provided by INAC is not enough to meet the high cost special needs of all First Nations students.  Some schools cannot meet their needs with their school allocation which is why the 5% Holdback was implemented; yet, this is still not enough.  Stakeholders felt that SEP funding should be increased to at least that of provincial levels rather than changing the base plus per capita formula or the Holdback.

· The provincially-coordinated specialist services have been well-received and are useful to schools in helping them address students’ special needs.  Many schools may not otherwise be able to access such services.  However, evidence shows that these services are not enough to meet demand.  In addition, how the Resource Line services are being used could be considered in the context of providing more specialist follow-up support to First Nations schools (including using the toll-free line and e-mail to provide more of this kind of consultation).

· Early intervention and prevention programs can be accommodated within the SEP workplans. While some schools have been able to implement such programs, some stakeholders felt this was an area that required more funding, particularly for students with special needs that are not “high cost”.  Many First Nations students’ special needs are oral-language based.  Language development begins with parents’ and caregivers’ interaction, touch and talking with infant and toddlers.  FNESC/FNSA’s holistic approach to learning and their collaboration with other health and social development programs should continue.

· The data and reporting required by INAC of schools is excessive, particularly since it is often one person completing multiple forms.  The mandatory data for planning and reporting on education programs could be streamlined while still meeting accountability requirements.

6. Recommendations

Overall Recommendations
Data, Information and Reporting

1. FNSA/FNESC should develop a tracking tool (such as a database or other program) to record requests for the additional funds, specialist services, and coordinated assessments.

2. FNSA/FNESC include additional reporting options in the existing SEP workplan/report database to better identify patterns and trends over time.

3. INAC should streamline their requirements for data and reporting across program areas and funding envelopes to support efficiency and accountability for education outcomes.

Early Intervention and Prevention

4. FNSA/FNESC continue to pursue collaborative, creative early intervention and prevention approaches in addressing language development and other special needs.

5. FNSA/FNESC continue to pursue alternate or additional resources to address the needs of students who do not qualify for “high cost” funding.

Funding Levels from INAC

6. FNSA/FNESC continue to pursue full funding for First Nations students living off-Reserve attending First Nations schools.

7. FNSA, FNESC and INAC further develop strategies to raise First Nation special education funding levels to be comparable to those secured by provincial schools.

Recommendations for Funding Allocation Methods & Key Management Areas

Effective Funding Allocation Formula

8. FNSA/FNESC continue to track data on “Needs to Met” and which schools do not access or struggle to access the Special Education Program, to assist with future evaluation of SEP effectiveness over time.

9. FNSA/FNESC continue the base plus per capita formula, based on inclusion and access to funds in preference to a proposal process.

10. FNSA/FNESC further communicate and discuss the rationale for the 5% Holdback for additional funds to improve schools’ awareness and understanding.

Effective Workplan & Reporting Process for SEP funds

11. FNSA/FNESC continue with the Special Education Handbook and Workplan/Reporting processes for accessing SEP funds.

12. FNSA/FNESC clarify some of the budget components of the workplan (such as including examples of what some services cost and funding options) to improve schools’ competency in this area and to lessen clarifications required.

Support Given to Schools to Access Funds

13. FNSA/FNESC continue the workplan and reporting conference calls.

14. FNSA/FNESC create a staff contact list for distribution and websites, indicating who should be contacted for what program or purpose.

Administrative Structure to Support the Management of SEP Funding

15. FNSA/FNESC continue to monitor how SEP funds are spent by type of program area, including in the future by type of school and by region to assist with planning and evaluation.

Communication

16. FNSA/FNESC create a one page outline of different programs’ deadlines for reports and to whom they should be submitted.

17. FNESC/FNSA update and modify the website, including changes based on the findings of this evaluation.

18. FNESC/FNSA Special Education staff hold a session to make clearer (for themselves) the link between their activities and plans/priorities already established and approved by the FNSA membership.

Provincially Coordinated Services

Professional Development

19. FNSA/FNESC continue with professional development programs; and, further promote the Supporting Diverse Learners program and school in-services that could be provided.

20. FNSA/FNESC continue to monitor various requests and the aggregate findings of assessments and school visits to determine professional development needs over time.

21. FNSA/FNESC continue to explore possibilities to make professional development more accessible to remote schools (including web-based delivery, or other funding and incentives).

22. FNESC/FNSA continue to support the professional development of Special Education staff, including the most recent information on special needs and administrative training such as Microsoft Access and Excel.

Resource Line Services

23. FNSA/FNESC update the vision and purpose for the Resource Line and build on its strengths, in response to the needs expressed by schools in interviews and given the patterns of how its’ services are currently being used. 

24. FNSA/FNESC establish a database to track the details of each request to support reporting and planning.

25. FNSA/FNESC decide how requests from people not from First Nations schools will be handled and responses given.

26. FNSA/FNESC pursue a proportion of funding from the Ministry of Education if it is decided to continue providing the service to the provincial system in its current format.

Specialist Services

27. FNSA/FNESC create a brief description of these services and how to access them on the website and in the Special Education Handbook.

28. FNSA/FNESC explore avenues to expand specialist services to support the continued implementation of student and school plans without impacting school allocations.

Publications 

29. FNESC/FNSA Staff and FNSA Board determine if the content of Connections should be re-focused given the number of information and Pro-D requests on the Resource Line, or remain as it is to provide schools with a current information source.

30. FNSA/FNESC further promote Let’s Talk about Special Education and the Student Records Handbook to target audiences, including how the Student Record Handbook templates can be accessed and used from the web.
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