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THE GILES CONTINUITY MODEL

FOR TEACHER INSERVICE TRAINING

U S OE MENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION WELFARE
NTIONAL INSTITUTE 0,

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS SEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF ViEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

Introduction:

Under the mandate of Colorado House Bill 1164 in 1973 with a

$2 million appropriation, the Colorado Department of Education, Special

Education Services, became involved in a massive, Statewide inservice train-

ing program for regular class teachers and supportive personnel relative to

techniques and materials which would be beneficial to children with learning

and emotional problems.

An additional $1.7 million was appropriated to continue the inservice

projects during 1974-75. These projects are also expected to continue during

19'5-76 Statewide.

Throughout 1973-75, the developer of this model worked full-time as a

consultant to many school districts throughout Colorado. In working day after

day within the confines of the various programs, wide contrasts among programs

were obvious. Within districts where there was a wel1, developed service de-

livery system for all types of exceptional children and strong leadership among

administrators and inservice coordinators, the.whole climate surrounding the

inservice workshops was extremely positive. Consultants felt.secure in the

knowledge that their work would be carefully followed-up by the local staff.

However, in many districts, grave deficiencies were noted; i.e., lack of leader-

ship among administrators, poor organization in the service delivery systems

for handicaoped children, lack of continuity regarding inservice training,

little understanding of adult personalities and little, if any, follow-up

services were given at the conclusion of inservice, and a general misuse of
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evaluation techniques and consultative services. Therefore, this model was

developed as an attempt to correct those deficiencies noted above and to aid

districts in the proper use of inservice time and funds.

The implementation of FL B. 1164, The Handicapped Children's Education

Act, in the Classrooms of Colorado is providing the teaching profession with

an exciting opportunity to utilize modern research and technology to help

children learn. In the course of this model's development in individual

schools during 1974-75 the teachers were given new insights into the wondrous,

mysterious process of learning as it occurs in young lives. They began to

acquire mastery of many new skills for use in working creatively with all

children. Many excellent new materials and equipment were available to them.

Above all, they realize that they will never again find themselves coping with

a difficult child without highly skilled professional help. They will have

support and advice to help devise strategies and select special materials for

learning problems. If a child's problem is acute and requires extensive per-

sonal attention, they will have opportunity to refer him to the resource

teachers for part of each day to receive special services in the area of his

learning difficulty.

A. Need for a Model:

This model was developed with several objectives in mind:

1. Parents and other intere ted patrons should be provided with addi-

tional information descriL .g the innovative and improved educational

provisions for exceptional children throughout the State of Colorado

and the naticn.

2. School personnel currently involved in implementing this legisla-

tion in other districts should be offered an alternative or
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compatible approach to help support self-evaluation, in-service,

and consideration of various strategies found useful in this model.

It may enable school districts to reCognize that they have developed

already a more appropriate or sophisticated approach relative to inser-

vice, thereby strengthening their confidence in what they are already

doing.

3. College and university students entering the fields of education and

psychology should be given the opportunity to view one basic philos-

ophy as it has been demonstrated in this particular school district.

This will serve to support the pertinent and practical training pro-

grams being provided to prospective teachers and supportive personnel

at the college and university level in Colorado and the nation.

It must be recognized that there is no one set approach to the implemen-

tation of the Handicapped Children's Act in Colorado. Because of local

variables, each district should take advantage of the flexibility afforded

by the Colorado Department of Education. Each program shduld be designed

to enhance local needs and capabilities.

B. PROPOSED PROGRAM OF RESEARCH:

Goals: The immediate objective of this project was to activate research

on the effectiveness of inservice training through (1) an in-depth study

of a large stratified sample of the teachers receiving the training and

of the environment in which it was delivered; (2) defining the designs

utilized in each selected administrative unit in which inservice training

was offered to teachers who are responsible for the educational programming'

of children with special needs; (3) measurement of the impact of inservice

training as it relates to the special services received by students as a
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direct result of the initiative of the classroom teacher following the

training sessions; (4) develop a continuity model for inservice training

of regular and special classteachers based on demonstration of the follow-

ing comoonents in selected schools:

1. Awareness of the learning abilities and disabilities of the students.

2. Observation techniques.

3. Classroom screening of student behaviors.

4. scoring and interpretation of screening instrument.

5. Programming based on screening results.

6. Use of instructional materials.

7. Integration of special techniques to regular curriculum.

8. Demonstration teaching by team.

9. Implementation by classroom teacher.

10. Staffing of referred students for special services in schools.

11. Use of outside resources and supportive personnel.

12. Follow-up work in regular classrooms.

13. Evaluation of all components.

The long-term goals of this study would include: (1) developing a

research center which would study the interrelated areas of special educa-

tion, reading, school psychology, speech therapy, physical education,

sociology, and physiology as it relates to the education and training of

children with special learning needs in mainstream education; (2) estab-

lishment of a closer wor',e.ing relationship with state agencies, universities,

independent school districts, private clinical settings, and parents of

children and youth with unique educational needs.
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Focus of Phase 1, 1974-75: In order to test this continu±Ity model,

four schools were selected during September of 1974 in the State of Colo-

rado. The schools selected were highly diverse geographically as well as

in educational philosophy and structure. Three of the schools were located

in the St. Vrain Valley School District fifty miles south of Colorado State

University, Fort Collins, Colorado. The fourth school, Denver Academy, is a

private school for children with learning and emotional problems located in

downtown Denver, Colorado. In December, 1974, the South Central Board of

Cooperative Educational Services in Pueblo, Colorado, requested training for

five inservice teams consisting of 30 members who in turn tested this model in

13 public school districts, including Pueblo, Walsenburg, Trinidad, and Canon

City, Colorado during the spring of 1975.

Carefully detailed proposals were submitted to the Colorado Department of

Education which were approved and funded for this demonstration phase only.

The sequence of activities n developing the inserrice program in the

local districts was as follows:

1. Administrative Organization for Service Delivery System - Curriculum

directors - Elementary and Secondary.

a. Special Education Director. b. Superintendent

c. Business Manager d. Principals

e. Assistant Superintendent f. Inservice Director

2. Proposal Development for State and Local Funds.

a. Inservice Team b. Special Education Director

c. Supportive Staff

3. Training of Inservice Team.

a. Staff job descriptions - work load activities.
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b. Training on each component to he utilized.

c. Training on dealing with adult personalities and behaviors.

4. Training of Supportive Personnel.

a. Psychologists b. Nurses

c. Reading Specialists d. E. H. Teachers

e. Speech Therapists f. O. T. and Miscellaneous

5. Training of Regular Class Teachers.

a. Awareness b. Interpretation

c. Follow-up Teaching d. Screening

e. Methods & Materials f. Pupil Evaluation

6. Assist with Staffing of Referred Students.

a. Principal b. Inservice Team

c. Nurse d. Resource Teachers

e. Regular Teacher f Other Supporting Personnel

7. Differential Diagnosis (Med. - Psych. - Educ. - Soc.).

8. Assist with Follow-Through in Schools and Homes.

a. Inservice Team b. Principal

c. Psychologist d. Resource Teachers

e. Nurse f. Speech Therapist and 0. T.

9. Evaluation and Report Writing.

a. Research assistants and professor.

b. Inservice Teams assist in collecting data.

Excerpts from the St. Vrain Valley School District Proposal submitted to

the Colorado Department of Education for 1974-75 are included here as an ex-

ample of the assistance our team provided to the fourteen districts who

participated in the demonstration phase of this model development.
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Excerpts from St. Vrain Valley Proposal:

I. Identification of needs

A. Needs Statement

Description of District

1. There were approximately 12,000 children attenting

St. Vrain Valley School District as of October 1, 1972.

By November 2, 19/3, the numbers had increased to 13,254.

Of these enrollments, the elementary schools had 7,389,

while the secondary level was 5,865.

2. The increase in one year of public school enrollment was

approximately 1,200 children.

J. The District is widespread geographically, containing

400 square miles with several miles distrance between

some schools. It is an urban-rural area. The principal

city has a pcpulation of 30,000 people. There are six

incorporated cities and several unincorporated centers

of population with a total District count of 47,000.

B. Needs Analysis, January 1974 - June 1974

As a result of reviewing Colorado Department of Education Form

204D, the Special Education Services, St. Vrain Valley School

District has concluded that regular classroom teachers respon-

sible for children with special needs have indicated interest

and need in the following areas:

1. In-depth awareness and knowledge of children with special

needs.

2. Ability to identify, appropriately, children with special

needs.
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3. Knowledge of technique, method, and materials utilized with

different learning styles of children.

4. Ability to implement and evaluate teaching and strategies

for children Wih special needs.

It was also acknowledged that other personnel who are responsible

for children with special needs should be involved in inservice

training, i.e., the principal, social worker, psychologist, E. H.

teachers, paren-tsi-aidesi aird.tvher s.,iecial teachers.

II. Goal Statement

The ultimate purpose of the Special Education Inservice Training Pro-

gram in the St. Vrain Valley School District is to enable all individ-

uals in three elementary schools to become more knowledgeable and com-

petent in working with children who have special needs.

III. Objectives

A. To develop three demonstration schools in S. Vrain Valley School

District through in-depth inservice training and demonstration to

approximately 75 regular educators as related to handicapping

conditions.

Criteria for measurement: Operation of three.demonstration

Schools in which 80% of the regular teachers will employ teach-

ing methods and materials as demonstrated with children who have

been identified with handicapping conditions by May 1975.

B. To provide ongoing consultativs assistance as related to train-

ing and demonstration for regular educators, upon request.

Criteria for measurement: 100% of the Special Education Inser-

vice Team will provide ongoing assistance and demonstration,
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upon request, as related to method, material, and tech-

nique used with children with handicapping conditi-ms.

C. To coordinate with 20 support personnel who are responsible to

each school as related to inservice training, demonstration for

regular educators, and full diagnostic services for referred

pupils.

Criteria for measurement: 100% of the Special Education Inser-

vice Team will coordinate with 100% of the suoport personnel

responsible to each demonstration school who, in turn, will par-

ticipate in the inservice training and ongoing consultation to

the regular educator including interpretation of their diagnostic

results.

D. To utilize outside resources as back-up support services to the Special

Education Inservice Team and, in turn, the regular educators and

5upport staff.

Criteria for measurement: 100% of the requested outside resources

will provide appropriate back-up support service to Special Educa-

tion Inservice Team and regular educators.

IV. Procedure/Schedule/Expected Outcome

A. Objective 1

1.1 Oaentation of teachers in three volunteer schools, utilizing

release time for one-half day.

Schedule:

School A - September 26

School B - October 30

School C - December 5

Expected Outcome: Teacher awareness of "How We Learn",
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intent of House Bill #I164, use of Screeninc Instrument,

(CS1), open discussion.

1.2 Set up time schedule with each teacher

Schedule:

School A - September 30 - October I

School B - November 1 - November 4

School C - .anuary 6 - January 7

,7xpected Outcome: All teachers will be scheduled. Inser-

vi2e team will be aware of curriculum used by teachers.

1.3 Implemenation and demonstration of Screening Instrument (CSI)

Schedule:

School A - October 2 (K-3)

October 3 (4-6)

School a - November 5 (K-3)

November 6 (4-6)

School C - January 8 (K-3)

January 9 (4-6)

Expected Outcome: Learning modes will be identified, iden-

tification of specific strengths and weaknesses, identifi-

cation of students requirinc referral for differential

diagnosis.

1.4 7eachers enoup meeting and individualization as related to

screening instruments and learning styles.

Schedule:

School A - October 4 (K-6)

School B - November. 7 (K-6)

School C - January 10 (K-6)
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Expected Outcome: Learning modes will be identified, iden-

tification of specific strengths and weaknesses, identifi-

cation of s-h:'

diagnosis.

1.5 Provide assistdH__

Schedule:

referral for dLfferential

1,.,rpretation of screening.

School A -October 7 - 10

School B November II - 13

School C - January 13 - 15

Expected Outcome: Teachers will acquire independence in

screening, scorina, and interpretation. Teachers will gain

increased awareness of referral procedure. Teachers will

develop the ability tc refer to screening instrument for

specificity of referral.

1.6 Set up individual remedial programs.

Schedule:

School A October II

School B - November 14

School C - January 16

Expected Outccme: Teacher develops ability to adapt mater-

ials, supplement curriculum, manipulate their expectations

a' children who have Prescribed proarams.

procress rescreerirc all sl--:;ents

originally screened (K-6).

Schedule:

School A May, 1975

School B May, 1975

13



12

School C - May, 1975

Expected Outcome: Teachers will be able to independently

administer, score, and interpret the sc'reening instrument

(Post test).

1.8 Evaluation of teachr,t,"

Schedule:

School A - May 30, 1975

School B - May 30, 1975

School C - May 30, 1975

Expected Outcome: Teachers will have in depth krowledge as

related to learning modes and how to individualize programs;

how to appropriately utilize support personnel.

B. Objective 2

2.1 Schedule teacher contacts and identify curriculum currently used

by each teacher.

Schedule:

School.A - September 30 - October I

School B November I - November 4

School C January 6 - January 7

Expected Outcome: nservice Team.will be aware of mater-

ials currently in use.

2.2 Set up materials fair providing supPlemental materials, re-en-

forcina in building materials, and materials located in Instruc-

tional ..'aterials Center.

Schedule:

School A October II (K-3) a.m.

(4-6) p.m.
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School B - November 14 (K-3) a.m.

(4-6) p.m.

School C - January 16 (K-3) a.m.

(4-6) p.m.

Expectr,4 Outcome: lnservice Team will be aware of meter-

y used by teachers.

2.3 Provi demonstration/consultation to individual class-

room teachers pertainina to:

Behavior Management

Ability Training: Readiness

Skill Development: Content

Individualization Techniques

Adaptation of Curriculum.

Interpretation of Formalized Test Data

Schedule:

School A October 14-25

School B - November 15-27

School C - January 17-30

Expected Outcome: Improved teachers' competencies in iden-

tification, diagnosis planning, and implementation of pro-

crams as related to method, technique, and material for

children with mild .to moderate learning difficulties.

Proviae onaoina consultation upon request for teachers in

Ectcals F, and 2.

Schedule: February - May

Expected Outcome: Increase in teacher competencies, decrease

in request for assistance. Increase in ability to identify
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and program children with special needs.

2.5 Ltilize consultation and trainina services for further planning

(Dr. Marian Giles).

Schedule:

School A - October 29

7,chool B - December

Junool C - Januar,

Expected Outcome: Inservice Team will be able to consult

more effectively with educators.

C. Objective 3

3.1 Inform principals and support staff of time schedules for their

building and lnsenvice Team members responsibilities.

Schedule:

School A September 18

School B - September 19

School C - September 20

Expected Outcome: Acceptance of Inservice Teams in their

buildings and knowledae of teams' responsibilities.

3.2 Orient support personnel to Wrotedures of Inservice demonstra-

tion as stated in Objective I, Procedure I. Resource Personnel

will include:

Scarcler Resource Team 4 E.H. teachers

Nurses

Psycholoaist

Speech ,and Language Therapist

E.H. and E.M.H. teachers

Principals
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Parents

Other in-building personnel including instructional

aides

Schedule:

School A September 26

School B October 30

LCOOI C December 5

Expected Outcome: Support personnel will be aware of "How

We Learn", Feedback Loop, Intent of House Bill #I164, Screen-

ing Instrument. Support personnel will be knowledgeable

of procedure for lnservice operation.

3.3 Provide ongoing consultative assistance, as requested, to all

support personnel.

Schedule:

School A February - May

School B - February - May

School C February - May

Expected Outcome: Increase awareness of learnina modes of

children. Increase use of [nservice Team as backup Support

service.

D. Objective 4

4.1 Cortrart Dr. '.'arian Giles for training and demonstration services.

Schedule: 45 days between September and May, 1975.

Expected Outcome: Increase in competencies and knowledge

of all .personnel workina with handicappina conditions. Reg-

ular teachers will be able to manipulate materials, expecta-

tions of children's abilities and the manipulation of their
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attitudes towards the teaching and learnim la ocess.

4.2 Contract Jeanine Matney for planning and orgoni lnservice

Team, drafting plan, setting up oroanizationoI :itucture, and

drafting year-end report.

Schedule: 8 days to be used in SeptembPr ,,1"1 May.

Expected Outcome: lnservice plan apprcvr,d, Irl,:ervice Team

organized in terms of responsibility, comimild 'di-ion, and

delivery of service, year end report cempl-1".

4.3 Contr?ct Norihern Colorado BOCS for evaluati(0,

Schedule: Upon request; completed by May ", 1975.

Expected Outcome: Use of computer, func fi-m.,1 and appro-

priate evaluation forms for participants

E. University Extension curses: Two graduate level .-11.:,es are avail-

able through the Continuing Education Department i..dorado State

University with Dr. Marian T. Giles as professor 3 qt.

hr. credit.

I. Py 595 - Identification and Remediaticn of Hnlidiped Children

in the Classroom: Designed for rem!, 11 ..lass teachers

who are assigned to the three demon:11 schools.

Meets during school time in month of lioinino.

G. rY 795 - Research and Related Issues Pertaini" i (..,upport

Services in the chogls: Designed f,
I ifinselors,

resource teacher's, administrators, mil and other

interested supportivP personnel from 11.1', district.

MPets 2 hrs. each week fcr 12 weeks.

Schedule: Fall quarter, 1974

Expected Outcome: Teachers will be recei.!110J

18
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credit as related to on-site training.

v. Evaluation

The general objectives of the evaluation will be to determine the cost

efficiency and effectiveness of the four strategies and the twenty subobjec-

tives. There will be a continuous effort to provide the resultant informa-

tion to the trainina staff, the state department, t federal agenm and the

schc Hricfs. Elv:Jry attempt has been mace tc, deiun H evaluation

in conformance with the vaHous program proposals and the expressed concerns

of the program staff.

As may be seen on the following breakdown of the qualitative and quahti-
,

tative aspects of evaluation, the inservice team will assume responsibility

for collecting and processing data on project effectiveness on a day-to-day

basis. Once the inservice team has collected and examined the data, they

will be turned over to the research assistants at CSU for further processing

and reporting.

In order to meet the requirements of the COE., the forms developed by the

CDE Staff will be consis-rently utilized throuahout the year. These measures

will be supplemented by forms developed specifically for this continuity model

using both a systema-f-ic recordina format and an open-ended narrative format.

Examples of the state forms and the supplemental forms are found in Appendix

A at the end of this proposal. All instruments used are being intensively

reviewed for content validity and technical adequacy. The instruments which

are 6sed in the demonstration phase of this project will be analyzed and

modified if found lackina in any component.

.The evaluation staff at CSU will prepare interim reports after each

phase of the project. The reports will contain a technical section and a

summary section aimed at the legislature and generai public.
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VI. Evaluation - Quantitative/Qualitative

A. Objective 1

1.1 Quantitative: Number of teachers attending meetina

Qualitative: Attitudinal and ir- )rm.!

Quanti1J'-ke: NJmbor of teachers reguestinc to participate.

Number who do not request to participate.

Qualitative: None

1.3 Quantitative: Number of teachers using screening instrument.

Number of students screening.

Qualitative: None

1.4 Quantitative: Number of teachers attending meeting

Qualitative: Hone

1.5 Quantitative: Number of requests for assistance from teachers.

Number of teachers who do not request assistance. Number of

referrals made 'or differential diacnosis.

Qualitati,,e: Teachers' evaluation of screening instrument
,

1.6 Quantitative: Number of prescriptions developed. Number of

students referred to support personnel.

Qualitative: Implementation and follow-through of recommenda-

tions for each teacher as related to prescriptions developed

for each teacher.

1.7 -.uat1-a-1-1.;e: %umber ct students maintained in regular class-

room. Number .of stu-dents placed in special programs.

Qualitative: Frequency count of student behavior. Factor

analysis by grade level.
.

1.8 Quantitative: Number of teachers who implemented prescriptive
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programs adequately. Number of teachers who did not follow

through in implementation.

Qualitative: CDE Form Z: CI n pth

assessment of inicrmation and attitude toward Inservice and

demonstration training and Inservice model.

B. Objective 2

2.1 Quantitative: Number of teachers participating

Qualitative: None

2.2 Quantitative: Number of teachers who implement materials which

have been presented.

Qualitative: Ongoing teacher evaluation-of materials used.

2.3 Quantitative: Number of teachers served. Number of hours spent

in teacher consultation.

Qualitative: Teacher evaluation of consultation services and

demonstration training.

2.4 Quantitative: Number of teachers served. Number of hours spent

in teacher consultation.

Qualitative: Random sampling in Schools A, B, and C of teachers'

attittxles as related to Inservice program.

2.5 Quantitative: Number of lnservice Team members participating.

.Qualitative: Inservice Team members' evaluation of training

servizes.

C. 3bjective 3

3.1 No evaluation

3.2 Quantitative: Number of support personnel attending.

?ualitative: Attitudinal and information survey.

3.3 Quantitative: Number of requests received by lnservice Team
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-;uppoi personnel f isistanc

C-11 LV, Support p rsulinel evaluation ( Inservice Team

and the services provided.

D. Objective 4

4.1 Quantitative: Completion of three demonstration schools.

Qualitative: Teachers' ability to post test with screening

instrument, interpret, and plan approxpriately for programming

or referral.

4.2 Ouantitative: Completion of inservice plan draft, organiza-

tional structure, and year-end report.

Qualitative: Inservice Team will move smoothly into implemen-

tation of Inservice plans.

4.3 Quantitative: Completion of form design and utilization of

computer time.

Qualitative: Inservice Team will evaluate services provided.

4.4 Quantitative: Number of teachers taking course 'for credit from CSU.

Qualitative: Teacher attitude survey toward course requirements

and their awareness of growth.

VI. Community and Parent Involvement

Community and parent involvement in school affairs usually results from a

well-planned program of public information. Fox maximum community involve-

ment, school patrons should be given a clear understanding of the Inservice

project. The local media should be relied upon heavily for coverage. The

information disseminated should stress the fact that this plan provides for

a continuum of services and that it does not mean that eVery exceptional

child should be returned to the regular classroom.

In the SVVSD project, a parent meeting was held at the beginning of

each school's period of intensive training. An awareness film,

2 2
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ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT SUMMARY DATA FROM THE
INSERVICE RATING SCALE

A. General indicators of program quality:

'1. Interest level

2. Adequacy of length of time
provided for training

3. Effectiveness of the inservice
instructional methods

4. Appropriateness of the
evaluation of participant
accomplishment

B. Indicators of program value to participants:

1. Value to you as a teacher

' TOTAL

2. Your accomplishment of the
inservice objectives

TOTAL

Low 1_1,1111,1

1 2 3 4 5

Low High

1 2 3 4 5

-40

C. Indicators of degree of growth made by participants in broad topic areas, and future

needs of participants related to those topics:

An Overview of Special Education

1. Who is the handicapped
student9

2. What are the effects of a
handicapping condition on
learning9

3. What is the role and function

of the Special Education
Services9

CDE 204 E2

TOTALS

27
39

Numbers
Reporting Growth

Low High

1 2 4 5

Numbers
Reporting Need

Low High

1 2 3 4 5 I:

A


