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In 1987 the Department of Special Education of Georgia State
University was awarded a three year Special Project Personnel
Preparation grant (#G008730019) to provide training to teachers
of students with severe mental retardation who work outside the
metropolitan Atlanta area. The original project proposal
documented, through various State Department of Education
manpower reports, LEA Comprehensive Plans, and the report of the
CSPD statewide analysis, the critical need for teachers of
students with severe/profound mental handicaps in local school
districts (LEA) outside the metropolitan Atlanta area. In 1985~
86 there were 1418 students with severe/profound handicaps in
public school placements. As of December 1 Child Count for 1989-
90 there were 1777 students. This is an increase of 359
students over the four year pericod. Of these students, 1172 were
in schonl districts outside metro-Atlanta. In 1985-86 there were
278 teachers reported in classes for students with students with
severe/profound mental handicaps. As of 1989-90 there were
approximately 300 teachers. This is an increase of 22 %tczachers.
Of these tea.hers, approximately 200 are in school districts
nutside the metro-Atlanta area. According to a certfication
study performed by the Professional Standards Commission of the
State Borad of Education approximately 20% are provisionally or
not otherwise fully certified (1990). The greatest incidence of
provisional certification occurred in rural south Georgia.
Special Education teachers were most likely to be put to work
without full certification. Nearly one-third of new special

education teaching certificates issued in 1988-89 were temporary



licenses. Georgia State University (GSU), having the only degree
granting program in the state in the area of Students with Severe
Handicaps, requested these funds to assist in meeting this need.
2. PROJECT OBJECTIVE

In an effort to assist in meeting this need for trained
teachers for students with severe/profound mental handicaps, the
following objective was defined for this project.

TO PROVIDE TRAINING IN INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS TO 30 TEACHERS
OF STUDENTS WITH SEVERE AND PROFOUND HANDICAPS WHO ARE EMPLOYED
BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES OUTSIDE METRO-ATLANTA.

As a result of project activities, Institute participants
were expected to master the set of competencies which are
presented in Appendix A. Competencies and activites in which the
participants engage were based on a set of assumptions of current
best practice for the education of this poulation, to include:

a) curriculum objectives and activities which are functional and
age~-appropriate for community integration activities, b) design

and selection of objectives for functional needs of current and

future placements in least restrictive settings, c) placement on
an integrated, age-appropriate public school campus, and d) the

principle of partial participation.

Summary of major project activities: Teacher participants
were brought to Atlanta for a seven week summer institute.

During the summer they participate in the cooperative summer
school program for students with severe/profound mental handicaps
in DeKalb County, under the direct supervision of GSU faculty.

The participants were supported for 10 quarter hours of
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university credit, and housing and per diem while in Atlanta.
This activity took place in Atlanta in order to take advantage of
the resources of the GSU training program in Severe Handicaps,
and the cooperative programming between GSU and the DeKalb County
public schools. Following the summer session, at least three
follow-up training wvisits were made to each participant’s home
classroom to assure generalization of competencies inifially
mastered during the summer session. Table 1 presents the
original timeline for sequence of activities in support of this
proposal (with parenthesis denoting changes).
3. Accomplishments

There were two major activities to be accomplished each year

under this project. These were the summer session training

activities in Atlanta, and the follow-up training in each

participant’s home classroom.

A, Activities Implementation.

1) Participant selection and notifica:ion was completed

during each spring in cooperation with the State Department of
Education, Division for Exceptional Children. Following
announcements by the State Director of Special Education at the
annual Administrators of Special Education Conference,
notifications by state/local liaison officials, and letters from
the project to the LEAs, 36 nominations were received for 1987,
45 nominations for 1988, and 40 nominations for 1989. From this
pool of nominations, ten participants were selected for 1987.

Due to rising costs and a "held constant" budget , 9 participants

were selected for 1988, and 7 participants for 1989. The pool
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and nominations were reviewed by the Advisory Committee.
Demographic breakdown anc geographic distribution for all three
years appear in Table 2. As can be noted, efforts taken by
project staff resulted in representative participation of
teachers who are members of groups tyraditionally
underrepresented.

2) Institute Summer Activites consisted of poth didactic and

practicum activities during a seven week Ssummer session. The
didactic component contained objective and integrative
activities, and the practicum contained applied activities.

Table 3 illustrates daily time commitments to these activities,
as proposed in the original document, as well as the revised
schedule which was submitted for the following years which
allowed for additional lecture time (115 hours) and practicum
experience (138 contact hours). The text and additional readings
used during these activities appear in Appendix B. The teachers
arrived in Atlanta the third week of June. They were met by
project staff at the Emory University campus to assist in housing
registration. The summer training activities were conducted as
planned in the DeKalb County public School pistrict, in
conjunction with the cooperative program between the LEA and GSU.
The program is located on a local public school campus,
accessible to community facilities fecr functional community
skills and vocational training. puring each summer there was an
average of 52 youngsters, ages 6 to 20 years old. On site to
provide continuous training were the pProject Director, Dr.

Alberto, and the project Training coordinator, Ms. Heller.
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Table 2

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPANTS

1987-1988 participants

PARTICIPANT SEX RACE YEARS TEACHING YEARS TEACHING
EXPERIENCE SMH/PMH
A Female Black 0 0
B Female Black 1l 0
c Female caucasian 0 0
D Female caucasian 8 4
E Female Caucasian 1 1
F Female caucasian 8 5
G Female Caucasian 10 3
H Female Black 2 2
I Female caucasian 6 2
J Malse caucasian 9 1
1988-~1989 Participants
A Female caucasian 1 1
B Female caucasian 5 2
C Male caucasian 3 1
D Female caucasian 3 3
E Male Black 13 1
F Female caucasian 10 1
G Female caucasian 14 13
H Female Ccaucasian 1 1
I Female Black 7 6
A Female Black 10 3
B Female caucasian 2 2
C Female caucasian 4 3
D Female Black 1 1
E Male caucasian 3 2
F Female caucasian 2 1
G Female caucasian 5 3

S
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The younsters were divided into classes with a range of
approximately three years in chronological age. These classes
served as the practicum base of the summer program which ran from
week two through week seven, from 8:30 A.M. to 1:30 P.M. daily.
The participants chose one of the classes as their primary
assignment. In each class they were paired with a GSU masters
student. To broaden participant contact with the wide range of
chronological ages, physical involvements, and behavior patterns,
each was required to instruct in an alternative class(es) during
parts of the last two weeks of the practicum. During the summers
of 1988 and 1989, all participants were additionally required to
instruct adolescent students in at least one of the community
based vocational training sites with a designated instructor.

The participants developed summer objectives for each
student in the class based on student and ecological assessments,
as well as information provided by teachers from the school year.
As part of their instructional activities, each participant
implemented various instructional methodologies, e.g., task
analysis, prompting strutegies, self-operated prompting systens,
and on-going data collection and interpretation. Instructional
formats included one-to-one, small, and large group instruction.
Additionally, each participant was required to prepare age-
appropriate, functional teaching materials, and use adaptive and
communication equipment. While community-based activites were an
integral part of the instruction, this was augmented two days per
week by community vocational training sites for the adolescent

classes in 1987. During the summers of 1988 and 19289, these
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activities were increased from 2 to 4 days per week.

3) Follow-up training activities Each participant was
visited in their own classroom a minimum of three times. During
these visits, asszistance, instruction, and feedkack concerning
the following points arose: a) assistance in planning the class
schedules; b) confirmation of functional goals and objectives;
c) interventions for maladaptive behaviors; d) implementation of
various teaching techniques; e) planning and implementation of
community instruction; f) specific compensatory strategies for
motor and sensory impairments; g) interaction activities with
non-handicapped; and h) individualized development of materials,
e.g., microswitches, and adjustment of adaptive equipment. After
completion of the follow-up visits to each year’s participants,'
several participants continued to call for further information on
new problems in their classrooms. Problem solving occurred
through phone consultations, with additional information being
mailed to participants as needed. During 2ach year parents of
children in each participant’s classroom were contacted by letter
and by the participant, regarding the opportunity to meet with
the project staff. Only one parent met directly with project
staff, during a follow-up visit, to discuss a problem with their
child. The project staff met with the parent and participant
teacl.er to discuss possible interventions for self-injurious
behaviors occurring during the night. Several parents preferred
to ask for information through their child’s teacher.

4) Dissemination Activities Information regarding the

Institute has been presented by project staff to the following
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state and national organizations. During the 1987-88 academic
year, a presentation was made to the National Conference, Teacher
Education Division for CEC, in Washington, DC. Also,
presentations were made at the National CEC Conference, and at
the G-CASE (Georgia Council for Administrators of Special
Educaticn) for CEC. Presentations for the 1988-89 academic
school year were made to the Georgia CEC, National Conference of
TASH in Washington, DC, and at the Georgia Special Education
Administrators Conference. For the third yearx of the Institute,
presentations were made for the Georgia State Advisory Board and
for the Georgia Special Education Administrators Conference.

B. Problems encountered and deviations during 2nd and 3rd
project year

1. Although the original proposal planned for thirty
participants, the total number of participants for the three
years was 25. This decrease of participants is due to the budget
being held at the Year One funding level, and an unexpected
cancellation by one of the participants at a point too late to
bring in an alternate. During the second and third project
years, there were increases in tuition, participant per dienm,
travel per diem, participant housing, and personnel salaries
which only allowed for 9 and 7 participants in order to remain
within the project budget.

2) The follow-up visits for the second and third project
years were completed by the middle of March. This extension was
done to accede to participant requests for visits later in the

school year in order for staff to assist in post-acquisition
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instruction.

3) Additional readings were included during the summer and in
the follow-up visits. These are listed in Appendix B.

4) The project staff changed the text used during the
follow-up period from Horner, Meyer, & Fredricks (1986)

Education of Learners with Severe Handicaps: Exemplary service

strategies, to Falvey (1986) Community-based Curriculum:

Instructional Strategies for Students with Severe Handicaps.

This decision was made based on the more practical applications
and descriptions available in the text by Falvey. A further
change was made for the fcllow-up visits for the follow-up visits
for 1988-89 and 1989-90 project years, allowing participants a
choice between the Falvey text and Sternberg, (1988), Educating

Students with Severe or Profound Handicaps, which is more

oriented towards the needs of students with profound handicaps.

5) During the three summers of the project, participants
were videotaped twice. This was done in an effort to enhance the
feedback provided to the participants during the practicum.

6) Parents were notified prior to the first follow-up visit
for each of the three years of the project.

7) Based on feedback from participants during the 1987-88
year, the evaluation form for the summer practicum for the summer
of 1988 was changed to the classroom observation form used during
follow-up visits. The participants stated that this form
provided better feedback. During the summer of 1989, the *“eacher
observation form was revised to be more inclusive of
instructional methodology and community based instruction. This

form was used throughcut the summer and for the follow-up visits
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during the school year.

c. Evaluation Data to Date

As outlined in the original document (see Table 4), a seriés
of evaluations were conducted to determine the effectiveness of

project activities.

Component T: Evaluation components of preparatory

activities

a) on the first day of the summer program the participants
were tested on the study questions they received based on the
behavior management text they were to read prior to their
arrival. Over the three years, scores ranged from 61 to 97. Four
participants fell below the minimum 85% standard in summer 1987,
two in summer 1988, and three in summer 1989. Participants in
summer 1987 demonstrated that many of the concepts were known,
but they were unfamiliar with certain terminology, such as
differential reinforcement, and specific elements of data
collection. The participants in summer 1988 and 1389 were
scattered in their areas of deficiency. Individual review of
deficit areas was conducted, as well as group lecture/review
during the first two days, with additional readings provided as
indicated. The participants who scored below 85% were retested
in their deficit areas and met criterion.

Component II: Evaluation of competencies

a) Exams were give on the content of lectures and assigned
readings. The 1987-88 participants had a mean score of 90.2,
with a rangr of 77 to 98 on the first exam, and a mean score of

88.6, with a range of 74 to 92 on the second exam. The 1988-89
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participants had a mean SCOTe€ of 88.3, with a range of 60 to 100
on the first exam, and a mean score Or g2.3, with a range from 44
to 98 on the second exam. The mean score for the first exam for
1989-90 participants was gg.4, with a range from 72 to 98. The
mean score for the second exam of these participants was 86.6,
with a range from 72 to 100.

p) As part of integrative evaluation of competency mastery,
the participants prepared at least two task programs which
included all the information outlined in the original proposal.
Extensive commentary was place on each, and the students were
required to re-do those areas in which the information provided
was incomplete or inaccurate. A formal grade for each was not
given; therefore, means and ranges cannot be provided. For each
follow-up Vvisit, participants provided at least one task program
cn which feedback was given.

For the sunmer sessions, participants were required to
prepare a paper on community/functional training in a curriculum
domain of their interest. Teachers of adolescent-age students
were requested to do their papers on community-based vocational
training. During the follow-up component, participants completed
papers for generalization of specific areas of instruction in
their classrooms.

c) The practicum evaluation form (see Appendix D) was used
during the 1987 summer csession. This formal evaluation occurred
at an interim point and at the end of the practicum experience.
The data for each participant wés determined for the interim and

final evaluation and is presented in Appendix D. AR increase was
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seen for each individual participant, as well as the group as a
whole. It nust be noted that the third party training and
conferencing elements of the evaluation form were eliminated as
the ability to engage in these activities is not afforded during
the summer. For the summer 1988 the Classroom Observation Review
Checklist form (see Appendix E) was substituted for the practicum
form, due to participant suggestions, and to provide greater
continuity of feedback with follow-up visits. The results of the
1988-89 participants is found in Appendix E. The increase in
mean perfomance for each category is portrayed graphically.
During the summer of 1989 the Teacher Observation Review
Checklist form was revised be inclusive of community-based
instruction and methodology. The summer resul“s of 1989 are
portrayed in Appendix F. For all items on the Teacher
Observation Checklist (1988-89) and the Revised Teacher
Observation Checklist (1989-90), increases were demonstrated for
all individuals and for the groups as a whole.

d) Feedback was provided to the teachers verbally, as well
as through the Classroom Review Cheklist form and the Revised
Teacher Observation Checklist. Extensive comments were made on
the form covering the points discussed during each visit. A high
degree of maintenance was found during the first follow-up visit
of competencies acquired during the summer institute. This is
reflected on the table in Appendix G. An increase in each
category is seen by the last follow-up visit.

C. Component JTII: Evaluation of the Project: Each year'’s

participants completed questionnaires to evaluate the Institute
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in its entirety. A Likert scale was utilized with 1 being
ngtrongly agree and 5 being ngtrongly disagree". The mean
scores were above 2.0 except for a mean score of 2.1 for
facilities. For the 1988-89 participants, the evaluations yanged
from 1.1 to 2.1. In the written comments, there were concerns
during the summer sessions about the school’s air conditionind
system and a desire for agditional follow up visits. For the
1989-90 participants, the evaluations ranged from 1.3 to 2.2.
The written comments concerned more opportunities for community
based instruction. The results of these evaluations ijs found in
appendix H.

pre and post training quality evaluations of participants
were evaluated using the GCoetz and Anderson IEP evaluation form.
The IEP is evaluated across curricum areas with each goal being
rated a 1 if it meets the criteria or an indicator of best
practices, or @ o if it is not present. The mean scores are
shown in Appendix I. An increase in each category is indicated,
with significant increases in programming for generalization and
perfect scores in teaching with age appropriate materials and
working on a pasic skill. For all three project years, the
jnteraction activity is slightly higher than before training, but
remains low. Although there was usually some type of interaction
planned with nonhandicapped students, as reflected on the follow-
up visit graph, this was not planned for on the IEP’s. Further
information and consultation was provided in that areas to the
1987-88 participants, and was specifically emphasized to the

1988-89 and 1989-90 participants. The participants for all
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project years have met the criteria for mastery of competencies.

4. ACTIVITIES FOR_THIRD BUDGET YEAR

A. Timeline.

Table 1 presents the timeline as originally approved, with
proposed changes indicated in parentheses. puring the fall of
1988, the participant selection activities were completed,
according to the timeline scheduled.

The following changes in the projected timeline occurred.

1) In consideration of the academic calendar of GSU and
peKalb county public SchoolS; participants arrived in atlanta on
sunday, June 18, 1989. This enabled a full day of orientation
and jpstruction on the first full day of the sumner session.
summer school for DeKalb county ctudents ran from June 19 to
August 4, 1989, representing a full seven week program.

2) In the original timeline, follow=-up visits occured from
september through January. The revised timeline, used during the
second and third project years jncluded follow-up visits
occurring from september through March. This extention enabled a
more longitudinal view of classroom activities.

3) The timing of post-training evaluations Was changed from
January and February to January through March. This change Was
based on recommended changes by participants from 1987-88.

B. programatic components.

In order to achieve the stated objecives of this project,
the seguence of four enabling activities was conducted: 1)
participant selection and notification, 1I) participant

preparatory activities, 11I) Summer training institue, and V)
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In-class follow-up training.

1. Participant selection and notification was doné
cooperatively with the State pepartment of Eduation, Division for
Exceptional students from a pool of nominations by LEA
representatives. The bases for selection were: a) employment as
a teacher of a class of students with severe/profound mental
handicaps, b) emmployed by a Georgia LEA outside metro-Atlanta,
c) commitment to that LEA for continued employment for at least
the follow-up Year and one moie Year, and d) no prior training
specific to students with severe/profound handicaps.

The same activities that proved successful during the first
and second project years to encourage the participation of
teachers who were members of groups traditionally
underrepresented were employed during the third project year.
This was monitored by the Advisory Committee.

pParticipants received the following information upon
notification of selection: a) outline of Institue requirements,
activities, and time commitments, b) housing and per diem
information, and c) course credit information and application.

11. Participant preparatory activities. Prior to their

arrival in Atlanta for the summer session, participants must have

read the text by Alberto & Troutman (1986) , Applied Behavior

Analysis for Teachers. A list of study/reference questions wAas
sent to each particpant. Additionally, each participant was
asked to bring examples of IEPS written during the May staffings
of their students.

11I. Institute summer activities. The summer training
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activities were conducted all three project years in the DeKalb
County Public School District in Atlanta. This was a cooperative
summer program conducted by DeKalb Couty and the Program in
Moderate/Severe Handicaps of GSU. The program was located on a
local public school campus, accessible to community facilities
for functional skills training.

The summer session training consisted of didactic and
practicum activities, as indicated on the revised 1988 summer
schedule in Table 3. The didactic component contained objective
and integrative activities which were evaluated as such. The
practicum contained applied activities, which were evaluated as
such. Didactic ins;;uctiég occurred during two time periods.
First, during the seven week summer sesions, content lectures
were held daily from 9:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M. Content of the
lectures reflected the competencies listed. During this first
week participants were also tested, and reviewed on the’
preparatory reading. A criterion of 85% was set for this test.
If the participant did not meet the criterion score s/he was
given an oral review with the Project Director. This allowed for
confirmation of deficit areas, and for remediation to be planned
jointly. If the deficit was confirmed, the Project Director
provided individualized review and additional readings on the
topic.

The second time period of content lectures was from 1:30 to
4:00 P.M. daily (Wednesday 11:30 to 4:00), during weeks 2 through
7, except on Fridays when the narticipants were dismissed as 3:00

P.M. in order to begin traveling home around the state.

N
23



The lectures by the project staff were supplemented in
speciality areas, such as physical therapy (by a physical
therapist employed by the school district to be on site during
the summer school), augmentative communication (by a speech
pathologist), managing medical emergencies, and microswitch
technology. Emphasis during these sessions is on the cooperative
nature of team managment. The text used in association with
didactic instruction was Snell, M. (1987), Systematic Instruction

of Persons with Severe Handicaps.
Practicum activities occurred daily during weeks two through

seven, from 8:30 A.M. to 1:30 P.M. (11:30 A.M. on Wednescays) .
Each institute participant participated as a member of the
instructional team for one of the summer school classes. The
other team member was a GSU student engaged in the practicum for
completion of their masters degree.

For their assigned classes, each teaching team was
responsible for preparation of instructional objectives and task
programs for increasing functional skills, conducting
functional/ecological assessments, developing and maraging
instructional activities and programming, conducting community-
based instruction and vocational training, ongoing data
collection and interpretation, and managing the physical
environment to maximize each student’s learning potential.

All activities of the summer school program were under the
direct, daily supervision of Dr. Alberto, and Ms. Heller, the
Institute Training Coordinator. The Training Coordinator had no

direct responsibility for the GSU students. They were the
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responsibility of GSU doctoral interns. This arrangement allowed
for a small student:teacher ratio during the practicum
experience, and for continuous and immediate in-class
supervision, instruction, and feedback to Institute participants.

IV. Foilow-up Training Activities are recognized as key to

the value and success of a training program which is concerned
with maintenance and generalization of newly acquired teaching
competencies. Toward this end a set of follow-up training
visits were made to the classroom of each participant. The
Training Coordinator and/or Project Director visited each
participant in their classroom on at least three occasions. The
visits were spent assisting and evaluating the teacher’s
implementation of instructional planning, instructional
strategies, data collection, and preparation of instructional
materials. During the second and third follow-up visits of the
project year, other members of the instructional team, e.g.,
physical therapist, speech/language therapist, were encouraged to
attend, such that cooperative planning and instruction were
reviewed and reinforced.

As part of the follow-up training activity, each participant
was required to prepare at least one task program to present for
evaluation at each visit. They also were required to prepare an
integrative paper concerning programming for generalization of
learning.

Parents of the studencs in the participants’ classes were
informed by letter that their child’s teacher had been involved

in the Institute training program. They were invited to respond,
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by letter or by phone, with concerns they had which might be
included in the Institute training activities. Parents were
informed of follow-up visits to their child’s classroom, with an
invitiation to meet with project staff. At these meetings,
parents were invited to discuss educational activities in their
child’s classroom, with staff and teacher. Particular emphasis
was placed on generalization of learning from the classroom to
the home.

V. Management and Evaluation.

1. The management system and personnel allotment will
remained the same as in the orignal document. Role
responsibilties are listed in Table 5.

2. The three-component system for evaluating preparatory
activites, competencies, and the overall effectiveness of the
project described in the original document was maintained as
outlined in Table 4. The details of the evaluation components
provided in the orginal document appear in Appendix K.

The following changes in the evaluation system were made:

a) The Classroom Review Checklist was used in place of the
practicum form to evaluate the participants’ comptencies during
the praclicum. This form was preferred by the first year
participants in its areas of evaluations and provided greater
continuity of feedback from the practicum to the classroom
follow=-up.

b) Due to the success of video taping the participants and
providing feedback, it was included all three project years.

C) The Classroom Review Checklist was revised for the
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. Iable 5.

MANAGEMENT ROLE RESPONSIBILITIES
AND PERSON LOADING CHART

Project Dlrector’s responsibilitles:

5% -coordination with the SEA and the varlous partlicipating
LEAs for partliclipant selectlion and summer and follow-up
tralning actlvitles J

25% -lectures during summer training sesslon

30% -co-responsibllity for practicum during summ:r

10% =conduct objectlve, Integrative, and applled evaluatlons
during summer tralning

% -engage In follow-up tralnlng and evaluation actlivities

% -preparation of total evaluation report of project
activities

% -budget supervision

10% -staff supervislion

2% =chalr Advisory Commitee

Tralning Coordlinator’s responsiblllitles:

10% -houslng arangements and orientationn for the particlipants

5% -correspondence with participants prior to Atlanta arrival
and coordination of follow-up training visits

30% ~supervise practicum activity duringsummer tralining

10% -assist In lectures during summerinstitute

30% -engage in follow-up tralning and evaluation activitlies

5% =prepare and send out post-training evaluatlions

10% -prepare evaluatlion summaries sent to each particlipant and

LEA




24

summer of 1989 to include specific components for addrewsing
community-based instruction and instructional methodolagy.

3. oOther Changes or Amendments: In October of 1989, Ms. Donna

Andrews became the project coordinator (see Appendix C).
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il.

THE STUDENT WILL DEMONSTRATE KNOWLEDGE/ABILITY: 26

to develop appropriate IEP objectives based
on functional assessments, chronological age,
and ecological requirements of current and
future placements.

to prepare and carryout an instructional
program plan based on the technology of task
analysis.

to record, graph, and interpret ongoing
data of student performance.

to apply the principles of learning, and
strategies of instruction (-.g., reinforcement,
stimulus prompting, resplonse prompting, time-
delay, errorless learning) within one-to-one

.and small grqu,instructional sessions.

to apply the principles of behavior management
based on the least intrusive alternative

for the reduction of inappropriate behaviors

that interfere with learning and social acceptance
of the student.

to differentiate developmental and functional
curriculum models, and the ability to
sequence learning activities.

to develop community based curriculum cbjectives
based on ecological inventories; and
generalization principles and practices. .

to develop and maintain a physical environment
which maximizes the students' learning potential
through consultation and cooperation with a
physical therapist/occupational therapist; and use
of mechanical assistance devices.

to conduct instructional activities appropriate for
inclusion in cognitive objectives.

of appropriate instructional technology and
program components of various verbal lanquage
programs developed for students with severe
handicaps.

of criteria for selecting from among, and
implementation of, various approcaches to
nonvocal programming.



12.

‘ 13.

14.

15,

16.

17_.

of the development of social (interpersonal) skills,
and its application to environmentally appropriate
behaviors, play and leisure activities which are age-
appropriate.

of the personal care skills necessary for
various aged students.

of vocational skills and management requirements

for various vocational arrangements (i.e., supported
work model, sheltered work model), and appropriate
adaptations of skills and materials based on physical
functioning.

to conduct and manage community based instructional
activities. '

to design and use functionz. materials and equipment
which are age-appropriate for learning activities.

of the various approaches and activities for
integration of students with severe handicaps on
age-appropriate public.school campuses.

3
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Additional Readings for Summer Institute

Selected Readings for Follow-up Component
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ADDITIONAL READINGS FOR SUMMER SESSION

Alberto, P., Brigas, T., Sharpton, W., % Goldstein D. (1281).
Teaczhing a nonverbal yes/no response to severely handicapped
students. Journal of Childhoad Communication Disorders, &, 90-103.

Alberto, P., Garrett, E., Briggs, T., % Umberger, F. (13983). Selection

and initiation of a nonvocal communication program for severely

handiczapped students. Focus on Excectional Children, 15, 1-15.

Azrin, N. &% Foxx, R. (1971). A rapid method of toilet training the
institutionaliced retarded. Journal of Aoplied Behavior Analveis,

4, B3-29.

Baumgpart, D., Brown, L., Pumpian, I., Nisbet, J., Ford, A., Sweet, M.,
M=ssina, R., % Schroeder, J. (1982). Principle of partial
participation and individualized adaptations in educational '
programs for severely handicapped students. Journal of the .

Association for FParsons with Severe Handicare, Z, 17-27.

Baumgart, D., % VanWalleghem, J. (1386). Staffing strategies for
implementing community-based instruction. Journal of the
Agsociatiev for FPerziors with Sevears Handicaps, 1!, 92-102,

Brown, L., Nietupski, J., % Hamre-Nietupski, S. (127€). Criterion of
ultimate functionirg. In Thomas, M.A. (Ed.), Hev, don'%: forqet
about me. Reston, VA: Council for Exceptional Children.

Clarkson, J. (1282). Self-catheterization training of a child with
e

myelomeningocele. The American Journal of Occucati
e=-28,

Dever R. % Knapcsyk, D. (1280). Screening for physical problems in
classzrooms for severely handicapped students. Journal of the
Acszociation for the Severely Handicapoed,, S.

Donnellan, A., Mirenda, P. Mesaros, R., % Fassbender, L. (1384),
Analyzing the communicative functions of aberrant behavior.
Journal of the Aszociation for Persons with Severs Handicaps, &,
201'21‘). . )

Ford, A., % Mirenda, P. (1984)., Community instruction: A natural cues
and correction decision model. Journal of the Association for

Persons with Severs Handicaps, 9, 79-88.

Hamr e=Nietupski, S. Nietupski, J., Bates, P., % Maurer, S. (1382).
Implementating a community-based educational model for
moderately/severely handicapped students: Common problems and
suggested solutions. Journal of the Association for the Severelwv

Horner, R., Spraque, J., & Wilcox, B. (1282). General case programming

. for community activities. In B. Wilcox % G.T. Bellamy (Eds.),
Desiyn of high szhonl programs for severely handicapped students.
Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publ. Co.
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Hourcade, J. % Parette, H. (1286, Surmer ). Management strategies for
orthopedically handicapped students. ITzaching Exceptional Children,
2B82-28¢6.

Rhodes, L % Valenta, L. (1965). Industry-based supported employment:
An enclave approach. Journal of the Asscociation for Perscohs
with Severe Handicaps, 10, 12-20.

Sﬁell, M. % Gast, D. (1281). Applying time-delay procedures to the
instruction of the severely handicapped. Journal cof the :
Azssociation for the Sseverelv Handicapped, &, =13, .

Venn, J., Merganstern, L., % Dykes, M. (1272, Winter). ‘Checklicsts for
evaluating the fit and function »f orthoses, prostheses, and
vheelchairs in the classsroom. Teaching Excepticnal Children, o0-

o7,

Wehman, F % Kregel, J. (12835). A supported work approach to
competitive employment of individuals with moderate and s
handicaps. Journal of the Association for Percons with €=
Handicaps,.it, S-11.

Weisenfeld, F. (12€€). The IEFs of Down Syndrome children: A content
analysis. Eduzztian and Training 2f the Mentally Betarded, 21, 211

-21%.

Yerk, J., Nietupski, J., % Hamre-Nietupski, S. (12ES). A decision
-malking process for using microswitches, Journal of the Asccociation
for Fersoneg with Severe Hangiceps, 10, 214=-22C.




31

SELECTED READINGS FOR FOLLOW-UP COMPONENT

Agran, M., Salzberg, C., & Stowltschek, J. (1987). An analysls of the
effects of a soclal skllls tralning program using self-Instructions
on the acquislition and generallizatlon of two soclal behaviors In a
work settlng

Handlcaps, 12, 131-139,

Bender, M., & Valletutt}, P. (1985).

severely handicapped, Volume 1{. Bustin: Pro=-Ed.

Bender, M. & Valletuttli, P, (1985). Teachina the moderately and

severely handjicapped, Volume 3. Austlin: Pro-Ed.

Burkhart, L. €1985). More homemade battery devlices for severely

handicapped chlldrenp. College Park: Linda Burkhart.

Cole, D., Meyer, L., Vandercook, T., & McQuarter, R. (1986).
Interactlions betweenn peers with and without severe handlicaps:
Dynamics of teacher Interventlon. nal o

Reflclency, 91, 160-169.

Dorsey, M., Iwata, B., Reld, D., & Davis, P. (1982). Protect]ve
equlpment: Contlnuous and contingent applicatlon In the treatment
of self-Injurious behavior. Journal of Applled Behavior Bpalysis,
19, 217-230.

Dunst, C. (1981). Infant Learnina; A coanltlve-1 s v
strateqv, Allen, TX: DLM Teaching Resources.

Favell, J. & Greene, I (1981). How to treat self-injurious behavior.
Lawrence, KS: H & H Enterprises.

Furuno, S., 0’Reilly, X., Hosada, C., Inatsuka,T., Allman, T., &

Zelsloft,B. (1985), Hawall early learnlng proflle. Palo Alto, CA:
VORT Corporation.

Fraser, B., Henslinger, R., Phelps, J. (1987). c

multlole handicaps, Baltimore: Paul H Brookes Pub. Co.

Glennen, S. & Calculator, S. (1985). Trainling functlonal communicatlon
board use: A pragmatic approach. Auamepntatlve and Alternat]ve

Communication, L, 134-141.
Goosens’, C. & Craln, S. (1986). Angmgnlatlye_cgmmgnlgaglgn Resourge .

Birmingham: University of Alabanma.

Halle,J. (1982). Teaching functlional language to the handlicapped: An
Integrative model of natural environment teachlng techniques.

n n for Persons with Severe Handicaps, 7, 29
-39.

LaGrow, 8. & Repp, A. (1984). Stereotyplc responding: A review of
Interventlon research. 1. , 88,
595-609,
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Livl, J. & Ford, A. (1985), 8kill transfer from a domestic tralning
slte to the actual homes of three moderately handlicapped students.

Education and Tralnlng of the Mentally » 20, 69-82.
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McDonnell, J., Horner, R., & Willlams, A. €1984). Comparlison of three

strategles for teachlng generallzed grocery purchasing to hlgh
school students with severe handicaps. urpal o)

Nietupskl, J., Hamre-Nletupski, S., Clancy, P., Veerhusen, K. (1986).
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community Instuction. Journal of the Psoclation for Persons with
Severe Handlcaps, 11, 12-18.
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Yolume |. Baltimore: Paul H Brookes Pub. Co.
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Handlcaps. Rockville: MD: Aspen Pub.
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handicapped students. u Assocliation for Persons with
Sternberg, L., Ritchey, L., Pegnatore, L., Wills, L., & Hill, C.

(1986). pped

e ﬂ
Broward county model program. Rockville: MD: Aspen Pub.

Stokes, T. & Baer, D. (1977). An Implicit technology of generallzatlion.
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Stremel-Campbell, K., Johnson-Dorn, N., & Udell, T. (1984). Teachlng
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U.S. Dept. of Education.
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DONNA G. ANDREWS
138 B. West College Ave.
Decatur, Georgia 30030

Education

A.S. 1979 Young Harris College, Young Harris, Georgia
(Education)

B.S. 1981 North Georgia College, Dahlonega, Georgia

(Special Education: Mental Retardation)
M. Ed. 1986 Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia
(Mildly Mentally Handicapped)

Related Educational Experience

1987 to present full time doctoral student at Georgia State
University

Professional Experience
June 1987 to 1989

Doctoral student at Georgia State University, Technical

Assistant for Bureau for Students with Severe Handicaps, Atlanta,
Georgia.

Duties: Provide instructional methods and techniques for
teachers of students with moderate, severe, and profound mental
handicaps, located throughout the state of Georgia. Provide
current literature and training on topics related to specified
problems, trerds, and practices in the field of moderate, severe,
and profound mental handicaps.

August 1985 to June 1987

Lead Therapist, Level II, Cobb-Douglas Psycho-Educational
Center, Smyrna, GA

Duties: Teaching a self-contained class of severely behavior
disordered and autistic students from 4 to 8 years old;
supervising two classroom paraprofessionals, writing and
implementing IEPs; working with ancillary services, participating

in parent training groups, and developing and coordinating home
management systems with parents.

35



3¢

August 1983 to Ju.ne 1985

Lead Therapist (0-14 classroom) Northwest Psycho-

Educational Center, Rome, Georgia Sattelite Center, Cartersville,
Georgia.

Duties: Teaching a self-contained class of severely behavior
disordered students ranging in ages from 5 to 14 years;
supervising one classroom paraprofessional; writing and
implementing IEPs; working with school personnel and ancillary
services from two school systems; developing and coordinating
home management systems with parents.

August 1983 to June 1983

Resource Interrelated Teacher, Bartow County School Systenm,
Cartersville, Georgia.

Duties: Teaching mildly mentally handicapped middle school
students in a resource setting, supervising one classroom
paraprofessional; head of special education department, campus
contact person for special education; writing, implementing, and
coordinating IEP meetings; 1liason for regular and special

education personnel; developing and coordinating home management
systems with parents.

August 1981 to June 1982

Itinerant Behavi»r Disorders Teacher, Bartow County School
System, Cartersville, Georgia.

Duties: Teaching behavier disordered elementary school students
for half day, teaching lkehavior disordered middle school students
for the other half; writing and implementing IEPs, implementing
and coordinating IEP meetings for school; liason for special and
regular school personnel; developing and coordinating home
management systems with parents.

Professional Activities

1989-90 Consultation for Burke, Gordon, and Quitman County School
Systems on establishing and implementing a functional
curriculum in classrooms with students with severe and
profound handicaps.

1988-89 Consultation for Richmond County School Systems on
communication, assessment, curriculum, autism, and
functional curriculum for teachers of students with severe
and profound handicaps.

1988-1990 workshops on "Physical Restraints for out-of-
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1988

Control Students" for Cobb, Fulton, Clayton, and DeKalb
County School systems.

Presentation at Georgia Council for Exceptional

Children on "Pictoral and Auditory Prompt Systems"

Poster Session at the National Conference of The

Association for rersons with Severe Handicaps on "A Training
Model for Teachers of Students with Severe Handicaps"

1986-1989 Guest lecturer for graduate classes at North

1987~

Georgia College on the topic of autism.

1989 Guest lecturer for graduate classes at Georgia State
University on the topics of autism, physical restrints,
reinforcement, task analysis, self-injurious behavior, and
recreation/leisure skills.

Professional Affiliations

Board of American Society for Autism 1988-90

The Association for persons with Severe Handicaps

Council for Exceptional Children

Training By TEACCH (Training and Education of Autistic and
Communications Handicapped Children) October 1985
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APPENDIX D

Summer Evaluation Data 1987

Practicum Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE
SUMMER 1987

4=Fluent 3=Competent 2=Deficient 1=Unacceptable

Week 4 Week 7
Assessment 2.7 3.6
Instruction Stimuli 2.5 3.9
Data Collection 2.8 3.5
Program Generalization 3.0 3.3
Instructional Evaluation 3.0 3.5
Observation Technique 3.2 3.7
Strategy Development 2.7 3.8
Strategy Implementation 2.9 3.5
Data Collection 3.1 3.7
Generalization 3.2 3.7
Instructional Evaluation 3.3 3.9
Professionalism 3.9 4.0
Planning 3.0 3.7
Emergencies 3.5 3.9
Group Instruction 3.0 3.5




’- Ie

MODIEICATION OF BE4AVICOAL DEFICITS

A.

The Intern will use an appropr1ate
instrument to perfcrm an initial: :
assessment of one of tha major ;o
learning categories (e.g. language,
motor, social se1f-helo coonit1ve)

-

Interim

Final

Comnents &

. Evaluation Evaluation Remediation

., The intarn w11‘ prepare a written

[] o3

surmary of data collected through
use of the 1nstrument

2. ' The intern will prepare an 1nstruc- ‘
. tional 1EP containing short term.-
goals based upon assessment

..+ comoonents, .

The intern will select and operat onalize
one behavioral deficit from those goals.?
1nd1caeed ‘on the IEP. This behavtcra1
objective will contain 211 required .

1. The 1nterw 3111 prepare a Behav1ora1

Task Program for 1nstruct1on of the
deficit area,

2. The intern will select appropriate

materials to be usad in instruction.

3. : The intern will seiect, where
necessary, an appropriate training
e"vironm#h’

c.

The {ntern w111 select appropr1ate stimuli|,

for 1nstruct10n

1. The intern will demonstrate competance
in the arranging of antecedent
stimuli,

2. The 1ntern w1i1 demonstrate competenca
in the selection and use of
appropriate consequencas.

3. The intern will demonstrate competence
{n the arrangement of rainforcement
schedules for acquisition, ma1ntenance
and/or ageneralization.

4, The intern will demonstrate the

ability to give verbal and physical

“* cues (prompts) clearly to students.

‘ | 45
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interim Final Comments &
Evaluation Evaluation Remediation

.ﬁ:'.The'antérn-wili'bﬁnduct on-going

Tdienem

~ ... data collection during instruction.

1. Tha intern will select an’
appropriata obszrvation and
. = . recording technique (e.q. event,
trials to critericn).

.« .. &, .The intern will develop appro-.
priate recording sheetls.

- 3J.. .The intern will graph the data
being collected.

4. The intern will demonstrate the
ability tn use the data being
collected for altering 1nstruc-
tion whare necessarv,

~E. The.intarn w#wi1l demonstrata program- _.
ming for generalization acress
trairers, matarials or envircnments.

F. Based on the results of the
programing conducted the 1atarn
will write a.long ranqe plan.

1. The intern will perpare a written
_ summary of the rasults of instruc-

"~ tion and suggestions for future '
programming.

"2. The intern will communicate the - T N e
assessment and cbjectives and - ‘
results of {nstruction to the
cooper2ting taacher.

[I. MODIFICATION QF BEHAVIORAL EXCEZSSES
(tantrums, self-abusive behavior,
excessive noise, stereotypic behavior,
aggressive behavior towards others,
hyperactivity)

.. A, The 1ntern will select and apply an
y approprmate ebsarvation tachnique (e.q.
event, time, interval, latency, duration) r

]

1. The intern will prepare a behaviora
_objective for the target behavior

which incorporates all requirad
components.




Interim Final Comments &
Evaluation Evaluation Remediation

2. The intern will develop for use an
—.-anpropriate data collection sheat,

3. The intern will select and graph
baseline data. ~

'B. The intern will deveTop an intervention
Strateqgy.

1. "The intern will develop a statement
of behavior contingency.

" 2. The intern wil) provide an appro- -
priate arrangement of antecadsnt:
stimuld.

3. The intern will demonstrate selacticn
and effective use of appropriate’ *
consequences of behavior. ..

4. The intern will select an arpropriate
training environment. '

C. The intern will implement planned
intervention.

1. The intern will demonstrate appro-
priate on-g90ing data ccllection.

2. The intern will demonstrate appro-_'
priate usz of operant techniques.

3 The'1ntgrn will demonstrate fnstruc-
ticnal evaluation based upon the data
beiny collected.

4. The intern will demonstrate arrange-
ment of reinforcement schedules for
decelaration and maintenance.

5. The intern wil} demonstraie the
abi1{ity to give verbal and physical
cues clearly to students,

0. The intern will program for genera]izat!cJ
acress at least one of the following
variables: e--across trainers or
environment, '

. E. The intern will prepafe a reoort of data.

.~~~ _1. The intern will conduct post-checks.
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‘ ' Interim Final  Comments &
R SRR Evaluation Evaluation Remediation

“

111. Small Groun Tns truction

Given a yroup of 3-5 ceyercly/multiply
handicapped individuals, the intern
will take full responsibility for all
planning and {nstruction for the qroup
daily for a minimum of four weeks.

. This time pericd will combine activities
to reinfaorce appropriate social-group
behavior and instruction in a learning
domain.

A. In conjunction with the cooperating
teacher the intern will select 3.
single instructional objective (e.g.
form matching) appropriate for all
grqup members ‘

B. The intern will conduct an informal
assassment of group members.

c-1. The intern will select appropriate -
activities which will enhance the
members ability to operate as én
{nterdependent group member and
mastery of the {nstructional
objective.

2. The intern will demonstrate the use
of a variety of activities te include
both in-seat and out-of-seat activities.

. p. The intern will pregare and/or select
appropriate materials which will be
usgd with group members.

€. The intern will prepare written daily
lesson plans.

F. The intern will maintain daily
anecdotical reports which inciude
information specific to the amount
and nature of participaticn of each

~ group member.
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The intarn wi1l arach data eoliactad, !

Interim
Evaluatio

Final Comments &

n Evaluation Remediation

! |

3. The intern will communicale and

.. demonstrate the recults of
interventicn to e cooperating
- teacher for continuztion cf
intervention {f necessary S

1y. STAFFING CONFERENCES
A.

In a practicum'setting the intern
vii11 observe the staffing conference
of the facility {n which he/she is placed.
The intern will prepare a summary of at
least one such conference to inciude:

1. Purpose of the staffing o
. 2. Description of client and data pre-
santed (evaluative & obsarvational)
3,: Members of the staffirg cormittee &
. any other participatns T
4. OQutline of procedure followed
5. Itens discussed .
6. Action ‘reccmmenced by staffing
participants

V. INSTRUCTICN THROUSH A "THIRD" PARTY

A. In conjunction with -the ccoperating:
teacher the intern will select an
{nstructional objective for a class
member and will train an aid, para-
professional” or parent to canduct
an instructional orcgram, :

1. The -intern w111'1nstruct'the aid

- . on teaching procedure. :

2. The intern will jnstruct the aid

. 4n the apporpriate methed of data
collection. '

3. The intern will supervise the

aid's instruction and data
ien of the instructional
chiectives.

collec-

4. The intern will prepare d written
raport of this training and

supervisian,
DCNE IN EITHER

(THIS 1S TO 8E
7661 or 75/M4)
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"f  The intern w11f imnlement pianned

antervention.

1.

Tue intern will demunstrate
appropriate on-going data

.collection and daily graphing.

Interim
Evaluation

Final Conments &
Evaluation Remediaticn

The intern will demonstrate
appropriate use of operant
techniques.

The intern will demonstratie
{nstructional evaluation
based upon the data being
ccllectad.

“The intern will demonstrate

arrangament of reinfercemant
schedules,

The iatern will demonstirate
the ability to give vertal
and physical cues clearly to
students.

45
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Interim Fual Comments &
Evaluation  Evaluation  Remediation
V1. PROFESSJONALISM
| A. The 1intern is courteéﬁs and tactful when
dealing with: . ,
1. students
¢.__paraprofessionals
3. teachers
4. admlnistrators
9, parents
B. The intern demonstrates an assured, calm
mannér when working with students
C. The intern is cboperative in carrying out
: the dafly cluss routipe .
0. The 1intern {s prompt; neat and accurate :
In the preparation of records and reports
E. The 1nt¢rn Is successful in motivating children
F. The {atern deals with professional criticism
"G, The 1intern plans and organizes daily activities
and the movement of children in the classroom ‘
1. The {intern makes efficient use of time '
2. The intern 1s competent in the developaent
and adaptation of materials
3. The intern demonstrates the ability to
manage and arrange the physical facilities
so0 as to facilitate learning: '
H. Intern deals with disruptive ehavior or

eciergencies (e.g, seizures) calmly and
effectively

9}
DR




APPENDIX E

1. Summer Evaluation Data 1988

2. Classroom Observation Review Checklist
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Evaluation of Teacher Performance

ummer 1988
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EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE
SUMMER 1988

4=Fluent 3=Competent 2=Deficient 1=Unacceptable

- G - Gt . - Y S . - . B S S G e % D G P b S D G D . - - - - - - - - - .- -

Week 4 Week 7
Assessment 2.9 3.5
Currji<ulum 3.2 3.7
IEP’s 3.1 3.6
Input 3.3 3.7
Scheduling/Instructional Format 3.2 3.6
Instructional Tecliniques 3.0 3.6
Data Collection 2.9 3.9
Adaptive Positioning 3.4 3.8
Instructional Materials 3.5 3.7
Teacher Behavior 3.7 3.7
Interaction w/ Non-handicapped NA NA
Use of Paraprofessional NA NA
56




20

.. CLASSROOM REVIEW CHECXLIST 13%8

"~  fThe following observation checklist is to be used to evaluate
programming within an individual classroom for students with
severe/profound handicaps. ‘

Scoring: 4= fluent performance
. 3 = competent performance
? = improvement needed as noted
] = not an acceptable performance for reasons noted

Teacher:
Observer:
Date of observation:

Observation Item Score Procress Comment

1., Use of arcropriate assessmeqt
instoument (s)
a) student
b) ecological

2, Appropriate curriculum
a) relevant domians
b) ecormmunity based . -
c) functional activities .
d) age appropriate activities

3. ‘Functional commnication programuing
for each student

4. IEP cbjectives which reflect all
curriculum domains

fS. IEP objectives written in behavioral
terms .

6. Settings poted within IEP cbjective
. in which the activity is to take
placa (acquisition & generalization)

7. IEP's & instructional plans which , _ '

reflect acquisition, fluency, painten-
ance, and generalization of skills




Observation Itenm

Therapist input (pT,0T,5PL) into
developing objectives & delivery
of services.

Score

Progress Comment

. parental input into developing
. objectives.

10.

Vocational education & Rehabilitation
Services consultations for secondary
aged students

1l.

Use of classroom time/activity
schedule

12.

Use of task analysis & task pregramming

13.

Use of systematic assistance procedures
a) stinulus prompts

b) <response prompis

c¢) fading

14.

Systematic use of corsection procedures

1s.

Inst=uction for independent behavior
initiation & self-corrsction

l6.

Systematic use of reinforcement and

reinforcement schedules.

a) allowing for naturally occurring
consequences

17.

Ongoing data eollection

a) appropriateness of methed
b) graphing

c) analysis of data

18.

Use of various instructional formats
a) 1:1 instruction .

b) small group instruction

e¢) whole class instruction

51



19.

Observration Item

Availability and appropriate

‘use of xdapted equipment

Score

Progress Comment

20.

Physical positioning of

' students

21.

Instructional materials

a) age appropriate

b) functional

¢) appropriate for level of
learaing

d) necessary adaptations

22.

Trial minaqement
a) inter-trial latency
b) number of trials or minutes
per session
¢) sufficient time for student
resgonse to be performed

23.

Placement of materials
a) within range of motion
b) placement of distractors

4.

Effective use of paraprofessional

25.

Planned interactions with
nonhandicapped students

26.

Management of community based
inst=uction

27.

Evidence of respect for student's
right to privacy

28,

teacher conducts class in a calm,
unhurried, and friendly manner

52



APPENDIX F

1. Sumnmer Evaluation Data 1989

2.

Revised Teacher Observation Review Checklist

)1

25
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55
EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE DURING SUMMER PROGRAM 1989

4=Fluent 3=Competent  2=Deficient 1=Unacceptable

-__—_-——_-.-———_-—————.———————_—_——_——--——_—-—_--——_——--————-—u—-—-————_.—_--

Week 4 Week 7
Assessment 1.9 3.2
Augmentative Communication 2.8 3.4
IEP’S NA NA
Input 3.4 3.5
Scheduling 3.1 3.6
Instructional Techniques 3.3 3.5
Data Collection 3.2 3.8
Adaptive Positioning 3.2 3.8
Instructional Materials 2.7 3.7
Teacher Behavior 3.8 3.9
Interaction w/ Non-handicapped NA NA
Activities (Skill Clusters) 3.1 3.6
Behavior Management 2.7 3.7
Self Help 3.8 3.8
Community-Based Instruction 2.5 3.0




TEACHER OBSERVATION CHECKLIST 1089

The following observation checklist

programming within an individual ©

moderate/severe/profcund handiceaps.

{a to be used to evaluate

laaaroOOn for students with

ance
d a8 noted

l=not an acceptable performance for ressons noted

Scoring: 4=fluent performance
3=competent perform
2={mprovement neede

Teacher:

Assessment

ASDbE S ———

1. formal {nstruments

-r----------—----c.----—-------

3. 1nformal/teacher
assessment

---------—--—--—------------u

Data Collection

5. eppropriate colliection
system

6. collected daily or
at least 3/week probes

e o= o0 oo = o o

e o o» o oo o=

-Scorew

e emcceememeemmemmmmm o T T TTT

----‘---m-’-----—------—-------

----------—--—-----»--—--a—---

-—-----—--‘——----—-------------

—---u—--’-----—-—---------—-.--
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(¢

Activities (skill clusters)

9. instruction is sctivity based

- e E Oh M e S e e e e S s e o e e W

Ll el R R A A e L T N Y Ty

- e as e T E AW e e 05 a w o en

activities are age-
appropriate

activities use resal
materials

ectivities are naturally
sequenced

ectivities sre tsught in
deily routines

activities leead to
meaningful outcome

------

- o -

- we E s E E G YD EN M EE Gn e W M EE e o o e

W ED Sh Es M ED E e e W N W) D S S A B o

- E s e A s e ™o ® o e e w

it e it e e e g A R e ol I N

o ED ED e Gn S e M Ve Mn s e v Es Es s s E s E e A s o A

Ll R R e ik LN Sy

sctivities are teaught in
natursl environments when
possible

Materisls

17.

materisls sre age-
appropriate

materials are naturael/
functional

necessary adasptetions
are meade

M E ER W s e e R UG es E e e Es E o ar
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20, plescement within range
of motion

------------------------------- -

------------------------------- -]

Instruction

2l. massed vs,., distributed
trials

------------------------------- -

it et A e R et T R

23. number of trisls or minutes
per session

ittt I I I d I VR

24, sufficient time for
atudent to respond

indiadiadi et gl R R T T O Qe

26. use of systematic
assistance

a) entecedent prompts

CTER IR G e - e E e e e w = e e

it e R R I L .

e) natursl prompts/cues

- - - -

e e

e e e e E CcCcr r rtem CcamE " -~

e e mrterC Cr e o e - -

adl i B R U

el R R R T .

el el B T e,

it P i

G e e e e e e e

bl e R R T T
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27.

(

ayatematic use of correction
procedures

systematic use of reinforcement

a) selection of reinforcers

- e B E M HN Sh Ee B E e R S @ Em @SS E o S e -

ellowa for neatural
consequencesa

Generealizetion across:

a) time

-t o B ey S E e s EY W e = -

- G G G G G G S E N G e TR E O N G e A W o e e

e w e e th e U G Ee S oEs W e Ee G MO W e o e o

materials

- e o = -

s S e o e S e Eom ™ e e =

- e Es G M E E ¢v S E TS s B Em Em ™ wm -

- e Ae e e e g e Ee e s




.

Class meanagement

30.

Use of various instructionsl
formate:

a) 1:1 instrvuction

- om Om E s G e G s e T eEeEE e e eSS

cless time/activity
schedule

-—neas e - = e o o

- e e e s e Mmoo W o

b) objectives practiced
throughout the day,
e.g., communication

- e s e G e S eE G N Y W@ A e A

c) makes efficient use
of clees tine

- e > s s U G e M em s T e m e inm e o w

Effective use of
pereprofessionsl

- e S e m em e B e G e R MR G em e e s o

a) instructional programs written
so thet parents, parapros,
or subatitute personnel would
understand how to teach thenm,

- W Es E G s Uh G b OGN G Ov G s e e B @ SN EN oo o

Phyesical positioning

a) positioning eppropriste for
acceeeing activities

-- = o m m w e

- e W o w o

- s e e e T e e W o= e

- s E e M s MW
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b) rotetion according to schedule

developed with PT

34, aveilability end appropriate use

of sdepted equipment

36, familierity with medical
records, procedures,
nedications

37. interactions with
nonhandicepped peers

- ar s G e e e SH e ThE G G GG NSO G S G e S M -

38. evidence of respect for
student’s right to privecy

39, teacher conducte cleas in a
calm, unhurried, end friendly
manner

Behavior Management

——

40, functioneal anslyeis of insppro-
priate behavior

4l. Principle of Least Instrusive
Alternative

- ean s b Gh D D Un ED s G s W TP D Eh Gh D W s A Y e e G A

42. instruction of alternative
behavior

o - - - - -

- - - - -

H 9

- e e U e e -

e e e e e emEm e e e e - -

- e e e oo amEm e oo o> o®w o -

- .- e o oo oW e

- e W e oo oo (Yoo -
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Congultation/information sharing
Input intoc development of objectives
and delivery of services
43, Phyaical and/or occupstional
therapy
44, speech/language therapist
45, adult services/rehsb eservices
496, perent
97, Work-site supervisor
48, others (e.g., vision, APE)
e m e meeteecme et eccccccccrc—a———- i
Content
49, Communication
a) evaluation
b) instructional plan
............................... J..-.
c¢) Alternstive/Augment-
stive communicetion
------------------------------------ -1
d) throughout day
70
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................................ S

e) encourages student
initiation of
communication

Domestic/self-help

a) personal care

- G e S G m G s Gr e N h GE s Ee G W DTS G en e O

vocational

- tm G G E G G G G DG TP G MR G @ ™o

promotes student social
interactions

- - oo oo EE o e e oD o oo e o

b) at least 2x per week

G Er Es M G S E MR N G N @ W e S @ e e -

- e Er em e U G NS e @ T e W
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chaining of comnunity
activities

c)

d) specific objectives

e = = - -

--------------------un--n—-----

-----------—-------c——----------
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57. 1EP objectives which reflect
all curricuvlum domains

u--—--—n------—------------—--------l

s8. 1EP objectiveas written in
behavioral terms

59, 1EP objectives contein
criterion

60, 1EP & instructional plens which
reflect the various levels of
learning

- - = = o

-
L) N T I )
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.
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APPENDIX G

Data for follow-up visits, 1987-88, 1988-89, 1989-90
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EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE
FOLLOW-UP VISITS 1987-88

4=Fluent 3=Competent  2=Deficient 1=Unacceptable

Visit #1 Visit #3
Assessment 2.4 3.6
Instruction stimuli 2.7 3.5
Data Collection 3.0 3.8
Program Generalization 3.0 3.6
Instructional Evaluation 3.0 3.5
Observation Technique 2.8 3.8
Strategy Development 2.9 3.4
Strategy Implementation 2.9 3.4
Data Collection 3.0 3.9
Generalization 3.0 4.0
Instructional Evaluation 3.0 3.5
Professionalism 3.9 4.0
Planning 3.3 3.7
Emergencies 3.1 3.8
Group Instruction 3.1 3.7
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Visit #3
79

1988—89

Evaluation of Teacher Performance
Follow—up Visits
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EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE
FOLLOW-UP VISITS - 1989-90

4=Fluent 3=Competent 2=Deficient 1=Unacceptable

- - e e - - - = = e D S D D G D D D D A D G S D D ED S D M D ED e D D ED ED T WD S D S e D D D ED SR ED D SR S G G e S S A A S S e e e

Visit #1 Visit #3
Assessment 3
Augmentative Communication 3
IEP’Ss 2
Input 3
Scheduling 2
Instructional Techniques 3
Data Collection 3
Adaptive Positinning 3.
Instructional Materials 3
Teacher Behavior 3
Interaction w/ Non-handicapped 2
Activities (Skill Clusters) 3
Behavior Management 3
Self Help 3
Community-Based Instruction 2
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EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE
FOLLOW-UP VISITS 1688-89

4=Fluent 3=Competent 2=Deficient 1=Unacceptable

e - s e Sor (I Ve D En D En e Gm D M ED D D 6 (Ee TS D D D G G vee B2 D W I I G G G R D D S P G D S D S TR G G e G GI D e D D WD G 4 R G e G v e G

#
Assessment 3
Curriculum 3
IEP’s 3
Input 3
Scheduling/Instructional Format 3
Instructional Techniques 3

3
3
3
3
3
3
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Data Collection

Adaptive Positioning
Instructional Materials
Teacher Behavior

Interaction w/ Non-handicapped
Use of Paraprofessional
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APPENDIX H

Summer evaluations for 1987, 1988, 1989

Program evaluations for 1987-88, 1988-89, 1989-90

&4
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RESULTS OF PROGRAM EVALUATION BY PARTICIPANTS: SUMMER COMPONENT

10.

11.

Scope of content was sufficient.

The lecture content concerning
instructional technology was
appropriate

The lecture content concerning
curriculum was appropriate

The lecture content was clearly
and effectively conveyed

The text and readings were
appropriate

The instructor(s) were knowledgeai:le

Concepts and strategies taught
were encouraged and applied in
practicum

The students for the practicum
were students with severe handicapping
conditions

Facilities (classrooms, school,
community) were adequate for practice
of the concepts and strategies

The supervisors were sensitive to
individual differences of participants

Participants were encouraged to ask
questions and express views

1 = STRONGLY AGREE
5 = STRONGLY DISAGREE

mean scores

1987 1988 1989
1.8 1.6 1.6
1.2 1.8 1.5
1.5 1.7 2.0
1.7 1.7 1.3
1.8 1.4 1.5

-
[\
[
L]

o
-
-

1.3 1.4 1.0
1.2 1.4 1.1
2.1 2.0 1.3
1.5 2.1 2.0
1.2 1.1 1.1
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RESULTS OF PROGRAM EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS: FOLLOW-UP COMPONENT
1 = STRONGLY AGREE
5 = STRONGLY DISAGREE

mean scores

1987 1988 1989
1. Participant’s specfic questions and 1.2 1.2 1.3
concerns were addressed by instructor
2. Feedback was given regarding the 1.2 1.1 1.2
participant’s teaching strategies in
his/her classroom
3. The instructor provided appropriate 1.3 1.2 1.4
information regarding concepts and
strategies
4. During the classroom visit, the 1.2 1.2 1.3
instructor encouraged the participant
to ask questions and express views
5. Additional material which was pro- 1.2 1.2 1.)

vided to teachers for specific classroom
needs was helpful

6. The readings and assignments for the 1.6 1.7 1.5
follow-up sessions were appropriate

7. The required textbook was 1.5 1.4 1.4
appropriate

8. Feedback on the classroom review 1.6 1.7 1.8

checklists was appropriate

9. The instructor was available for 1.2 1.3 1.2
phone consultations, additional
visits, or sending needed materials

10. There was a sufficient number of 1.5 1.4 1.5

visits to the participant’s
classroonms.

56




1.

2.

APPENDIX I

IEP Evaluation Form (Hunt, Goetz, & Anderson)

IEP Evaluation Data, 1987~88, 1988-89, 1989-90
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Hunt, Goetz, and Andersons

128
L IEP ANALYSI3
+ Studen — Teachar
Birthdale : —
@[(_:\TORS OF BEST PRACTICES DEFINITION OBIECTIVE CURRICULLIM AREA(S) 10TALe W
AGE APPROPRIATE K would be appropriate for & (7 b ZZV/;G 3/
Materials ND posr of the same chronologlcal =
1) Mater 990 to use the materlals. 1) _
1t would b appropriate for 8 — ="
2 Task NO peer of the 31ame chronclogical
'9’&2’1.’“.;‘3“““"‘- 2 L |—]——}—1"
FUNCTIONAL The skil Is based on naeds Kol
fied In 1 of 5 ardes; communication,
7) Besic Skl soclal, behavior, molog, and pre-
lccdgn_yocbdemic. s | b {1
- i The task must be performad for the ' o
¢ Gl hetbily § I she can' do R for hersat, o L=t -
The sctivity necessilated the mutual
S} Intgraciion Activity participation'ol 8 NO and ¢ SO
person. 9 | _1__|— . .
WILL GENERALIZE TO A The ski# facilitates the S's ability
VARIETY OF ENVIRONMENTS to function I & varlety of environ
ments; spacifically, basic skil
6) Taught across sattings taught withln und across critical o .
and materals activities, or @ critical acthvity “ -
. vained across saltings and ‘
materals, . : 8, _ I e bje—p 1 —
The skift I taught In & way thet .
T) Taught in the roflects the manner in which the )
nalural setling shifl wil be used I the natural :
enviconment. ' )] . e . 1]
rggl.mmtsmomemwe . 1 L “TL---- }
DIRECTIONS e L SUMMARY ’ )
1) Net 1o the objective P, Indicate the curriculum area(s) | @ of objectives
, wihthe sppropriate fetterfs): Communication (CJ; Social % poinls oblained Trom iwal pointy fassible
(S}: Behavior (B). Motor (M); Domestic {D); Vocationa () average # of poinls per otyeclive K .
Community (CM); Recraationviaisure (L) Prescademic (Pre): 1% use age-3 iate malerials
| _Academic (A}, _[1% use "3qe-appropriale laske
2) Score 1 paint for each Indicalor included ln an §i% e Cuilical Activities
obisctive, T points ue possible tor gach objactive. 1% ar¢ Inlgraction Acticitieg
. ' 177 wil genaralizg 1o 8 vatiehy of nvitonments -
' - 1% occus n the aatural setting ~ [
' Figure 1, The rating sheet for the {EP analysis instrument. '
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IEP EVALUATION DATA FOR PRE- AND POST-INSTITUTE

AGE APPROPRIATE

Materials

Task

FUNCTIONAL

Basic Skills
Critical Activity

Interaction Activity

GENERALIZATION

Settings & Materials

Normal Setttings

.89%

.88%

«94%

.61%

«03%

.10%

.03%

*Pre~Institute

1987

.96

22

.87

.77

59

1988
.83% .95
.80% «90
«75% .87
+43% .87
. 04% .25
.08% .84
.05% .74
Training

1989

.82%

.68*

.78%

.53%

07%

L] 11*

.01%

.93

.91

.90

.89

031

.87

.70
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Georgia Department of Education
Office of Instructional Programs

Twin Towers East
Atlanta, Georgia 30334-5040

Werner Rogers Peyton Williams Jr.
State Superintendent of Schools Rugust 16, 1988 Associate State Superintendent

William P. Johnson
Assistant State Superintendent
General and Vocational Instruction

: Don Hogan
Assistant State Superintendent
Special Instructional Programs

Dr. Paul Alberto

Associate Professor

Coordinator/Director of
Moderate Severely/Handicapped

Georgia State University

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Dr. Alberto:

It is a pleasure to have the opportunity to offer support for the continuation
of your grant which has provided training to teachers of severely/profoundly
mentally handicapped students who are employed by local education agencles
outside the Metro Atlanta area. The selection of those teachers who have
completed training in the project was a cooperative effort between the State
Department of Education and your project staff. We are pleased with the
number of applicants you received and subsequently the very positive feedback
from the teachers selected as well as from the administrators of the local .
school systems in which they are employed. )

We want to assure you of our continued support of this project. The training
provided through this project has and will continue to have a positive impact
on the quality of services provided to severely/profoundly mentally
handicapped students throughout the state.

Sincerely.

ﬁdﬂw‘da& O Bopasir’

Gwendolyn T. Bensbn, Consultant
Moderate/Severe/Profound Handicapped
Division for Exceptional Students

GTB:dc
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Original Evaluation Scheme
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EVALUATION ' 82

The project evaluation consists of a three component scheme
as seen in Table 3. 1Its purpose is to evaluate both participant
performance and program effectiveness. Direct measurement of
achieving the objective of this project will be the number of
‘teachers mastering the competencies, therefore, the main focus of
project evaluation will be the 30 participants mastery of the
listed competencies.

Component I concerns the Preparatory activities of the

participants. During their first week in Atlanta for the summer
training session each participant will be teseed on the study
questions they received directed toward the two texes they were
required to read prior to their arrival in Atlanta. A criterion
of 85% will be required. Those who do not meet the criterion
will have remedial learning experiences. The second element is
the collection of their sample IEPs which will be used a part of
the overall program evaluation in Component III. |

Component II consists of the elements which will directly

evaluate the mastery of the project competencies by the
participants. Evaluation will occur in +wo settings to check for

initial mastery and generalized mastery. Evaluation measures

will be taken 1) in the controlled setting of the summer training
site, and 2) in each participants own classroom during the

follow-up visits.

3¢




Each competency will be subjecr to three jevels of
evaluation: Objective, Tntegrative, and Applied.

- objective: i.e., 2 chort objective tests on the

fundamental content from lectures and assigned readings to take
place at the training site. '

- Integrated: i.e., the participants will be required to

prepare 2 task program during their work at the training site, .
and one for presentation during each of the follow=up visits to
their classroom (the task progral is the written reporé of
instruction, and includes the following information: a)
instractional objective, b) prerequisite skills, ¢€) component
steps, ¢) alternative methods of performance, d) relevant
features, e) instructional universe f£or initial teaching and
generalization, £) appropriate data collection for initial and
probe data and a trend analysis of performance, g) method of
instruction, h) instructioral materials and modifications of
environment). The participants will be required to prepare two
integrative papersS. puring the summer training they will prepare

a paper on community/functional +raining in a particular

 curriculum area. puring the follow-up phase they will prepare a

paper on the generalization programming that has appeared in the

1iterature for a particular curriculum area.

- Applied: The evaluation of participants’ hands=-on
instruction in the summer institute classroom will be formalized
through use of the practicum form in appendix B. Evaluation at

the applied level will also be include Guring the follow-up °

visits. During these visits evaluation will be made by: a)

04
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lesson plans/task programs, b) data collection and
interpretation, and c) use of an observation form presented in
Appen&ix €. Evaluation criteria for mastery wiil be 90%
competences at a level of fluent perforﬁancg, and the remaining
.'10% at least at the level of competent performanée. The
possibility of extra remediation 5y an additional [ollow-up or.'
again the following summer will be determined.

component IIT has three elements to evaluate overall project

performance. We will have the ability to make a pre and post
evaluation of the participants development of IEPs. We will
compare the IEP submitted prior to participation in training
activities and those prepared and handed in during.the follow=-up
visit§. This evaluation wiil be made based on the points of
referénce noted in Hunt, Goetz, & Anderson (1986). The quality of
IEP oLjectives associated with placement in integrated vs.

segregated school sites, Journal of the Association for Persons

with Severe Handicaps, 11.

The overall components of this training project will be
evaluated by the'participants. Following their completion of all
project activities each participaﬁt wili receive evaluation
questionnaires to evaluation the preparatory activity, the summer'
institute, follow-up training visits, competencies included,

teaching procedures, and the staff.
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The third element consists of the ongoinyg evaluation

conducted by the Advisory Committee. The Committee reviews
selection practices, all evaluation data on mastery of
competencies, the evaluations completed by the participants, and
'the IEP change data. Summary reports will be presented to the

Advisory committee and each participating LEA.




