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Perception Test, Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor
Proficiency, Visual Motor Integration Test, Ayres
Clinical Observations, Non—Motor Test of Visual
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1. O CHARIS] B E4

At tdAke] A 254 ol8k7t 23%(21.9%), 26~35
AI7F 727(68.5%), 364 ool 107(9.6%)°19.2m,
A8 24 olslz} 11%(10.5%), 2~50] 17%H(63.7%), 6
~10¥1°] 66'8(62.8%), 10| oJ4Fe] 11%(10.5%)°] Tk,
L5 7132 ofE AlE 657(61.9%), Y 1778(16.3%), A
g 19010.5%), AT 10%8(9.5%), sty 23
(1.9%)=2. 5 YepthTable 1),

Table 1, General characteristics of participants (N=105)
Characteristic Categories n %
<25 23 21.9
Age (years) 26~35 72 68.5
36< 10 9.6
<2 1 10.5
2~5 17 16.2
Career (years)
6~10 66 62.8
10 < 1 10.5
Pediatric center 65 61.9
Clinic 17 16.2
Place of employment Rehabilitation hospital 11 10.5
Community center 10 9.5
General hospital 2 1.9
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2. ST THARIO Tt PRI T

AT A BRI e SRS esigt
o, ke (99,00, 214 HoN95.2%), A g ol
92.4%), )2 29 BAYS FNTLA%), v

(64.8%) 47073 718 % HB(62.9%), AVEN(63.3%),

A g A 0](28.6%). AN (21.0%), A HE
3(13.3%), 427goN(12.4%), 71EH2.9%) <22 e,
Z7] B7F Al 285 AR 30~6020] HA| SHA &
A1.9%= 7178 Weken, A7t F71= 3~671do] 41.0%

2 71 wol AlxE= Aoz YEPGtHTable 2).

Table 2, Information on the evaluation of participants (N=105)
Characteristic Categories n %
Developmental delay 104 99.0
Intellectual disability 100 95.2
Autism spectrum disorder 97 92.4
Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder 75 7.4
Cerebral palsy 68 64.8
Chromosomal abnormality 66 62.9
Target of evaluation Language disorder 56 93.3
Congenital malformation, deformation 30 28.6
Visual impairment 22 21.0
Traumatic brain injury 14 13.3
Hearing impairment 13 12.4
Etc. 3 2.9
Total 648 100.0
o ) ) <30 23 219
Initial Ziﬁt;;n time 30~60 m 419
60< 38 36.2
<1 9 8.6
Re—evaluation period 1~3 23 219
(month) 3~6 43 41.0
6< 30 28.6

3. &9 & FVi=T AME

%9 d WiEAE AEEE, AY 58 FrieAe
Canadian Occupation Performance Measure < 4| 2
HA} & 55.2%7F AMgShE Ao UEhton, diEe
% B7}= = Wee Functional Independence Measure
o] 57.1%% 7V¢ Wol AFgshe A o= et S 57t
L= School Function Assessment(2,5%)2 W& AL
HEE H$ow, o] H7MEGLE= Revised Knox
Preschool Play Scale(28.6%)& AMg3dl= Ao =R Vel

% P ERARIDN] Vol 16 No, 3 2018

o} Z7—-AZy Y71 eF= Developmental Test of Visual
Perception (94.3%), Sensory Profile(93.3%)S F& A}
foke Zlem uvEEth &5 2 AY WriEAe
Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency—2
(42.9%), Clinical Observation of Motor and Postural
Skills(3L.4%)2 2 MK Ao Uepsith Q1% 3
7HeF-= Lowenstein Occupational Therapy Cognitive
Assessment(11,4%) & F2 A5, AEH A2k 7|
% H7}ESl= Evaluation of Social Interaction(6.1%)
B9 ARRIEE 2k WY B7HeA= Denver



Table 3, Using frequency of assessment tool (N=105)

Categories n %
Occupational Canadian Occupation Performance Measure(COPM) 58 55.2
performance Perceived Efficacy and Goal Setting System(PEGS) 0 0.0
Wee Functional Independence Measure(Wee—FIM) 60 57.1

Activities of daily Pediatric Evaluation of Disability Inventory(PEDI) 17 16.2
living Assessment of Motor and Process Skills(AMPS) 16 15.2
School Version of the Assessment of Motor and Process Skills(School AMPS) 1 1.0

Education School Function Assessment(SFA) 3 2.9
Play Revised Knox Preschool Play Scale(RKPPS) 30 28.6
Test of Playfulness(ToP) 2 1.9
Developmental Test of Visual Perception(DTVP) 99 94.3
Sensory Profile 98 93.3
75(5221181 Motor—Free Visual Perception Test(MVPT) 47 44.8
Sensory Integration Praxis Test(SIPT) 17 16.2

Test of Sensory Function in Infants 3 2.9
Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency—2(BOT—2) 45 42.9

Clinical Observation of Motor and Postural Skills(COMPS) 33 31.4
Erhardt Developmental Prehension Assessment(EDPA) 25 23.8
Motor Grooved Pegboard Test 21 20.0

/ Praxis Box and Block Test 14 13.3
Jebsen—Taylor Hand Function Test(JHFT) 9 8.6

Nine—Hole Peg Test 8 7.6

Gross Motor Function Measure(GMFM) 7 6.7

Lowenstein Occupational Therapy Cognitive Assessment(LOTCA) 12 1.4

STROOP Color and Word Test Children's Version 7 6.1

Cognition Dynamic Occupational Therapy Cognitive Assessment for Children(DOTCA—Ch) 7 6.7
Leiter international performance scale—R(Leiter—R) 3 2.9

Goodenough—Harris Drawing Test 1 1.0

Social interaction Evaluation of Social Interaction(ESI) 7 6.1
skills Social Skills Improvement System—Rating Scales(SSIS—RS) 0 0.0
Denver Developmental Screening Test—II(DDST-II) 97 92.4

Bayley Scales of Infants Development(BSID) 47 41.2

Peabody Developmental Motor Scale(PDMS) 23 21.9

Development Gesell Developmental Schedules 1 10.5
Portage Developmental Checklist 7 6.7

Miller Assessment for Preschoolers(MAP) 4 3.8

Ete. 1 1.0
Clinical observation 94 89.5
Sensory test 46 43.8

Oral motor observation 43 41.0
Physical examination Reflex test 42 40.0
Range of motion test 29 27.6
Muscle tone test 28 26.7
Manual muscle test 25 23.8
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Table 4, Evaluation area that needs to be developed

(N=105)

Categories n %

Social participation 63 55.3
Play 52 45.6
Activities of daily living 47 41.2
Occupational performance 35 30.7
Sensory—perceptual 35 30.7
Sleep 34 29.8
Cognition 24 211

Rest 20 17.5
Development 19 16.7
Education 18 15.8
Physical examination 3.5
Motor / Praxis 1.8
Ete. 1.8

Developmental Screening Test—11(92.4%)7} 717 AM&-
HIE7} =9k, o] Ark= YAHEH89.5%)S 2 At
Bol= A2 YERITHTable 3).

SR Y Al e 1) 9 )
= ° , ARB1A ol(55.3%), =
old5.6%), QVULE(LL2%) 402 & WES 1Y

0.0 0

4o T o) HANRASo] AgHL 9)

WETE geaz TAsle], BhETel A 5
215 2 913 2018 1958 29714 o}

B2 OR GAo] FASH: HANRAE o A
fEsigon], 2% 408 10558 ZTHAo] A}

B
[
T

9 d WiEAE AEEE, AY 53 FriEAe
Canadian Occupation Performance Measure (55.2%),
YrAIEEE 71l Wee Functional Independence
Measure(57.1%), 1S H7FE+= School Function
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Assessment(2.5%), =°| H7IETl= Revised Knox
Preschool Play Scale(28.6%)5 AFgdl= Ao= el
o 2 dFede dERs k=T T Wee
Functional Independence Measure®] ARE- HlE7} He
Ao uehtedl, ol AdAT Axet dXsit
(Song, 2012; Yoo et al., 2006; Jo et al., 2015). Z&L;
& A Aol 7 Zavt Qe WF 99 5
25o] 41.2%= Uehd Ao g Hol A e Hriet
of thsff F=7H42l ool a7E= AR HRlrt Law,
Baum} Dunn(2016) 359 Q4eeks B7he 55
= e esforsi, B3k AEEEO| §hel
<= TARRE B7E=T7E 7E ofof kAL A|AskEt, o]
£ B3l GG 619] A F 54 F%9e ARt
Bkl gt A7t gt AR AlrEch
-8 B7HET19] School Function Assessment(SFA)2]
A9 AR WA Yepkeny, 22 Fold s
SFAS} Bl Bl A=) ¢1R9} XA oljols-0] St gy
ol st 477} olzo]21 w7t 2ol 35 Fuol
SFAS] ket ALgo] 7|ehek volck(Hong, Chang, &
Kim, 2013; Shin, Park, Lee, & Park, 2014;), &o°| B7}
E3= Revised Knox Preschool Play Scale(RKPPS)E
TR ARSI Qe AC® UshZol= Etekal 7idE
o7t Q= Bt G F Zol7} 45,6%E =2 RHIES Hel
o}, ol =y Aol WA EE3ME mo| WrteAv B



LAte] Aol BadhS AR AAT AnE S & A
T At AAEE & 4 YtkLee & Park, 2017).
227y B7} == Developmental Test of Visual
Perception(94.3%), Sensory Profile(93.3%)2, &% U
A8} 7} = Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor
Proficiency—2(42.9%), Clinical Observation of Motor
and Postural Skills(31,4%)5 F& AMESH= Ao & e
Wk ol AddtolA obs AAXEARSC] AU
dH9o)4]  Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor
ProficiencyE 714 Wo] ARSI, Developmental Test
of Visual Perception®} Motor—Free Visual Perception
TestE 4353 Ao Yepd Aukol AX)5ktHYoo et al,
2006). 13} Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor
Proficiency—2(BOT-2)¢] 7%, =] A7gol 9A| #EE3}
=17 ghob 5 ol ol AN al7le] Aaaols, 2ol
= BOT-29] #E3F 913 A7 B asith(Hong et al.,
2016). Sensory Profile®] 7<%, Lim, Park¥ Yoo(2007)
of FHEL Slat W olFolA BEE} BE AL
2 Amat, £ e Az o) SRS Wla
4 AL AIE sjAEhe We] Bolsiths ARe 7HALL
lo] U oFF AR = wopollAl A2t T = F M
o ARGEIth= A3 Aot Axjet & - Aapt AR5
tHDunn, 1999; Yoo et al.,, 2006). L&t} Sensory
Profile®] TAERE Q1] oo}l 237) FHso] 143t 3
2oz pyHo] NFwel Bl e AAE Aol
Al 2710l Wi & ol BT} AElolop g}
3 AAELL QIeH(Park et al., 2011). Z< Dunnof oJsf
7WA=l Short Sensory Profile2S oA ARR-317] 95k
N} e 177] ololA ol QoA ALg 4
A& Aoz dekErk(Bak, Kim, Yoo, & Cha, 2017).
%17 7}l Lowenstein Occupational Therapy
Cognitive Assessment(11,4%)E F= AMEsHH, Al3]%|
AL 7« Byl l: Evaluation
Interaction(6,1%) 2 W& ARRHIEE Y} o]= 9x]—
Azt B7 EFo 4 Lowenstein Occupational Therapy
Cognitive Assessment(LOTCA)E ARSIl B gk A
YL Ao}l AxEATHSong, 2012; Yoo et al., 2006).
e LOTCA9] 7% wEehe: FRIt 4Rl 64 o))
obolAl ARgo] 7hEstER, ofsg SR QIAE Bt

ShEE QAF Aol o] B7he] Ago] wow ol 37}
2072
=

of Social

Fholl glo] Aol w2 didel Algte] A5S & 4 Aok
(Itzkovich, Elazar, & Averbuch, 1993).

AR2lA oA FrheTY] A, A ElE
7H obg9] ARSI S 283t AR Aol A
Evaluation of Social InteractionE ARE-3I3. 24, o277}t
A AggtrE FE]E A olch(Kim, 2011), E3F 2 A
AiolA 7 Fart Qe B7F 99 5 ARE o7t
55,3%= 71 w=A| Uehd 2 o= Kol Ala]4] o] 9l AlZ]
2] Ao AE BT A a0l w55 o %l
o ofo gt A7t WRe Aow Helr)

Uit Y7l=E Denver Developmental Screening
Test—11(92.4%)2}  Bayley
Development(41,2%)7} AMRIEZF =3tem, ofah2] HAL
= YATEI.5N)E FE ARSl: AR Ut
(Table 3). o= W& AAF 3 Denver Developmental
Screening TestE @o] AMBZITEAL W g iAot o
Astgon U ok AAA|E Aq-soFe A AR
oA Denver Developmental Screening TestS H]1lZ]
=2 HIEE ARSIt B8 S8 5y obs A e
ofe} dAtollA] gol AR ElE BT A o 4 Slok
(Kim & Min, 2016; Yoo et al., 2006, Jo et al., 2015).
S ol Aol obdlel UAle Aa e}
Y=t, ©]+= Denver Developmental Screening Test—II
L 32 g AAHI(Shin et al., 2002), Bayley
Scales of Infants Development= =2t H| 2] o-Gopdt
SHAHI(Cho & Park, 2004)9F o] = Ao A &
2G| ol EHs] ARSELL Sle A o® o AXI,

E3h o]ahA] HALoA A} TE| 7, ARSRIET} 7Y
A Vet A8 Ateke] ARk dAnE Beltk(Yoo
et al,, 2006), YL obs AAAEARSO] YAollA
ob5-9] 77, ol Wt AZA HALEM ARERiT) 3
ToHE F7NEe R A As| gfolsle ol ARt

oz

Scales of Infants

th(di, Kim, Keum, & Kim, 2009), Z12{L} o]& H¢3s}7|
Qs A7HEe JHoA= Clinical Observation of
Motor and Process Skills(COMPS)7} 7ii=]o] 8-83F
77} g ek, FUol A= COMPSE 243t A7} o]
ofZaL glo] ellAe] Ago] Z|ETHKim et al.,
2008).
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Abstract

Current Trend in Use of Occupational Therapy Assessment Tool
by Pediatric Occupational Therapist

Lee, Sun—Hee', M.S., O.T., Hong, Cho—Rong, B.H.Sc., O.T.,
Park, Hae Yean , Ph.D,, O.T.

*Dept, of Occupational Therapy, The Graduate School, Yonsei University
“Dept. of Occupational Therapy, College of Health Science, Yonsei University

Objective : The purpose of this study is to investigate trend in use of occupational therapy assessment tools used
by pediatric occupational therapist,

Methods : Survey questionnaire developed for this study were used to for data collection, The questionnaires
are divided into 10 area: occupational performance, activities of daily living, education, play, sensory-perceptual,
motor and praxis, cognition, social interaction skills, development, and physical examination, Total 105
responses were analyzed using descriptive statistics analysis and frequency analysis,

Results : For the general process of evaluation in pediatric occupational therapy, major response on the initial
evaluation time was 30~60minutes (41,9%), and major response on the re—evaluation period was 3~6months
(41,0%). The major assessment tool for each area Canadian Occupation Performance Measure (55.2%) for
occupational performance assessments, Wee Functional Independence Measure (57.1%) for activities of daily
living assessments, School Function Assessment (2.5%) for education assessments, Knox Preschool Play Scale
(28.6%) for play assessments, Developmental Test of Visual Perception (94.3%) for sensory—perceptual
assessments, Bruininks—Oseretsky Test of Motor Proficiency (42.9%) for motor and praxis assessments,
Evaluation of Social Interaction (6,1%) for social interaction skills assessments, Denver Developmental Screening
Test (92.4%) for development assessments, Clinical Observation (89.5%) for physical examination assessments,

Conclusion : The study identified the most assessment tools used for specific area by pediatric occupational
therapists, The results can be used as a basic data to educate about pediatric occupational therapy evaluation,

as well as to develop new assessment tools in pediatric setting in future,

Key words . assessment tool, evaluation, pediatric occupational therapist
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