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Introduction Outcome Data Structured Interviews

e This presentaﬁon IS a program evaluation for the second Table 1. Survey results from teachers who had an SLP student Elementary School 1 (n = 14/22) Elementary School 2 (n = 4/7) o Highlighted quotes from the structured interviews
year of a project termed, The SHU Collaborative, whereby C/Iinician provicl:e s;?r\(ices R R G L e 1 2 3 4 5 | Mean | 1 2 3 4 5 | mean | conducted at the end of the clinical rotation:
: elementary school sites e I B e B o | meme | e | e | e
three graduate students in SLP completed a school-based — ;; with the way the program was explained to me prior to f:; f;’) SLP graduate student: “I feel like it is the best experience, I couldn't imagine not doing
- - - - . . this...I just feel lucky that | get to experience this and be a part of something that it really is
C|In|Ca| placement (Spl'lng, Summer) In a pUbIIC SChOOI start. 1 0 1 3 ? (1.11) 1 0 1 0 2 (1.66) benefiting a Iot_ of kids gnd | can't think (_)f anything that | would want to change from what
Settlng with one su PErvising SLP. | found that the program SLP student clinicians did not disrupt my 0 0 1 1 1 4.79 1 0 0 1 5 3.75 we've been doing...| think the program is great.”
o The 3to 1l ratio Of raduate StUdeﬂtS to su ervisor was classroom. (0.56) (1.64) SLP Supervisor: “I've gotten positive feedback from the teachers saying that even when
g _ p _ | found that the program faculty did not disrupt my classroom. 4.21 3.75 the students are not doing the curriculum work, the interns are engaging them at lunch,
developed to meet needs for both the un|VerS|’[y program 0 0 > 1 8 (0.94) 1 0 0 1 2 (1.64) when they have the lunches in the classroom itself. So it's teaching them social
: : : communication.”
and the partner school district. The latter of which had a | found the SLP student clinicians to be helpful with the students they ) ) . A R ) ) ) , | 400
goal Of IncreaSIng Classroom_based Speech and Ianguage were working. (0.61) (1.73) SLP G_raduate Student: “l have a l.Ot of pr_esch(_)olers who I'ee.”y dldn't say much at all in the
services, and the university program supported this | saw improvements in the speech and language ability of the students | | o | |, | g a7 | o | o | g |, | 400 | e i even know i that would ba posabie before o e e
- T ST y _ in my class that worked with SLP student clinicians. (0.62) (0.71) | |
INitiative, by pllotlng the program in one school. | found the program did not interfere with the learning of students in my . . , X . 450 . ) ) . , 3 75 SLP Supervizo[]: “These are very bright (%radua:]e) sturslents anglf they asl|<I amafjing
: : : : - - guestions, and they're open to criticism and anything | have to offer. It really made me
e There Is research Supportlng the eﬂ:lCacy of therapeutlc classroom who do NOT receive speech language services. (0.73) (1.64) appreciate the field again, seeing it through their eyes, seeing how excited they were and
- - : TR | | was able to learn how to better support my students’ speech and 4.00 4.25 reminding me that | should be excited about it too.”
Lr;}beergslggl(i;g Cglf:?nvgtda?gl\{xllg?ggtstgil-?lg‘ggrt\gﬁrgk(;%l’- 282’36;”;/\5;:1;?10:{ anguage neecs as a reslt of the. F)rogram. ; O ; 4 ; 19.85) ; ; : : : 10.83) SLP Graduate Student: “I felt the SHU supervisor was beneficial to our student learning
al. 2005; Throneburg et al. 2000; Valdez & Montgomery, 1997; Wilcox et al. 1991). | found the program to be beneficial to my students. 0 0 1 2 11 (g';;) 0 1 0 1 2 (i'gg) fxpdet;ie”kce- She_;/_vasl :‘b|e tol;actually S‘ie Whtat'silgomg on intthde CLaSSfﬁom-tSOI,I her .
: : eedback was critical for me because she actually saw my students, she actually saw the
o Findings from the pilOt year of the program Indicated | would welcome the program and the SLP student clinicians into my 4.79 4.00 environment so the feedback that she gave was more hands on, more practical and it was
_ : 0 0 1 1 12 1 0 0) 0 3 really beneficial to carry that over in the classroom.
success in one elementary school (outsoftas, Dayalu, & Maffucci, 201g) ~ L13sSroom again. (0.56) (1.73)
: : SHU Clinical Supervisor: “The graduate SLP students feel comfortable with these
and Important Change§ We_re app“ed tO the Second year Of students. I've also noticed that they're more willing to participate and focus their attention a
the program reported In this presentatlon, these were: Table 2. Elementary School 1 (Year 2 of “J wauld de,&mteég love to woe | Table 3. Elementary School 2; (Year 1 of little more In the classroom.” “l really liked that the graduate students stayed with the same
Program); SLP Caseload Descriptives (n = 33)* in this type of envirenment Program); SLP Caseload Descriptives (n = 25)* students throughout the semester. It was a good change from last year.
) expansion to a second elementary school within the ’ - e ¢ ere ’ -
( ) P " district d y Gender Girls =5; Boys = 28 day/’ :I'W’t te Bnow we've makmg Gender Girls = 6; Boys = 19 -
parther district, and, Grade Level Preschool = 12; Kindergarten = 4; a Wmc&v Grade Level Preschool = 8; CO n C I u S I O n
(ii) a caseload approach used by graduate students. First = 5; Second = 2; Third = 2; $.£9 Craduate Student Kindergarten = 7;
Fourth = 2 Fifth = 6 ' First = 3; Second = > « This program evaluation examined the second year of a
) Qualifying Autism = 21; Qualifying Communication Impaired = 5; : p J : hi : Y
P r O g ram EV al u atl O n Category Communication Impaired = 0; Table 4. Descriptive information for Category Multiply Disabled = 5; Umversﬂy-Cqmmumty Pa_rtners 1P (0 Improve outcomes
Th uat dJucted 1 h S::secrhg(e)?:;?s;?iﬁ)iflrfdlcz) 0 school-based SLP related activities itgszhzéo‘?HD'i:a;‘;“t Iy services, while providing an innovative clinical practicum
IS program evaluation was conducied 10 assess he _ Y during placement (n = 5) , Y for SLP graduate student clinicians.
effectiveness of the second year of the program’s Classroom Self-Contained = 19; Y r Classroom Self-Contained = 15;
. . . . . Mandat G | Education with Services = 2; ivi €an gays or Mandat G | Education with Services = 2; - :
implementation and identify challenges and triumphs N o a1 Activity opportunities ancate e el T - Changes made to the program implementation
aSSOCIated Wlth the fo”OWIng tWO program goals Inclusion Classroom = 0 Classroom 12.6 days Inclusion Classroom = 0 |nCIUd|ng eXpanSIOn t0 a SeCOﬂd elementary SChOOI Site
_ _ Related Services | Occupational Therapy = 27 observations I(RSD - 8;756; ” Related Services | Occupational Therapy = 18 and the use of a caseload apprOaCh were both deemed
1) To augment speech-language therapy services being Physical Therapy = 8 ange =5t0 24) Physical Therapy = 9 successful and will continue into the third year.
prowded to students In two elementary schools. Classroom-Based Intervention Classroom-based (357[')8 dlaész Classroom-Based Intervention Eind do indicate that the foll _ 4s 10 b
: = L4 * FINAINGS A0 INalCcate na e 101owINg needs 10 pe
2\ To trai duate students in SLP t de hiah it Average hours 4.70 (2.71) Intervention Range = 36 0 41) Average hours 6.87 (4.30) _ 9 _ N g
) To train graduate students In O proviae nigh quality per week ; per week considered for future implementation:
SpeeCh and Ianguage |ntervent|0n In the Claserom and * Caseload descriptives represent the portion of the SLP caseload seen by the graduate students. Separate (359D2= f»;sg * Caseload descriptives represent the portion of the SLP caseload seen by the graduate students. - Improved da_ta CO”eCtlon and Chlld Ievel OUtcome
i i i Location Therapy !
therapy room to children in urban school settings. Secial ororect comoleted by graduate SLP students o Range = 37 to 41) —_______ measures that can document change
_ El School 1: Professional Devel £ _ " pecial Project Completed by graduate SLP students at _ ' ' tlni
Three sources of data were used to conduct this Program | raraprofessionsls working with children receiing speech and Evaluation peali et Elementary School 2: Speech and Language HW Videos for Improve communication within classrooms between
L language services. observations et parents to support carryover of skills at home. the SLP, clinical supervisor, and graduate students.
eV8.|Uat|On . (CST, Preschool, Speech/Language) | Range = 1 to 3)
(a) Surveys of classroom teachers; roropro o szp”hblgyg"ppp‘f“l IEP Meetings ?.6 opportunities Acknowledgements:
. . . Speecll—ldanf.-,:llzlge o} When Friay, May 25 (Annu.al Rgviews., Chilfj'Study Team SD = 089’
(b) Structured interviews conducted with all program e | BT T o e o e e A 10 B)
participants; . | e | PR 1.5 opportunities
(c) Data collected from graduate students using tracking Related Activities | 0 = 1-38;
- - Range =0to 4)
forms and data logs designed for the project. ~
Interprofessional (3.4 opportunities http://blogs.shu.edu/row-lab/
_ : SD =4.10; G
Disclosure Statement: (':O'fegt'rfnlecnind conions | Range = 0 t0 11) ?B!FH%%%F? anthony.koutsoftas@shu.edu
The authors have no financial or nonfinancial relationships to disclose. 5 —



http://blogs.shu.edu/row-lab/
mailto:anthony.koutsoftas@shu.edu

References

Calvert, L., Throneburg, R., Kocher, C., Davidson, P., & Paul, P. (2003). Collaborative or pull-out
intervention: Practice and progress at one elementary school. Perspectives on School-Based Issues, 4(1),
8. d0i:10.1044/sbi4.1.8

Farber, J. G., & Klein, E. R. (1999). Classroom-based assessment of a collaborative intervention program
with kindergarten and first-grade students. Language Speech and Hearing Services in Schools, 30(1), 83-
91. doi:10.1044/0161-1461.3001.83

Gillam, S. L., Olszewski, A., Fargo, J., Gillam, R. B., Nippold, M., & Hoffman, L. (2014). Classroom-based
narrative and vocabulary instruction: Results of an early-stage, nonrandomized comparison study.
Language, Speech & Hearing Services In Schools, 45(3), 204-219. doi:10.1044/2014 LSHSS-13-0008

*Koutsoftas, A.D., Maffucci, D., & Dayalu, V. (2018). Evaluation of a program to increase classroom-
based speech and language intervention in an elementary school. Perspectives of the ASHA Special
Interest Groups, 3(16), 95-109.

Roberts, J., Prizant, B., & McWilliam, R. (1995). Out-of-class versus in-class service delivery in language
intervention: Effects on communication interactions with young children. American Journal of Speech-
Language Pathology, 4,87-94.

Smith-Lock, K. M., Leitao, S., Lambert, L., & Nickels, L. (2013). Effective intervention for expressive
grammar in children with specific language impairment. International Journal of Language &
Communication Disorders, 48(3), 265-282. doi:10.1111/1460-6984.12003

Swanson, L., Fey, M., Mills, C., & Hood, L. (2005). Use of narrative-based language intervention with
children who have specific language impairment. American Journal Of Speech-Language Pathology,
14(2), 131-143.

Throneburg, R. N., Calvert, L. K., Sturm, J. J., Paramboukas, A. A., & Paul, P. J. (2000). A comparison of
service delivery models: Effects of curricular vocabulary skills in the school setting. American Journal of
Speech-Language Pathology, 9, 10-20.

Valdez, F. M., & Montgomery, J. K. (1997). Outcomes from two treatment approaches for children with
communication disorders in head start. Communication Disorders Quarterly, 18(2), 65-71.
doi:10.1177/152574019701800207

Wilcox, M., Kouri, T., & Caswell, S. (1991). Early language intervention: A comparison of classroom and
individual treatment. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 1(1), 49-62.



	Slide Number 1

