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1 U'S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARE
MATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION

THE GILES CONTINUITY MODEL = THIS DOCUMENT MAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECE:VED FROM
THE PERSDN OR ORGANIZATIDN ORIGIN-

FOR TEACHER INSERVICE TRAINI::IG ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-

SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION PDSITION 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 insérvice
projects during 1974-75. These projects are also expected to continue during
1975~76 Statewide.

Throughout 1973-75, the developer of this model worked full-time as a
consultant to many school districts throughout Colorado. In working day atter
day within the confines of the various programs, wide contrasts amcng programs
were obvious. Within districts where there was a well developed service de-
l:verv 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~
shzgm;;ong administrators, poor organization in the service delivery systems
for handicapped 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 H. 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 reseadrch and technology to help
children learn. In the course of thi; ﬁgéeI;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 =-reatively 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 qthér intere-ted patrons should be provided with addi-
tional information descri: .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



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

corppatible approach to help support self-evaluation, in-service,

and consideration of various strategies found useful in this model.

It may enable school districts to re¢ognize that they have developed
already a more appropriate or sophisticated approach relative to inser-
vice, thereby strengthening their conf}dence 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. Bécause of lo?al

variables, each district should take advantage of the flexibility afforded
by the Colorado Department of Education. Each program should be designed
to enhance local needs and capabilities.

PROPOSED PROGRAM OF RESEARCH:

Goals: The immediate objective of this projéct 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 class teachers based on demonstration of the follow-

ing components in selected schools:

-

1. Awareness of the 1earning 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 working reiationship with state agencies, universities,
independent school districts, private clinical settings, and parenté of

children and youth with unique educational needs.

5
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Focus of Phase 1, 1974-75: 1In order to test this continuity model,
four schools were selected during September of 1974 in the State of Colo-
rado. The schools selected were highly diverse geégraphically 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. 1In December, 1974, the South Central Board of
Cooperative Educational Services in Puebln, Colorado, requested training for
five inservice teams consisting of 30 members who ir turn tested this model in
13 public school districts, including Pueblo, Walsenburg, Trinidad, andICanon
City, Colorado durirg 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 in developing the inservice program in the
local districts was as follows: |
1. Adminisfrative Organization for Service Delivery System - Curriculum

directors - Elementary and Secondary.

a. Special Education Director. b. Superintendent
c. Business Manager a. Principals
e. Assistant Superintendent £. Inservice Director -
2. Proposal Development for State and Local Fund;.
a. Ingervice Team b. Special Education Director

c. Supportive Staff
3. Training of Inservice Teem.

a. Staff job desdriptions - work load activities.

ERIC 6
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b. Training on each component to ke utilized.
c. Training on dealing with adult personalities and behaviors.

Training of Supportive Personnel.

a. Psychologists b. Nurses
c. Reading Specialists d. E. H. Teachers
e. Speech Therapists f. 0. T. and Miscellaneous

Training of Regular Class Teachers.

a. Awareness : b. Interpretation
c. Follow-up Teaching d. Screening
e. Methods & Materials f. Pupil Evaluaticn

Assist with Staffing of Referred Students.

a. Principal b. Inservice Team

c. Nurse d. Resource Teachers

e. Regular Teacher €. Other Supporting Personnel
Differential Diagnosis (Med. - Psych. - Educ. - Soc.).

Assist with Follow-Through in Schools and Homes.

a. Inservice Team b. Principai
c. Psychologist d. Resource Teachers
e. Nurse f. Speech Therapist and O. T.

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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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, 1973, the numbers had increased to 13,254.
Of these enrollments, the elementary schools had 7,389,
while the sec¢condary level was 5,865.

The increase in one year of public school enrollment was
approximately 1,200 children.

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 unincorpcrated centers

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

Needs Analysis, January 1974 - June 1974

As a result of reviewing Colorado Department of Education Form

204D, the Special Education Services, $t. Vrain Valley School

District has concluded that reqular classroom teachers respon-

sible for children with. special needs have indicated interest

and need in the following areas:

1.

In-depth awareness and knowledge 6fhéhildren with special
needs.
Ability to identify, appropriately, children with special

needs.
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II1.

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 w‘th special needs.
It was also acknowledged that other personnel who are responsible
for.childrep with special needs should be invelved in inservice
training, i.e., the principal, social worker, psychologist, E. H.
teachers, parernts,-aides; amirdftvher s.ecial teachers.
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 apd-com—

petent in working with children who have special needs.

Objectives

A. To develop th;ee demonstration schools in S%. Vrain Valley School
District through in-depth inservice training and demonstration to
approximately 75 regular educatcors as related to haﬂdicapping
conditions.

Criteria for measurement: Operation of three-demonstration

Schools in which 80% of thke regular teachers will employ teach-
ing methoas and materials as demonstrated with children who have
been identified with handicapping conditions by May 1975.

B. To provide ongoing consultative® assistance as rélated to train-

ing and demonstration for regular educators, upon redquest.

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

vice Team will provide ongoing assistance and demonstration.
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upon reguest, as related to method, material, and tech-
nique used with children with handicapping conditions.

C. To coordinate with 20 support personnel who are reéponsible to
each school as related to inservice traiuing, Jdemonstration for
regular educators, and full diagnostic services for referred
pPupils.

Criteria for measurement: 100% of *he Special Education Inser-

vice Team will coordinate with 100% of the support personnel
responsible to each demonstration school who, ia turn, will parx-
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 serviceé to the Special
Education Inservice Team and, in turn, the regular educators and
support staff. '

Criteria for measurement: 100% of the requested outside resources

will provide appropriate back-~up suppo:rt sexvice to Special Educa-
) tion Inservice Team and regular educators.
IV. Procedure/Schedule/Expected Outcome
A. Objective 1 .
1.1 Oiientation of teachers in three volunteer schools, utilizing
release time for one-half day.
Schedule:

School A - September 26
School B - October 30
School C - pDecember 5

Expected Qutcome: Teacher awareness of "How We Learn"

Q : 11
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intent of House Bill #1164, use cf Screening Instrument,
{CS1), open discussion. |
}.2 Set up timz schedule with each teacher
Schedule:
School A - September 30 -~ Qctober |
School B = November | - November 4
School C - January 6 ~ January 7

~xpected Qutcome: Al teachers will be scheduled. Inser-~

vize team will be aware of curriculum used by teachers.
.3 Implemenrztion and demonstration of Screening lnsTrumanT (CS1)
Schedule: |
Schoo! A ~ QOctober 2 (K-3)

October 3 (4-54)

.,
oy
[

Schoo November 5 (K-3)
November & (4-6)
School C - January 8 (K-3)

January 9 (4-6)

Expected Qutcome: Learning modes will be identified, iden-

Tification of specific strengths and weaknesses, identifi-
cation of students requiring referral for differeniial
diagnosis.
.4 Teachers arcun meeting and individualization as related to
sCreening insfruments and learning styles.
Schedule:
School A - October 4 (K-6)
School B ~ November 7 (K-6)

Schoo! C = January 10 (K~-6)

12
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Expected Outcome: Learning modes will be identified, iden-

tification of specific strengths and weaknesses, identifi-

cafion of st ' " referral for differential
diagnosis.

1.5 Provide assistai .. . turpretation of screening.
Schedule:

School A = Qctober 7 - 10

School B - November |} - 13

School C - January 13 - 15
Expected Qutcome: Teachers will acquire indepepdence in
screening, scoring, and interpretation. Teachers will gain

increased awareness of referral procedure. Teachers will
develop the ability tc refer +o screening instrument for
specificity of referral.
{.6 Set up individual remedial programs.
Schedula:
School A - October ||
Schoot B - November |4
School € = January 16

Expected Qutccme: Teacher develops ability to adapt mater-

ials, supplement curriculum, manipulate their expectations

2¢ children who have prescribed orograms.

H
(221

- S =, aam ¢ - = e - - ! o - = -
= > STLlen” cro2ress oy rescreening 2i) stuaants

[91]

vai

(Y]
C
‘

originally screened (K-8).
Schedule:
School A - May, 1975

arm

Schocl B - May, 1975

Q ' . 1;3




12

School C - May, 1975

Expected Outcome: Teachers will be able to independently

administer, score, and interpret the scFeening instrument
(Post test).
|.8 Evaluation of teacher .’ prog. ac:.
. 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 fo individualize programs;
how to appropriately utilize support personnel.
B. Objective 2
2.1 Schedule teacher contacts and identify curriculum currently Qsed
by each teacher.

Schedule:
School A - Sebfember SQ - October |
School B - MNovember | - November 4
School C - January 6 - January 7

Expected Outcome: Inservice Team will be aware of mater-

ials currently in use.
2.2 Set up materials fair providing supplemental materials, re-en-
forcing in building materials, and materials located in Instruc-

LR

tiona2l “a*arials Center.
Schedule:
School A - QOctober Il (K-3) a.m.

(4-6) p.m,

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

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

(4<6) p.m.
Expectnr? Cutcome: Inservice Team will be aware of mater-
in y used by teachers.
2.3 Provi demonstration/consultation to individual class-

room teachers pertaining to:
BeHavior Management
Ability Traininé: Readiness
Skill Development: Content
Individualization Techniques
Adaptation of Curriculum
Interpretation of Formalized Test Data

Schedule:

Schoo!l A - Octcber 14-25
Schooi B - November |5-27

School C - January |7-30

Excected Qutcome: Improved teachers' competencies in iden-

tification, diagnosis planning, and implementation of pro-
arams as related to method, technique, and material for
B children with mild ‘to moderate learning difficulties.

2.4 Proviae ongoing consultation upon request for teachers in

Scheols 4, 2, and Z.
Schedule: February - May
Expected Outcome: Increase in teacher competencies, decrease

in request for assistance. Increase in ability to identify

15




and program children with special needs.
2.5 Ltilize consultation and training services for further planning
(Dr. Marian Giles).
School A « October 29
School B - December
senool © - Jaruar,

Expected Qutcome: Inservice Team will be able to consult

more effectively with educators.,
C. Qbjective 3
3.1 Inform principals aad support staff of time schedules for their
building and Inservice Team members responsibilities.

Schedule:
School A - September |8
School B ~ September 19
School C - September 20

Expected Outcome: Acceptance of Inservice Teams in their

buildings and knowledge of teams' responsibilities.
3.2'OrienT support personnel to procedures of |nservice demonstra-

tion as stated in Objective |, Procedure |. Resource Personnel
will include:

scargler Rescurce Team - 4 £ H. teachers

Nurses

Psychologist

Speech .and language Therapist

€.H. and E.M.H. teachers

Principals

16
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Parents
Other in-building personne! including instructional
aides
Schedule:
School A - September 26
School B - October 30

school C - DecembeE 5

Expected Qutcome: Support personnel will be aware of '"How
we Learn", Feedback Loop, Intent of House Bill #1164, Screen-
ing Instrument. Support personnel will be knowledgeable

of procedure for Inservice operation.
3.3 Provide ongcing consul tative assistance, as requested, to all
support personnel.
Schedule:
School A - February - May
School B - February - May
.$cnool C - February - May

Expected Outcome: Increase awareness of learning modes of

'y

children. Increase use of Inservice Team as backup support
service. | |
D. Objective 4
4,1 Cortract Or, “arian Giles for training and demonstration services.
Schedule: 43 days between September and May, 1975.

txpected Jutccme: Increase in competencies and knowledge

of all .perscnnel working with handicapping conditions. Reg-
ular teachers will be able fo manipulate materials, expecta-

tions of children's abilities and the manipulation of their

17
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attitudes towards the teaching and learnin: [/ 7C€SS.
4.2 Contract Jeanine Matney for planning and orgnnl‘lnq Inservice
Team, cdrafting plan, setting up organizational ~.tructure, and

drafting year-end report,

Schedule: 8 days to be used in September vl May.
Expected COutcome: Inservice plan approvel, Incervice Team
organized in terms of responsibility, comminleation, and
delivery of service, year end report Complnlvd.

4.3 Contract Horthern Cclorado 83CS for evaluation -orvices.

Schedule: Uocn request; completed by May . 1975.

Expected Outcome: Use of computer, functi-etl and appro-
i priate evaluation forms for participants « 1 lnuervice.
E. University Extension Ccurses: Two graduate level -l =25 are avail-
able through the Continuing Education Department ! r.»lorado State
University with Dr. Marian T. 3iles as professor «! '=nord. 3 gt.

hr, credit. ‘

|. ©Y 595 - Identification and Remediaticn of Hmeli-p:ped Children
in the Classrocm: Designed for requ! v .lass teachers
wﬁo are assigned to the fh}ee demon~ 11 11 1m0 schools.
Meets during school time in moéfh of ttaining.

2. PY 795 - Research and Related Issues Pertaining b _Support
Services in the Schocls: Designed 1+ -wunselors,
resource teachers, administrators, ant ., and other
interestec supportive personnel from 10~ gistrict.

Meets 2 hrs. each week for |2 weeks,
Schedule: Fall guarter, 1974

Expected Outcome: Teachers will be receiii) college

18
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credit as related to on-site training.

V. Evaluation

The general objectives of *“he evaluation will be to determine the cost
efficiency and effectiveness of the four strategies and the Twénfy subob jec-
tives. There will be a continuous effort to provide the resultant informa-
tion to the training staff, the state department, t' - federal agen~, and the
loct.' sche ! “is.ricts. Lvery attempt has been maue to desiun ! » evaluation
in conformance with the va:ious program proposals and the expressed concerns
of the progream stafft.

ﬁ.As may be seen on the following breakdown of the gual itative and quahfi-

tative aspects of evaluation, the inservice team will assume responsibility
for collecting and processing data an project effectiveness on a day-fo-déy
basis. Once the inservice team has collected and examined the data, they
will be furned over to the research assistants at CSU for further processing
and reporfiné.

In crder to meet the requfremenfs of the CDE, the forms developed by the
CDE staff will be consisvently utilized throughout the vear. These measures
will be supplemented bv forms developed spécifically for this continuity model
using both a systeratic recording format and an open-2nded narrative format.
Examples of the state forms and Tﬁe supplemental forms are found in Appehdix
A at +hé end of this proposal. All insfrumenfs used are being intensively
reviewed for content validity and technical adequacy. The instruments which
are used in the demonstration phase of this project will be analyzed and
modified if found lacking in any component.

-The.evaluafion staff at CSU will prepare interim reports after each

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

summary section aimed at the legislature and general public.

19
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Evaluation - Quantitative/Qualitative

A.

Objective |

1.8

Quantitative: Number of teachers attending meeting

Qualitative: Attitudinal and ir“orm: - urve,
Quantii:"ive: HNumber of teachers requesting to participate.

Number who do not requesf'fo participate.
Qualitative: None

Quantitative: Mumber of teachers using screening instrument.

Number of studerts screening.
Qualitative: None

Quantitative: Number of teachers attending meeting

Qualitative: None

Quantitative: Number of requests for assistance from teachers.

Number of teachers who do not request assistance. Number of
referrals made “or differential diagnosis.
Qualitative: Teachers' evaluation of screening instrument

Quantitative: Number of prescriptions developed. Number of

students referred to suoport personnel.

Qualitativs: Implementation and follcw-through of recommenda-

tions for each teacher as related to prescriptions developed
for each teacher,

cuzntiZative:r \umber of stucents mzintained in regular class-

room. humber of students placed in special programs.

Qualitative: Frequency count of student behavior. Factor

analysis by grade level.

Quantitative: Numbar of teachers who implemented prescriptive

20



programs adequately.

19

Number of teachers who did not follow

through in implementation.

Qualitative:

assaessment of

pEie

intcirmation and attitude toward

ion of CDE Form .74 Ct -+, 7 n ..pth

Inservice and

demonstration training and lInservice model.

-

Ot jective 2

2.1 Quantitative:

Qualitative:

.2 Quantitative:

Number of teachers participating
None

Number of teachers who implement materials which

have been presented.

Qualitative:

Quantitative:

Ongoing teacher evaluation-of materials used.

Number of teachers served. Number of hours spent

in teacher consultation.

Qualitative:

Teacher evaluation of consultation services and

demonstration trairming.

Quantitative:

Number of teachers served. Number of hours spent

in teacher consultation.

Qualitative:

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

attitudes as related to Inservice program.

Quantitative:

.Qﬁalifafive:
services.
Jojective 3

3.1 No evaluation

3.2 Quantitative:

Qualitative:

3.3 Quantitative:

Number of Inservice Team members participating.

Inservice Team members' evaluation of training

Number of support personne! attending.
Attitudinal and information survey.

NMumber of requests received by Inservice Team

21
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suppoer  personnel f « assistance
WAt ive © Support p.rsounel evaluation <7 Inservice Team
and the services provided.

D. Obijective 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 Quantitative: 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 OQuantitative: 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 invoivef
ment, school patrons should be giveq a clear understanding of the Inservice
project. The local media should be relied upon heavily fﬁr 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 par;nt meeting was held at the beginning of

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

Q . | :323
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Sensation
PSYCHOLINGUISTIC FEEDBACK LOOP
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St. Vrain Valley School District RE-1J
Department of Special Education - Inservice Project

Longmont, Colorado

Student - C.A. Teacher Grade Date School

Deficit Modalit¥es Recommendations Method of Imolementation




ADMINISTRATfVE UNIT SUMMARY DATA FROM THE
INSERVICE RATING SCALE

A. General indicators of program quality:
' Low High

‘1. Interest level . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« o o o o o o o o s 0 o o 0 0 e

2. Adequacy of length of time
provided for training . . o . ¢+ 0 e e e e e e e e e e

3. Effectiveness of the inservice
{instructional methods . . « « ¢ « & o o s o o o @ s o 0 .o

4. Appropriateness of the
evaluation of participant
accomplishment . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o @ o e e o0 . e

> TOTAL

B. Indicators of program value to participants: Low . High

1. Value to you as a teAChHET ¢« « « o o s o & o o o o o & o o o o &

2. Your accomplishment of the
inservice objectiVes « ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o e e e e e e e e e e e 0 w0

TOTAL

C. Indicators of degree of growth made by participants in broad topic areas, and future
needs of participants related to those topics: :

Numbers Numbers
Reporting Growth Reporting Need
i Ed
An Overview of Spec al ucation Low High Low High
1 ]2 |3 {4615 11 213 |4 51t

1. Who is the handicapped ’
student? o« « « o o 6 o o s 4 s e s s s .

2. What are the effects of a
handicapping condition on
learning? . .+ « ¢+ o e e o e e e e ee

3. What is the role and function
of the Special Education
Services? . « s o ¢ o 4 s e e e o s e e

TOTALS _l

27

. 39
CDE 204 E2
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