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Staff Development Centers for sghaol staffs afefgnlng ta be wlth us for-
“awhile. Regardless of the model or the: source of fubds both goverﬂmént ‘and

“the united teaching pfafessloﬁs agree that cont1nu1ng EducatlDD - the pra
titioners of instruction should be closer to the schoal, site as agpused to

“university campus—based S ) Co et

A,

There. are a variety @f‘m§dels for centers. Californid will have ,Pro-"
. fessional Develnpment and Program Improvement Centers, School Resnurze Cente
. and Teacher CenterS. The one common thread running through the several
enabling laws is that staff developmént resources should be directly related

to the assessed needs of the client SEhDOl_pEfSQﬁHEL-

centers are canCEptuallged. IhlE dﬁzument attempts EG preaent some goad
ideas" /o that planners may make ﬂptlmum choices ffom maximum choices.

This document may never be completed. As we get experience with center
ms, more good ideas will be 1m:0rparated and practices which didn't

work will be deleted.
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William E. Webster, Director
Office of Staff Development
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. . 'THE FEDERA A,H‘D STATE PROGRAMS: A COMPARTSON

- Slmltg ities

1. Iﬂ“bath programs, either g single local educational agency or a consor-
tium may Eppl?b J ' . .

) 2. Both programs réqulre one or more collabaratlng in Eiﬁutions of higher
. ' educstlnn. o C s A .

3. Both programs require a policy. board which must have a majority uf
'teacths. ’ ) . *

4. Both programs acknawlédge the value of some staff develcpment occurring
on rglegsed time. :

5. Both programs are expected to improve educational service to siudents.

6. Both programs acknowledge that participation in' curriculu:development
1

: is a legitimate kind of staff!develppmenti \ .
* .
— v . : - - o
7. Both programs require maintenance of lgzal EffOIE suppleme t,'ngt
supplaynt.

A - . . . -
8. Both prngfamg.aildw_flexibiliig in how a center is conceptualized.

.

9. Both programs require state Eduﬂatfaﬂ agency rev 7ie nd approval.

1

leferEHQESn

1. Only the federal program allows mstlmtﬁna of higher education ', be

the graﬂtee agency. Howevew, there appears to be no legal reason why
an IHE could not operate a center under a contract from a grantee Agency.

-

2. Althaugh each program requires a policy board with a majority of kteachers

and with a variety of other institutional’ and community members, the _state
program limits the number of policy board members to 3. The federal pro-

gram does not. —

n additiomr, the federal program sckncwledgés the prcfesslonal bargaln;ng
agent for teachers as having a major rcle in the selection of teacher mem=
bers of the. pgl1§y board. The state program does not. g%?

\N »—-I\

3. Although the state program stipulates that the full range af'edﬁcatién pro=
fessionals shall have acdess to tfalnlngLﬂpprtuHIELESD the federal program
leaves to the LEﬁEEF policy board the d321510n of who, Dther than teachers,

- may receive services.

[

i

O
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4. The federal program requires that within fhe- area setved‘by a center, .é_‘»h

%

3;; © . ‘nonpublic school teachers must be served. The ‘state program-does not, -

v . It seems clear that the state program, in’ the -absence of any statutnry‘z
reférence to ncnpubllg schnals isz' limited ta publie sehonla. :

5. FEﬂEfal regulatlans are 'less SpEElflE related td gaverﬂanaé pnllgles
‘than gre the state iaw and regulatloﬁs. . :

=

6. Thé fedéral pfagrsm allgus the applicart local educatlonal agency ta -

~app1y for funds for one- year of plannlng before lmpleméntaéian- The
: stace program ‘does nat.:f', - : .

O

ERIC
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'The federal program allow ufe) hlng far fac;llty vauls;tlon or remndeliug.
The ‘state llmlts capltﬂl*expend;tures to” 1D§percant of 4a prJEEE allacatlaﬂ.

*

. 8. The’ state prugram strongly lmplles that schaol=51tes may pufchase staff
" development .services ?f ¥ a center. The federal program is silent on'.
 this subject. _ , ‘ L e

9.. Ihe state program réquires the C615§11datlﬂﬁ of ‘staff develapment efforts
‘in the participating local educatiop- icies and schools. The federal
program does not. .

10. The,federal program limits the like of a center project to three years.
The state program.appears to make it possible for a project to; receive

funding for five years.. R , : _ . ]

he federal program provides for a planning grant for one year. The

11.
' state program does not.

W

12. For the Ffirst year, the state program is limited to six nglDﬁal centers
with funding at up to $80,000. The federal program envisions an average
grant of-$150,000 for the first year of operation. Also, there is no
guarantee that California would receive even one Teacher Center grant.
"It is hoped that decisions about which program furds to go for or whether to

go for both will be facilitated by this analysis. Readers are reminded, ‘however,

that timate knowledge of the relevant statutes and regulatlcns is the best foun=
ﬁétlﬁ}vun which to bulld such deéisions., -

- ALTERNAT[VE WAYS OF ViEWING CENTERS
A great deal is being said and much has already been written about the
nature and gtructure of centers. Whether one thinks about California's School

Resource Centers (AB 551/77) or federal Teachers Centers (Higher Education Get
Amendments of 1976), it soongbecomes clear that there are a wide Varlety of
ways in whlch centers might be conceptualized, planned, and operated.

3

A group of people widelf‘rep sentative of California education wcrklng as
part of the Department's External T sk Group, has 1dent1f1gd seven relatively
different ways of viewing -centers. And this w1thnut so much as a search of the

literature to see hgu many Dthér variations xist.

b
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" Here are some of the variations which were identified: PR

a1

The Teacher Shelter .

-
a

rials, tadig for making things, media library, and a talented and versatile
staff. It could incorporate both formal and informal areas, i.e., a lounge and

workrooms. Its purposes mlght be to try to provide immediate responses to
reduests for assistance from its clients, as well as to provide an alternative

This center might be a facility, well-stocked with books, Lurtlculum mate=

' environment for teachers to exchange ideas.

The School for Continuing Teacher Education

This center might be located in an abandoned, Tenovated elementary school.
Its inservice program would be planned around workshoPE or courses in g variety
«of curricular and interegt areas.. Its preplanned, scheduled services would be
announced and digseminated to ‘schools throughout its service area. - Its planned
program-would be built around aggregated staff development needs data from all
of the schools it serves. 'Pre-enrollment would be discretionary.

The Bouncing Bal

\""‘

Thls cente: mlght nat be a place at all. IES servizés, pteplanned!in re=

" in a- varlety af lacatxons thfoughout 1ts service area. Pfé enrollment might be

ERIC,
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required because of scheduling difficulties.

The Leadership Support Center !

This center might or might not be in a location where clients would come
for training. Its uniqueness lies in its emphaais on training trainers. School
district administrators and consultants, building principals, and key teachers
might receive training which they, in turn, would prllCEEE for the benefit of

those who wauld not attend.

This center, literally on wheels, might combine practically everything
which characterizes the preceeding mGdElE subject to the limitations of
the size and versatility of the vehicles used. It might be moved about in .
sparsely populated areas on a sghedule. (days, weeks,. or '‘months) so. that people

in remote Inzat1an5 could have convenient access to the éppartunltles which it

offers. - . ;ffgfffﬁ%

The @aqz_ﬁeaﬂed szta

distrlct_ It would coa:d1naté a multlfunded multlprogfam network which ﬁlghi
operate in many places at the same time. Such a cenEff’mlght have federal teacher
center, state school resource center, state professional_development and program
improvement center, state child services demonstration cen r, and-California
Writing Project Center funds. Its tasks of coordination and accountability would
be complex.

b . s



‘The Electronic Wizard

_ hls center condists of a computer-based data bank in which district and
school site staff development needs égsessment’dazg is 'matched with talent and
resources. A dophisticated program might- even include a time-available variable
for resource persons. -It- might be essentlakly—a~brokerage ‘service with vir-
tually no professional staff, and its services might be targeted to the school

site.

i

\ﬂ =
p.a

B

=

- These several models are intended to motivate the keader to think CfESEiVEly
about how to bring staff develnpment resources together with the clients., How-
ever, there are always the laws and regulations to be contended with. Perhaps.a
look at the similarities and differences would be beneflClal : e

O
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ONSHIPS™WITH COLLEGES AN VERSTTIEST ~ SOME OPTIONS

REL:

Both fedetal and state laws require that a centet project have one or , :
more Eallaboratlng institutions of higher education. Although more than one '
IHE ‘may be associated with the state pfaject only one representative of IHE's'
may sit on the pallay board. -

It can be assumgd phat state and federal Ieglslatcr% believe that ,there
is a considerable pool of talent among the professors that should be fed into
the staff development delivery system. 1t may also have occurred to some that
IHE related practitioners of EESEth education might learn from Ehexg‘assazla-
tions with such prJEEES. .

The actual relationship between an IHE and a center project might range
from normal participation on the policy board to selling faculty services to
cantfact1ng for the entire center operation. - :

An esrly consideration might be given to LdEﬁtlfylﬁg the talent resources
available from the center IHE faculty. In this regard, community colleges
should not be overlooked ds sources of expertise.

Merging and ‘dovetalling preservice and inservice éducat1an may be possible
in some situations. Common personnel, either IHE or LEA based are an easy ex-
ample. Persons might share staff devélopment, methods courses, and student
teaching functions on some contracted basis.

o

ﬂEere IHE's have developed of ~campus means for teaLthgﬁmetths courses
to undergraduate or fifth year students, local teachers might be enabled to +
take' the courses on a noncredit basis with some exchangg _Gf funds.

Cooperative planning and operation of administrafive internship pragfams
has worked very well in the past. There may be a coordinating role for centers
in such programs. '

REGIONAL NETWURKINL INTERFACING AND CONTRACTING k .
A QGﬂSidEfab{; vériety
California. Persons who are

provide differentiated responses through a cen
of assessed needs generated by local schoal si
ice

rces and tDr (pparfun1t1es to
er mechanism to the wide range
be alert to the presence within their serv
projects.

g

L



Professional Development and - ) o .
Program Improvement Eentériﬂi T L AN

These projects, limited to serving grades K-8,
offer released time inservice education to prin-~
cipals, teachers, and aides to atrengthen the
teaching of reading and mathematics in schools
with high conédentrations of lower achieving
students.- < '

"
[

Child Services Demgnstration Centers " . .« « = « « = =

O

ERIC
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These centers train) teams of persans from school
dlsir;;ﬁi to develdp individual Educatlonal pro-
grams. for handicapped students.

. i

ESEA Title Iv-C Cflt1cal Needs Projects . « 4 ¢ &« & s . 13

' o A ) . } %%
These projects develop mpdels and processes for ‘ .
originating, implementing, and replicating school
and district staff development programs.

News Careers in Education . . .1 . &+ ¢ ¢ & o2 s « s s - 6 N

Thase projects prov1de preservice on-the=job

training for upper division teacher education

students. Atteam leader provides day-to-day

supervision.

‘California Writing Project Centers . '« + « =« =« = « « « - 9
These centers train elementary and secondary

teachers to strengthen the composition and

creative writing skills of elementary and

SEEDﬂdEIY students.

Tea hez_E@rES’Eijezts s s s s s s s s s s ws e s s s 9

Current two-year projects emphasize intensive
staff development in a single school while pro-
viding preservice education for”a small number

. of interns. Projects funded for 5 years begin-
ning with 1978-79 will focus on staff development
for a feeder system of 2 to 4 schools.

) Centers cfrall sorts, once operational, could form regional networks.
These networks might be either informal or formal. The purposes would include
but not be limited to the exchange of information, sharing expertise, coopera-

tive scheduling of outside resource persons, shering specific tfalnlng tasks,

and using a Ctommon Evsluat1an ané%fesaar;h model.

A



Interfaclng might best be déscribed as a combination of separately funded
projects operated by the sdme grantee agency. If a county office of education
has allocations for a school resourcé center, a teacher center, and a profes-
sional develapment and program lmpfnvéméﬁt center'project, under state law
it Hould be requlred to closely coordinate these activities. :

: ' : i .
N While separate accauntab111ty requlraqgnts might make management complex,
there is clearly an Qppaftunlgy to dovetail the operations for the sake of

economy of resources and variations in sérvices offered.

O

ERIC
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- Formal tqntracts for services, especla]ly 1f they are perfcrmance con—

! tracts, seem to be compatible with the centers legislation, both state and
federal. Some examples which come easily to mind are lisfed to illustrate -
what mightebe possible. : N

I

' E; mEle + A local edewcational agency with a grant for Ja Teacher Center

or a School Resource Center might contract with a university to operate

_the program, u nder thé direction, of course, of the pallcy board, :

Example 2. -A Teacher Center or School Resource Center funded fnr one
local educational agency might contract for training services with a
Professional Development and Prﬂgram Improvement Center funded for another
agency.

; ! Fy
Example 3. A center might contract with a county schools office or
a regional laboratory for certain training or evaluation services.

These examples are offered, as well as the statements about networking
and interfacing, to en¢ourage thinking about thorough Expl@fatlun, identifi-
cation, and utilization of appropriate resources. o )

- -NEEDS ASSESSMENT: FROM SCH DD’ SITE TO REG;DN

The roles and functions of centers may appear to be split when one thinks
about staff development needs assessment processes. This need not be true

if one accepts two propositions: -

First, only the persons at the local school site can reliably determlne
their needs for new or extended skills. These will be identified in relation
to the program goals established by the school for its studentsd. Thus, the
center will. aggregate needs data and attempt to provide a valtld response
to the client schools,

SEﬁﬁnd a center may bé hétter able than some luésl Schaul SitE stsffs

cesses, Léntersi then ay uffer 1eadershlp and tra;n;ng ta qunty foLCE,
school district, and schaal site staffs to improve the capacity of school

groups to dEEEleﬂE their needs for new or extended skills.

The two processes seem to be complimentarv and could proceed simul-
= . &=
taneously. - \
‘ r
' ) 1o
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GOVERNARCE: COLLABORATION AND PARITY

plementation of :en:ers as.a pnwer strugglE, ThlE appruach would appear ta’
be cqunter productive. Both the federal and gtate programs clearly prévide.
for teachers to hold declslbn—maklng power by being in a msjﬁrltj on center’
policy buards. . J

. The concept of “collaboration" as distinct from "cooperation" may beg"’
helpful when persons from dliéerent organizational roles- and perspective€s - .-
sit down together to plan. at differing agendas will emerge at such mdet-
1ngs is predlctgble. There is a need to develop a glve and é“ke climate ih

@

the education professions have the best interests of stu ﬂts at heart

when center decision making processgs are established. Th’ré is the slmpli;g'

fact that {policy boards are required to have a majority of ¢
this educational activity, .at least, the final decision-making power rests
with teathérs- -

cher§§ In

-

" In the era af galléctiVé bafgaining an& tegcher power; some Eéhﬂﬂl per-

¥
~————and wedglred.- - There— is—atﬁeed~Ee—E§nt1nue Ehé—bélléf EhaE mgsiﬁggxgg,s 1§;;LL,

)

contention and attemptlng to deal w;th them in advance. Although there appears

to be the possibility that the governlng boards of ‘grantee agencies and the

policy boards of centers might experience conflict of ijEEElves, this could
. be minimized if pOllClEE of gfantee;igenclgs are clearly enunclated béfnre

a center proposal is developed.

Such gréntea sgénéy board p311c1es are. thnse that relate to the .nature
and degree ®f the agency's commitment to staff development, fhe curriculum

and institutional goals to which ‘the agency is committed, and personnel E§$§¢§
y

. tion, recruitment, transfer, and retention. When these policfés are alregd
adopted and dlgsemlnaﬁed the parameters-within which the center policy board
must approach 1t3 work will be clear. Conflict may- be reduced.

) It may also be dnticipated that when a single center services two or
more school districts, the pnllcles of thE several agencies may be divergent

in some regspects. There would appear to be a.benefit to all parties concerned
if interagency agreements clearly designate the policies of the grantee agency

as prﬂv1d1ng the operating framework for the center project. P

A statewide group of persuns representing various educational roles
was gathered to assist the Stage Department of Education identify potential

problems and opportunities inhekent 1n the legislatively prescribed governance

of centers. They produced the

Potential Dp?éf;gﬂit;esﬁ ' L -

membership can result ik: o
_ . .

The new gDverna?ﬁg'stfucgufe.with teachers in a majority of policy board

- A
l. A more open anfl genuine sharing of experience and resources;

’ 7
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2. A delivery!systemfwhich is mgfeifespansive to its cqnatiﬁuents;*

S =

'& . g

\
Fatentlal Prablems

Thg new gﬂvéfﬁaﬁﬂé EEJ/ ure

Ehlp could prodJ;e:

at collaboration);

;!! -

on the pallcy baard

DI?FERENTIATfNG AMONG

f

Schaol Site gfaups are, recognlzed as Ehe app prlate

and EKtEﬂELEﬂ cf Ekllls.

jﬁb!{?lé%éd
It/

Heightened perceptions, thfoughout the cli
‘and relevance of};caff development experlenzes‘

& B . o
ent schbal system of t:edlblllty .
¥ : '

A

- : ) : . *

5. A wldespread EEEI%?g/Gf ownership thgoughout the .clieft sxatem. C;i
o

1. fAdvgraafy réIétLunshi?é~éndfﬁaﬁt§5£s‘£§r

aﬂd

The _focus of ‘new Callfornla education leglslatio

» would be simplistic, however,
services should literally be delivered to the sghool site,

More honest Evalugtlnns ‘of both fhe processes and the products Qf the
staff 62velépment dEIIVEfy system :

and S —— ;

s =5 = : 7 ff

H < ' o -
- ° -
% =
. LI - . s
2’

" with tescths ‘in & magor;ty of pollcy bnard member-

%
=

: -
_power;

-4 g _ -

Attémpts by persons tb manlpulate decisions (as apposed to’ feal Effafts

#é’

the repr

hy esentative. nature of weats

Perceptions of low credibility and relevance of staff,development ex-
periences by ndn-teaching constituencies. . :

= LIS ’ E

DELIVERY STRATEGIES

is the ‘school site.
nit to determlne needs

ongoing staff develoment servzces*tailored ta fiE Ehe needs of

personsf?nd develop the competenﬁles in the local. school.
L 2

to assume that g}}istaff deve;dbment
Cost "effoetive oo

staff development efforts, responsive to the dlagncsed needs ‘of individuals,

small groups,

in which staff from several schools learn together.

and whole school staffs may.require forming instructional groups

"Tralning a word used

frequently in connection with staff development,

carries. some 1mpoftsnt 1m=

plications,

The mere provision of knowledge about something can hardly be

seen as training. Yet,

providing knowledge in the form of information is

the foundation of learning.

Training would seem to require some extension

of knowledge into concrete experience.

Updeting a biology teacher's
reasonable scope of staff development activities.

knowledge of subject matter is within a

This could be approached

through auto-instructional materials,

small group seminars, or regular

university class models,
techniques in providing

of tralnlng

of efforts lncludlng Extended guided practice.
¥

Helping a biology tedcher develop more effective
a learning situation for students may require a variety .~
This latter is a betgaizexampEE

8 - V P Yo =
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vide help in learning,
plannlng, or progrﬂm mgpagemenb skflls appears to be a ‘valid Example of ser-
vices delivered right to the sahnul. Qzlng;gg a grnﬁp of teachers. from severals
4 schools to a central, ,place for staff’ devetopment in teaching oral language .
: . .deve lopment may be more feasible and cost effective than trying to deal
‘directly with eaeh’ during the perlod when new knowledge is b31ng prSEntEd.
¥ Wgrkﬂ%g suppartlvely dlfeccly in the. cldssrooms of, teachers who are frying —_.™

~  to apply pew knowkedge in their éeachlng may be the only way that real

;f:\; . "tralnlng can be achleved. S s ‘ - - : .

; N Those who- concep;uallse how 4 center p:ogram could function may find =
u 4 that suzh varlatlons in deliveripng staff developmen
y ,prlate, eachﬁfOF dlffSrEﬁE clients, and each at, dif Erent times. .

s AT . . £ .

" 7 0 TRAINING TRAINERS -

. . ~ . The massive job of: providing continuing education for the full panaply -
b of ‘persons who contribute to the instruction Qf students may require, at -

least for some purposes, that some sort of chain reaction be planned. Persons
who canceptuallze hnw EEﬂtEfE may serve 1afge chstlﬁuencieE may-want to
consider how to-.identify key persons to receive intensive training, and how

to create acgepzable roles and conditions so that their knowledge and skills
may be effectively shared at district and school site levels_

7 - s - TELLING THE DIFFERENCE: WHAT WORKS P
r . AND WHAT DOESN'T? .

| It is expected that centers will vary cansidefably in objectives, training
strategies,; degree of involvement of teachers in the planning and 1mplementatlﬂn
g stages, and so on. Along with this dlverglty of approaches to stdff development’
- among the centers, you find that people view indigations of program success dif-

ferently. Some ‘believe that only student -test sgéres are necessary and that they:

COﬁEEItuEE the flnal wafk on pfagram guccess. DEhEt\@EﬂplE believe that a vslld

LY 1nten51ty of the tralnlng sessions. A gnod Evalua§1on d331gn shnuld 1ncatporate
W both of these, indicators, and then go beyond them to allow for collection of:

e 1) descriptive .data on how centers plan and implement their programs, and 2) mea-
surement cf outcomes in addition to student achievement which are anticipated by
centers. A comprehensiwe evaluat;on design should address questions such as the
following:

* 1. What types of plann1ng activities were conducted?

2. How HEll}dld the district organizé itself during the planning stage?

3. To what extent was the school staff involved in assessing student needs,
identifying~available resources, setting objectives, etc.?

4, During the planning stage, to what exteant did the district cap1tal1ze
on resources available from other programs (e.g. Fede 1 Teacher
Centers)?

5. How clasgly did the agency follow its plan during the implementation?

6. Was there an effective means of changing a plan when it became clear
that it wasn't working? J ’

Y . =30
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", 7. In what ways did t%éigjaff_dEVélopment program change the instructional
program at the classroom level? How did it make the instructional pro—- -
gram more responsive to individual needs and iNterests? i

8. What organizational and procedural changeés were made - in the relationship
P between school and their districts during the pladning and implementation
stagesa? , : .
., 1{ [ ‘ ) :
/9. What changes were there in the dissemindtion strategy for successful
staff developthent activities? ) ; "
©,10. To what extent were program ébjeétivgg obtained? 7 | ; o .-
. L. What changes were "observed in staff skills fe.g. administrative; support,
volunteer)? = | _ T # . A . -
l2. What changes were observed in Xtgaching skills? - oy T
< i . AN . ! »
13. "Were newly acquired skills, used?:* . Lo T
. . 14, 1Is there a rélationship between the &xtdnt.of training received and obser-
' . vable changes in teachng behavior? . : '
7 3 . .
15.7 What changgs were there in 'student outcomes? school climate? counseling
and guidénce pfoéégures? :
: l6. .Were any of these changes inﬁhumber 15-observed for teachers who had either
a high degree of involvement in staff development or a very low amount
wf involvement? :
SOME SOQURCES OF INFQRMATION : :
AND ASSISTANCE K
Those whoe are 'interested in developing approvable centef:applicationg'
and effective staff development delivery systems may wish to explore some
of the resources listed below. This incomplete listing is suggestive of
the broad range of aides whichi might be considered in conceptualizing what
might be possible, o
PUBLICATIONS OF THE
CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ,
OFFICE OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT
OCCASIONAL PAPER SERIES
) , .
= i i ) = i — 1. . &4
Occasional Paper Number One Occasional Paper Number Three
"Collaborating in Inservice Education" "The New Teacher Center Pfogram"
(Myrna Cooper) (Charles Lovett and Allen Schmieder)
Occasional Paper Number Two , Occasional Paper Number Four
"Inservice Teacher Education in "A Framework for Staff Development
California: Views of Teachers" Necds Assessment"
(Bruce Joyce) (Carl M. Schmitthausler)
List: National Network for Bilingual Educati@ﬁj(Availahle: Originally
. published by the UI.S. Office of Education) ;

*,
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. PUBLICATIONS OF THE )
CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, T
OFFICE OF §TAFF DEVELOPMENT 1

4

STAFF DEVELOPHENT TECHNICAL ASSTSTANGE SE%IESv -

i C

1. Iﬁst:uciions:i\EPw to Apply for Local Staff De@elgpmeng_?ragram Funds

(Avallable) .o
- ] i R L]
{ L. 2. Advisory: Maklng Local Staff Development Programs Work,
- , (Available in draft form, 3/1/78)
q 3. Instructions: How tc Apply fn% School Resource Center -Eunds
- ,(Avallable) ﬁ
. 4, Instructions: How to Afiply for Federal Teacher CEﬁEEﬁJ%unds - )
. (Aballsble) X
5. Advisgry: Makimp Centere Work T $
' (Available in draft form, 3/1/78)
6. Instructions: How to Apply for PDPIC Funds fg - .

. (Available)
: ’ : ¢ T
© 7. Advisgff: fessional Deve&opment and Prmgram Improvement
ivaﬂable)
8. Instructions: How to Apply'far New Careers in Education Funds
(Available)

9. Advisory: New Careers in Education Projects
(Available)

10. Advisory: A Framework for Developing Teaching Competencies
(Available in drgft form, 2/1/78)

i

11. Advisory: A Hultlplé Input Sta Ef Development Needs Assessment Procedure
" (Available in draft form, 2/1/78)

LY

12. Advisory: An Inventory of Staff Development Programs Administered by
the State Department of Education :
(Available in draft form, 2/1/78)

7 N - E = ) =S ) ) . ;‘
- 13, Advisory: Evaluating Staff Developmer »Prggramss Process and Broduct

+(Scheduled for summer, 1

l4. Advisory: Local School Board Policy and Staff Development
g ) - (Scheduled for summer, 1978)

l§._}ﬁA Partial Directory of Curre ntly Funded Staff Development PIGJECEE
in California" 5
(Available) = ¢

B

16, State Approval Criteria: 13th Cycle Teacher Corps Projects

11
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916-322-6140 \K

OTHER STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION RESOURCES u

4
o
-California State: DEpartmEﬁt
.of quratlﬂn

\gfflge of Information

National Diffusion Network
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA¥ 95814

Migrant Education Program 4_.

Staff Development

William Kenney, Coordinator

Office of Cémpénsatafy Edqutlcd Iy

721 CapitolsMall \ \\ T
, <

CA 93814 e

/
1

Sacramento,
916-322- 4830 .

California Right-to-Read Program
Dr. Fred A. Tillman, Director
721 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, CA ~ 95814
916-445%-9317

California Coalition for Sex ,
Equity in Education . , &
Dr. Barbara Landers, Di ’
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-2737

u
”"I‘

Pupil Personnel Serviceg
Dr. Annel Upton,
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA

916-322-6352

95814

State Department of Education
Office of Staff Development
721 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-5537

The Education Iﬁfﬂgmatlnn RESDUECES
Service . Ve '
Frank Wallgce, DiIEEth

-0ffice of Ihformation

J21 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA
916:3225614@

95814

Bilingual Education Core Unit
Dr. Guillermo Lopez, Director
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA

5

95814

96-445-2872

p -,

Office of Special Education
Staff Development

Dy. Karl E. Murray, Canrdlnatar

7721 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, CA . 95814 3
916-322-4695 ’
Exemplary Programs Service -

Dr. Dorothy Blackmore, Manager

721 Capitol Mall

CA 95814

Sacramento,

916-322-6140

SChQDl Health Prﬂgram

fu

721 Capl;al Mall

Sacramento, CA 95814
916-322-5240

bove may be obtained by telephoning or writing to:

-k
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¢ EXAMPLES OF EX

Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development .
John Hemphili
1855 Folsom Street
S3an Francisco, CA 94103
y 415=-565-3000

'

NASA Aerospace Education
Services Project

Center Education Program Office

NASA Annex Research Center

Moffet Field, CA 94035

415-965-5544 ‘

L

"Elements ‘of Efféctive-TeaiJiﬁg”
, \\x A Media Training Package /
; . Dr. Ronald Hockwalt \
Division of Instruction
San Diego County Department
of Education
.714-292-3568

5

e e

Q !
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ERNAL RESOURCES

Southwest Educationagl Development
Laboratnﬂy

211 E. 7Eh Streeé 77777

Austin, TX 78701 ’

512=-476-6861

4 ' f
Equal Opportunity in the Classroam
Sam Kermin, Director
Los Angeles County Education Center
9300 East Imperial Hwy., Room 246
Downey, CA 90242
213-922-6168

1 5

3 SWIRL Educational %ESEanh and

Development
Richamd E. Schutz, Directer
4665 Lampson Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA 90720
213-598=7661

Center for SEudy,éf Evaluation
Eva Baker, Difettor '

Unlv ralty of’Callfarnla

;fELDs Angeles s
14% Moore Hall ’
Lﬂs Angeles, CA
%13-825-4711

90024

13 4., -
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