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Project Description
1.1 FY 80 Activities - .
- This prOJect was or1g1na11y funded by OSE as a Spec1a1 Progect

The 1ntenﬂ“o¢ FY 81 act1v1t1es was to develop an information base

upon wh1ch tra1n1ng materials could be designed and f1e]d tested

A copy of the. year one execut1ve summary is set forth in Appen- -

dix A. Rev1ew of this document will inform the reader of the proce-
dures and results of the data gathering activities of year one.

‘ It will be noted in reading tne executive summary that the project
staff combine:j their efforts with other‘Who were engaged in the study
of interagenc} collaboration. This effort was facilitated by Jasper
Harvey, Herman Saettler, Nonman Howe, and Robert Henson-Walling.
Cont1nued collaboration and ass1stance from M. C. Martinspn, Univer-
sity of Kentucky was greatly appreciated.throughout years one and two.

N Y

1.2 *FY 82 Activities s | x
Based on the-findingslfrom\year one, project'staff (phristensen"
and McLaughlin) set as their goal the development of materials which
would fapifitatextne design and dperation of interagency collaboration.
A Primary finding of year one\acttvities.was that there>were several
good.examples‘of methodologies to féTlow when deue]oping an interagency
agreement. Among these’the~§egion Resource «Center (RRC) materials
stood out. As/such, these materials and their authors played a major
role in project development activities.'t o \
A secondmajor finding of:our‘study was that the most prevalent
Barrier to success;oﬂ planning and inpleMentation as’Tnapproppiate’

— interpersonal relations,. Not surpr1s1ng]y, we foundrthat the develop-

ment and 0perat1on of lnteragency agreements is a group process As
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‘ §uch, it is depéadent on functiona% group dynamics, Tha£ is, if
the participanés were not skilled in interpersonal relations, their
task was sometimes insurmountable. ° : . , *
. To overcome this barrie} project staff set out to de&eﬂob ma -
terials, which Qéﬁld'acc&nplish two objectives: |
o gy participants in.the propo;ed co]laborativé
[ efﬁort to the,nee& to sharpen.their iqterpersona]

N
skills; and,

. ' ° provide some use;yi guidelines.on how to approéch
’the'b;rrier once ‘it was idénti!ied.
To these en&s, two proquctsﬁyere developed and field tested in
"Ry 8f. The first was a manual which had a three-fold pdrpose: (1)
familiarize thg,reader with the major'research findings concerning
the develogmeﬁt and operation of én interagency agreement; (2) de-

\
. scribe a model for interpersonal conflict management; and, (3) iden-

P ¢

- tify}resources'tOvthe design and operation of local interagency
éol}abo;;tive efforts. The manual is presented in Appendix. B.
Thelsecond product}developed was a simu1;tion game which had as
effert'awara of possible areas of conflict. The game, set fgrth in
Appendix C, allowed the players to move from "me" behavior to "we"
' . behavior throuéﬁ‘a séries of rounds which generated conflict among
the participants and indicatedways to manage that conflict.
The final developmental activity of year two'was a field test of

" these products. Data relative to and discussion of the field test

"are presented next.

¥
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1ts purpose to make persons who are engaged in planning an interagency
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2.0 Fieldr Test of Manual and Simulation Game

The mdnual entitled Interagency Co]égboration: Helpful ﬁints, and the
supplementary Sinm1étion Géme were field tested at the Fourth éﬁhual In-

stitute for Special Education Administrators, Directors, and Supervisoré.

e

The group, consisted of nine admiqfstqptor§ of_Spécia] Education; seven .
_graduate student; énro]led\in a doctoral program in Special Eduqaiion Ad-
mjnfstration and Supervision, three Appraisal/Suppbrt personnel, two pro-
fessional traipers, one classroom teacher and five individuals who perform
vqfious édministrafiue functions within the educational domain. The ma- )
.yjority of individuals represgnted.the Local Eaucétiop Agengy. Spéte Edu:
cation Agenéies, Inysﬁmediate Education Units, Privage nd Universi;y\
settings also were representéd” . - J
Each reviewgr was. given a araft‘copy of\fhg\Manual and a Field Reader,
Evaluation Package (s;e Apéendix D). The Evaluation Package contained forms
to evaluate each major section of the manua].k The reviewers were instructed
“to review the Manual, eoﬁbfete the appropriate forms and write addjtiona1

- comments in the body of the manual. . .
: ' /

2.1 Resu]Fs of Field Test of‘Manual . ' N
‘ The data for determining the bvéra]] manua]levaluqtions are dig-
" played below: ¢ o
:Frequency ‘; Unsatisfactory ‘ E Satisfactory
. ”_Rers'ggn_se s 2 3 4 s 6 7

The mean rating for all 18 raters was 5.38 which indicates an

overall favorahle response to the manua].',Comments7in the returned

/

‘ . +
‘manual were editorial in nature.’

In order to obtain.specific revision information, the manual and

€

) \'“’ ' i b . . . . i .
eva,Juation form for eaci'major section was utilized. The reviewers

e
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) W A )
were to yse a seven point rating scale to critically examine each

L

section regarding: (a) forﬁat; (b) centent; (c) usability. The

" results can be found in Figures 1-3 on fhe following pages. -

Ve

—

‘Review of data entered in Figures 1-3 will indicate that in

these evaluations the readers were generally quite positive. No
.. ! - ™
special comments for revisions were obtained other than minor strucs

L

tural indications. - . .
Editorial changes were made in the final copy of the manual. Ad-g

ditionally, a section on the importance of administrative (local,

state and federal) support was added.

: 2.2 Simulation Actiyity

Overall comment:\?egarding the simulation game recommended that -
14

more definitive background information be sﬁpp]ied to allow fo; char-

.

. acter and agency representative role aevelopment. Hence, the follow-

~

N ing information has been added to the simulation packet:
.
1. deséwiption of the community - =~ =
L - 2. description of the agency '

3. description- of Hunter School

-

Field reviewers also recommended lengthening the time for each

e section in the simulation activity. This modificatign has been made.
* It has facilitated the character development modification previously

. - discusséed. ' * *

- -

4

“Evaluation of the simulation activity tended toward the positive. :

Field reviewers agreed that the simulation activity provided an aware-

-

ness of the need for communication and participation in decision-making .

* L3

in order to facilitate collaborative development and implementation.” ~ .

Table 2 reflects the overall comments regarding the simulation activity..

-
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Section A: INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION
. Figure 1

FORMAT N X )

Well organized 24 2.93 " 2.080 -

Useful 6 23 2.70 988

Clear . 23 2.63 1.010-

Adequate - 23 2.49 - 84T

Effective 23 .2.88 1.200

%
) 4
CONTENT - . N X )
_ o

Useful ~ 21 3.00, /  1.460 -
. Clear - - , 24 2.70 .978

Practical 24 2.90 . 1165

Adequate 22 2.94 1.080

Releyant ' 23 -2.72 -1.270

Complete 23 3.22 1.470

Important : 24 3.125 2.060

. X

‘USEABILITY TO READER N X SD’ v

Useful - 23 3.0 1.470 \

Clear ' 2 2.72 .958

.Practical” ' 2 3.22, 1.470

Adequate . 23 . 3.09 ., 1.260

Appropriate .23 2.84 1.300 .

Relevant 23 3.00 1.580

Complete 23 3.21 1.230 :
Important : 23 3.00 1.580 . b
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FORMAT .

Well Organized
Useful

Clear
Adequate
Effective

thTENT

Useful
Clear
Practical
Adequate-
Relevant
Complete
Important

USEABILITY TO READER

Useful
Clear
Practical’
Adequate
Appropriate
Relevant
Complete
Important

Figure 2

A
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23
23
22
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' Sectiori C: MATERIALS 'AND RESOURCES -
&
Y 4 © Figure 3 e s .
F.OR'MAJ_ o : N X & SD .
" Well Organized ~ 22 3.63 3.07
. Useful - 18 * 2.70 2. 21
, Clear <y .22 3.21 2.04
Adequate 22 .. 3.00 1.69
‘Effective ] 22- ' 2.88 1.45
CONTENT - N ~ %
. Usefu],' L ‘ . .22 3.26 1.70
Clear ~ e 22 3.23 2.20
Practical 22 3.28 1.64 .
Adequate L , 22 3.62 2.14 -
Relevant ' 22 3.46 2.33. R
Complete - . 22 _ 3:60 1.59 -
Important < 22 - 3.15 2.19
USEABILITY TO READE_R / N X SD
. Useful / 21 328 1.68.
Clear | , , 22 - 3.46 2.14
. Practical 21 3.13 - 1.60
Adequate 22 3:40 1.72
Appropriate- 22 3.38 2.26
Relevant 22 3.38 2.36
Completg . . 22 3.60 1.72 L
Important - oot 3.41 2.57
& i ) ;
Y
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-time to allow pé}sonalities to develop
-1n€truct1qns clar1f1ed and 1nd1v1dua1 roles made more specific
-rigidity of ro]es did not a]]ow conf11ct to develop

~exercises were too short in time duration " .
-no attitudinal change except that accounted for in_ the
instructions

-allowed membersﬁfo share )

-more sﬁaring was built in at end. . o .

-awareness, tige factor, opportunity. .

-to know. each other personally

-group need structure for real collaborative efforts

. -groups need teadership ° ”
-group members must voice opinions

members cannot leave groups; other members sense a feeling of
L reJect1on of their ideas as well as themse]ves, d1strust
enters in also .o

"-role playing forced decisions but otherw1se relat1ve1y few

" decisions werg made d -
-comm1ttee felt persons in attendance shou]d def1n1te1y have
authority to disburse funds —

-felt committee members should have 0pportun1ty to explain their
- role and pragmatics of their agency

-a lot of what happened was result of role playing des1gn
-changes in atmosphere: 1i.e., nurse and dirgctor of juvenile

corrections . » , ™~

— ~commitments should be voluntary; best way to foéter’bwnership--
natural tendency of agencies to enter 1nteract1on expecting
to get. Something out of collaboration

-more background information is needed

-designated leader crjtical group dynamics training

-changes in roles not!highly realistic--constraint so t}ght

-not effective - for pedple who have no influence - '
P T _turf expansion not addressed

4 H




3.0 Future Act,v1t1es ‘ .o / Vf- . )
A]though the prOJect w111 no 1onger be funded by OSE, the principal ﬁ
1nvest1gator and project research associate 1ntend to cdhp]ete the de-’
_ velopmeqt and d1sSem1nat102‘of project materials. As in the past, they
will continue to work with the RRCs in thesé activities. Primary con-

3

tacts ‘will be Marty Martinson of ‘the M1d South RRC and L1nda Foley of

" the Mid-Atlantic RRC. < . = ' o . .
Additionally, project.staff will work with their .colleagues M. Tracy o,
i and S Sturgeon in the continued deVelopment of the Simulation Game.: Con- .

tact already has been made 1n New York and V1rg1n1a for this purpose..
~ >

Credit for original support w111‘be given to OSE dur1ng‘add1t1ona1 f1e1d

. —_— ! ¢ e
tests. All reports.of the field test will be sent to OSE upon completion. .
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A Study of Interagency Collaborative Agreements, to
D1scover Training Needs for
Special Education Admlnlstrators .
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Introduction - ““h , .7
Litigation, legasiation, and administrative actions at all governmentai
levels have, in reéentixrars; had "a tremendous impact on'existing de]ivery
systems charged with pngziding services to the hangicapped. Though a1 levels
of. society have been afﬁegeed, the impact is more clearly viable in the
educational dgmain.‘uManda}es requiring the placement of all school-age
handicapped children in:th; "least restrictive alternative" and the development
of Individuai Educational Prograhs (IEPs) are among the mosé popularized ~
changes that educatgrs across the country are now faced with. The most im- \\~—-_‘
portant challenge to the‘system, however, is in meeting the "full service goal”
for prov1ding full educatidtpl opportunities to all handicapped children,
‘birth through twenty-one years . . "free and appropriate special education -~

and related serVices w1thout regard to cost."

In responding to thefabove mandates, Local Educational AgenCies (LEAS)

ﬂhave often identified aqte;ha;ive service delivery pattern97\ Diminished i
financial capabilities anthack of broad-based instructional and diagnostic u-
support personnel have forced LEAs to Consider establishing Tiaisons with ’ Er~
public and priva!e agencies capab]e of providing desperate]y needed educa- '
tiomal and supportive;serVices. Such 1iaisons or cooperative nnterageney
agreements may occur at’any or all points in the exceptional person's
educational program As such, they may centedn identification, diagnosis, -
. service program pianning, program implementation (instruitional including

academic, physicai education, and related support services) and/or program -

evaluation. ‘

-~
»




Educational Services (Title I, Special Educators,
-Yocational Education), ‘

. \Crippled Children's Services

\oeja] Services (Title IXX:XX)

4. Rehabilitation Services

5. Public Health -Services e
6. Menta]l Health/Mental Retardation Services. One or more

of the aboye may be called into the service delivery
pattern for the exceptional child or youth. :

/}, Cooperative service agreements at the state and federal levels are not
»new Federal agencies have taken the lead in establishing interagency %agree-
a4 ments and have encouraged simi]ar activity in state adm1n1stered agencies.

In resp&‘se to such encouragement ;and in response to federal and 1eg1s1at1ve
’

maridates, states have begun to estab11sh agreements between and among agencies
which have been or may become part of the total gervice delivery system for
exceptional persons and thejr fam111es. Consequently, there is a multitude
of service patterns to ptovide alternatives both in and ouk of the school =
whith must be consideted. Thus, it seemed evident that there was a need for

a sound information base which examined current cooBerative ihteragency,,“_

efforts, their strengths and weaknesses, to yield an env1ronment conducive

’ *

to the most effective and effiefent development and 1mplementat1on of

future cooperative service’ de]ivery systems. , .
" ‘ .

B. Phases
The proposed activities for year one of this pqoject were to establish
N . /

. a "think tank atmosphere” where a relatively small.number of persons over -
the course of the year would discuss curﬂg%t status of interagency cooperative f*
- ' .
&
| 17 B




agreements and generate models which would have a high prébability of success

! .
in varied environments. To that end a mid-year‘workshop was held 1n'81acFi;/

burg, Virginiauf

-
Al

- Summary of Blacgsburg Workshep

In order to meet the afqrementioned charge, a workshop was held in

Blac#sburg, Virginia. The representation of participants attending consisted

of (Fedecal/State/Local) administrators, providers, consumers, and trainers.
Empléying both 1arge‘and small group formats discussants addressed state-of-
theﬁéft issue§, training needs and driving and restraining forces related to(
the design, conduct, aﬁd evaluation of interagency collaborative efforts.
Stimulated by the yorkshop presentations, participants 1denqified‘the

driving.and resgraining foréeé, which influence pTanning, negotiations, and
1mplementat1on of collaborative interagency agreements. ‘

- The results of this 1ntense period of interaction is. represented by the
.fo]1owing lists oﬁ/perceived "driving" and "rest;§1n1ng“ forces, and the
recommended actions[activit{es that might be utilized fo either increase or

‘ ’ 3 ‘
decrddse each spe¢ific force as appropriate.

Driving Forcés

Those forces which tend to contribute to, and/or support the concept

~
¥

x N .
of collaborative interagency efforts include:

- .
1. pressures from clfents, parents, and advocates; .
2. ‘federal initiatives; ' o
3. Fconomic pressures;-> -

4, Athe nead to reduce and/or eliminate the duplication
of .services} .

x
4

5. the continuing‘develbpmeht of new and improved
treatment strategies;

+

’-




~\‘\\;R3 need for additiona] comprehensive services .
. ahd/or the redistribution of existing services and,

7. inter/intraprofessional pressures, baséa on the

.. b need for continuing education (for certification,
v « re-licensure, professiomal advancement). .
4 : '
Restraining Forces . ' . ’

-

The conditions which currently exist that have a restraining or inhibit-

‘ 1ngé§?fect on collaborative planning and programming wefe identified ass

follows: ) }
1. Few influencerg, planners, implementors, and evaluators
of collaboratiyve interagency efforts .are presently trained;
and most would not fall in the training catchment area
% should preservice training packages be developed. //
2. No.collaborative 1nterégency inservice tﬁ;ining programs .
exist to support those Jndividuals currently involved in
collaborative interagency programming, planning, and
implementation.

-

. Current professional tra1n1ng and practice is un1d1sc1p11nary
- in design. . *

-~
1

-

4. There is a general lack of awareness and, understanding as
to the needs and benefits of collaborative interagency .
planning and pgfgramning

5. Few 1ncent1ves currently "exist which promote col]aborat1ve
interagency planning programming initiatives. '

* 6. The complex nature of present delivery systemss;estr1cts the

i degree to-which interagency eooperat1on/coord1 tion may be .
e  ‘achieved,.

Recommendations gé ; | d"” .

The'following refommendations rebresent ‘the collective thinking of

workshop participants following 1nteractions durxng both small group (work
sessions) and large group (reaction. sessions) activitxes. They 1ncfudé .
certain initia] actions which workshop participants feel must occur before

. ¥
. substantial progress in the area of collaborative interagehcy planning and

”

-

programming is to be realized. ‘_. - -

» .
* . L3 b : 19 ‘.
N . . -
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. 1. Forha]ly request that all federal .agenciés (including
branches/programs within a sing1§'agency) coordinate

\ \'thetr 1pter/1ntra agency project efforts across the »
7 ‘-~ country. - .

Ul

2. Develop-an on-going information data base with dis-
semination capabilities as a means for collecting,
stgring, and sharing information related to
collaborative interagency planning and implementation. - i

3. 'Solicit multi-agency funding for the purpose of developing !

and imp1ement1n? preservice and inservice training programs -

-« for interagency!program.facilitators, and other prefessionals
who may be involved in interagency ptanning, coordination -

. and/or programming.

3
]

//// 4. Develop and train a pool of consu1£an;s (using this group as £ 2
a core) to serve as facilitators of collaborative interagency,
program efforts. ) . P

5.' Develop a comprehensive training package which will provide
individuals with opportunities to devélop skills and ,
techniques necessary to function effectively as facilitators
of collaborative«interagency efforts. g il

. 6. Recommend core curriculum additions to existing programs
" within professional schools (colleges/universities), as a
basis for the eventual establishment of certification/licensure !
requirements for interagency program facilitators. —_—
» + * T * .
‘ ° Examples of existing higher education programs
. " where curriculum changes may.be initiated include:
special education; nursing; medicine; social .
“services; and, public administration, etc. ' ’- s

. 7. Recommend the development and implementation of preservice
o degree or endorsement programs for-facilitators of collaborative
~interagency programs. ) ‘ .
/z‘f/ gency prog . ' ‘
Summary of Case Studies \ '
Qn outgrowth of the workshop-and subsequent aﬁscussioz/yas the call for
,

the development of a fieLd-baéad informaé?on pool co¢cerning the implemen- .

tation of exemplary interagency cotaborative efforts. Thus, it was proposed ¢
that several case studies_be conducted which would-allow for the estéb1ish-

ment of descriptive data to support sharing materials with potential adopters

for such model agreements. Further, it was proposed that data be aggregated -

”‘

*

- .20
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agrash a1l the studies %o provide an analysis of simi]arities and differences .
within the programs. - o o .
As previously noted tne initiai phase of the project was to estapiish

an nnformation base which refiected the "best thinking" assoc1ated with the

development and operat%on of 1nteragency cooperative efforts The Blacksburg

Ionference served as a forum through which that information base could be w ]

deveioped. As tne summary of that process and its products in the previous

section indicates a wealth of information was provided. However, in the main,
that information was not data based. At best it could be considered testi-
many from persons involved in the design and conduct of 1nteragency coiiab-
brative efforts (administrators, providers, and consumers) as Weii as inserv1ce
and preservice traihers. ‘

’ Thas, the project staff knew that &dditional in tion nas needed.

Our concern was'the information base, although presum@bly accurate at ;
surface-ievei, may not‘have the depth necessary to assess the required
training needs. ' - _ *
_Concurring with this notion, BEH agreed td ai]ow the staff to d851gn
and conduct indepth descriptive case studies of five (5) exemplary inter-
agency cdii!borative agreements. It should be emphasized that these .

‘ -inrestigations were descriptive ;ather than evaluative. That is, the purpose
was to desc}ibe the processesJamf perceived impacts of tne target co]]abOratire’
gffort rather than judge the actuaifnorth of the effort.

Project resourges and time allowed for the study of five sites. Inter-
‘ action with consultants suggested that these should represent the foi]ow1ng _
areas ‘of emphasis: (1) rural serv1ce deiivery, (2) secondary level programning,f

" (3) severely eﬁotionaiij disturbed clients; (4) service to delinquent,

1 Ty .




handicapped learners; and, (5) ifrvices delivered in a single multifaceted
center. | ' 4 . /QQ“‘\\-°
A noﬁination procedure wasvemp1oyed where persoﬁg at federal, state, .

and local levels familiar with the area, nominated exemp1ary collaborative
efforts in one or more of the five areas. It should be noted that another
area, early chi]dhoodohandicabped, was frequently mentioned as needing
investigation. However, pr&ject staff felt that this area was being covered
by others invo]vé% in similar tasks (e;g., TADS, North Qaro]inak NASDE,
Washington, D.C.). The se1;cted sites and the area of emphasis are Tisted
below (the:‘ No site can be considered ag a "pure" Eepresentation of. the
area): -

1. Project Care, Port];nd Oregon (Emotionally Disturbed)

2. Prevocafiona1.Programs for Handicapped Studehts, Lake

County, I11inois (Secondary Leve])

3., Connecticut Department of Correct1ons School- District,
f/ New Haven, Connecticut (Incarcerated Hand1cap9ed)
4. Interagency Collaborative Project, Frederick, Mary]and
(S1ng1e site-multidisciplinary)” -

5. Mesa County-Schoo] ‘District, Grand Junction, Colorado
(Rural Service Delivery).

& -

Five three-persdn teams were used to conduct the site visit. All these

£

persons had ‘been invo]vea with‘the‘p;%jéct prior to the case studies. The

five team leaders.as well a& some of the members had_assisteéd in design of

the methodolog§ifor the case study. The team leaders were respons1b1e for

tra1n1ng team members and coordinating thejs1te yisit and subsequent report ' Y
writing. ' o |

Each site visit wa; five days in du}ét1on. Day one was utilized for

\
training and familiarization with-the site documentation (written reports, ¢

-
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records, etc.). On days two and three the interviews:aha observations were
- . ad
made. The exit interview with site personnel was conducted on day four.

The remainder of day four and day five were used for report writing. All

. . = . . »>
répbrts were reviewed by both team.members and site personnel prior to
finalization. : .
™ A1l sites included interactions with several persons representing ;
different agencies and associations with tHose agencies. Tbe interviewees
included the following:®

° QOne person in each agency who had been most closely
associated with the development and operation of the )
collaborative effort. .

= One persor in each agency who was designated as an agency
administrator.

° One fiscaf administrator from each agency.

° Three providers from each agencyxﬁhvo]ved in the
collaborative effort.

, ° Three consumers from each agency.
- ° A telephone interview with a representative from each
parent state agency. N

. The following documeﬁts were reviewed:&

° Statements of serv1ce between and among agenc1es * ‘

° Enab11ng dotuments (e g., policies and procedures which
allow the agency to enter into a collaborative effort

" with the local education agency).

° Administrative/organizational charts for each agency.

° Records of students being served' thrpugh the collaborative
agreement,

. ' ° Records of expenditures made in relation to services
provided under the collaborative effort. « _ \

Each person interviewed was asked to respond to questions in the.

* foTlowing general areas related to the interagency collaborative effort:
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10.
11.

12.

13.

« TABLE A

% Questionsé for Case Study ¢

Y

-

.
Function - What funct1on/purpose/goa1 does this Interagency program play

~ 1n relation to providing special educat1on/re1ated to hand1capped learners?

Change Variables - Payoffs

N
° What are the characteristics of handicapped learners served through

the agreement?

° What needs are met? i

k4 -

° What other payoffs were there (intended and unintended)?

s
LB

Prqcess - Who does what (staff/aétivities)’ : Y

Environment - How can the setting of the co]]aboratwve agreement be
described?

Human Agents - What personnel resources (special skills, tFa1n1ng, '
knowledge, etc.) are needed?

+

. Physical Cata]ysts - What physical resources (equ1pment mater1als etc.)

are necessary?

Fiscal Catalysts - What financial resources/configurations are necessary’

Management - What is the management structure of the. co]]aborat1ve effort
(child-administrative)? .

. §
Sinformation Catdlysts - What information (client centered regulatory, ,
Tegislative, etc.) is needed to complete agreement and cooperative effert? -

What driving forces are there which enhance the development/operation of
Interagency Cellaborative Agreements? R

what‘redtraining forces are there which inhibit the deve]opment/opé?atioﬁ'
of Interagency Collaborative Agreements? . ,

How do the following variab1e§ appear to influence the operation and out-
comes of Interagency Cooperative Agreements?...

12.1 Knowledge/skill of staff (all agencies)
12.2. Attitudes of staff

12.3 Adm1n1strat1ve/organ1zatwona] conditions existing w1th1n/across
_ cooperating agencies

12.4 Theory base for the design of the cooperative effort

13

-,

What 4s the historical sense of the progect?
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°. Historical (Devélopment)
° Qperational e
® - Future (Replibatiyn of the ef%ort). . . .. h '
The questions which'gu{ded the ca:e study implementations‘are listed in°
TABLE A. Instrumentation was developed to cover these’questions. Copies of
these are available from the authors. )
The fo]low1ng summarizations are intended to provide the reader with an
overview of each site examined. It should be noted that each cooperative
erideavor is similar in that they were developed and implemented to provide
services to hgndicapped learners. However,:they are different in that they —

serve different target populétions with different programmatic needs.

Mesa County School District #51,
Brand Junction, Colorado

Current]y, Mesa County School District is involved in three separate but
related collaborative efforts. The firsf; Affiliation of Human Servite
Providers (AHS#),‘is in the early stages of development. Current agency
representation includes: -

Social Services .
Parent Effectiveness Project”
- State.Home & Training School
Mental Health Center
" Family Counseling & Learning Center
g Division of Rehabilitation
March of Dimes )
Handicapped Children's Services e
Family Practice Center '
Saint Mary's Hospital, - , ’ ~
' Prabation Office .
Youth Services ’ . ‘
School District #51 )
Head Start S
Hilltop Rehabilitation Center g
Bridge House L.
Foster Parent Services ) i

5
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At present, no programmatic functioms have been imp1eyented due to’ the
preliminary stage of development. Developmental activities such as planning
and e}arjfication of agency role and respoqsibflity are predominant.

. The second collaborative effort athrand Junction is the Community
Training Center (CTC). Its primary objective 4s to provide a co]]aborative
effort in providing wock training and therapeutic and work re]ated develop-
mental programs for developmenta]]y handicapped persons 16 or’older.

Currently the fo]]owingiagencies:are involved in the CTC:

1. Division of Rehabilitation '

2. Goodwill | | )
3. Mesa County School District #51

4. Menta]lHealth Services |

5. Mesa Developmental Services

6. State Home & Training School _

With the poss1b1e exception of Goodwill, all five agencies are involved °
in identifying c11ents who are in turn referred for inte®or intra agency
‘asssiiTent, program planning, program delivery, and some fol]ow-up evalua-
.t%on. Goodwill is principa]]} involved in providing facilities,and work
opportunities.

- The third collaborative effort is the Interagency Council. It was
developed to provide iftreased and continued chifv iaentificattpn and
referral of 3 to 5 year olds.

| At presen%, the following agencies are involved-in the collaborative
effort: ‘ A

1. andicapped Cﬁ ldren's Program

' 2. State Home & Training School

K
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. "Hil1top House : .
4. " Mesa County School District #51 ~ T
. Mesa County ) : ~

3
4
5
6. March of Dimes -
7. Mesa Developmental Services
8

. Public Health
These agencies provide repreSentatives to help coordinate a&\’vities

and administer the Council. Additionally, they provide staff and equipment
resources. d

. - s Ve
Rock Creek Diagnostic Center, ‘
Frederick County Maryland . ) “ .

P

During the early l970's,'admini§trat6?s ard direct‘iervice providers
froem education, social services health ard mental health worked to plan
and administer the services of thet:ommunity diagnostic center for handi-

‘ capped chiidren Preseajﬂy the center is’.under the auspices of the
Coordinating Authority of People Services.
o~ Despite the fact that there have been personnél changes and administra-
tive reorganization, this collaborative -endeavor utilizes a client-centered,
multidisciplinary approach for_ need; assessment and d1agnosxs Further, as .
a child is identified as having a need which could not be met through exist- wm
: ing,qg{vices, allocations of time and resources are sought from existing .
agencies SO as to meet the needs of that or any similar children. residing
- Within the county At present, the following agencies are actively 1nvolved
in providing diagnostic and remed£§§ion services to handicapped children:
~ T Board’ of Education° The Regional Institute for«Children .

and Adolescents (RICA I1I) Parent/ehild Home Visitation
§ Program . .

2. Fr%derick County. Department of Social Services : . .

<

.
-
- . . '




s
3. Heéad Start ’ ) ' . .
////)Ler.Division of Health Services ‘ o "
a. Mental Health Services } r N
- b. Rock Creek Diagnostic Centen . .

_Specific services available from the Rock Creek Diagnostic Center -

Include: . iy 7 >

Social Work Services
Psychological Services
Occupational Therapy
. Physical Therapy

Nurse . .
Pediatrician i S
Optometrics

Speech and Language *
Audiological

‘Dental ~

QWO NOYUL AW —

/

. ‘Special £ducation District of Lake County (SEDOL)

—

b4 - P %

This interagency cooperative venture between I11inois Division of .
Vocational Rehabilitation, Special Education District of Lake County and the

[1linois Department of Special Educat1on provides the bast;,for an array of

e

programs designed to evaluate the employment potenté and training needs of
students served by SEDOL. Spec1f1ca11y, the agreem

nrovide§’for- (1)
an appraiSa] of the 1nd1vidua1 student's patterns of work behav1or ability
. to acquire occupational §k11] and tpe capatity for successful Jop performance;
(2) through the Gtilization of simulations or réal work situations to assess ’
?he 1nd1v1duaf‘s gapacity to perform adequately in a work environment; and,
’(3) to assist these Tndividuals in finding-gafnfuf employment. V ‘
I existence since 1960, the cooperative venture called SWEP (Secondary "
Work Experience Program) and VAC (Vocatfonal Adjustment Counselors) was based
on the°premise‘that the Depaqtment'of gghabjlitation'Services (DQ@S)- would not

Supplant special and vocational education progrdms but supplement nekded

. ’ - °28
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rehabilitation services not otherwise provided in secondéry special education
programé. Currently, the SEDOL/DORS SWEP/VAC collaborative involves:,
(1) Coordination pf educational programs with prevocationa]l
.and rehab{titatibn support‘services.
(2) Utilization of community-based job expeyiencé VS,
in-schedl work stations.
"(3) Improved concentrgtion oq the areas of low incidepce
categories -‘labeled by some ageﬁcies - as severe éhd
profound clients.
Additionally, SWEP & DORS involvement has been suceessfu1 }n fundiqg
the fqllowing special projects: »
(1) ngp;Peacobk: A project aesigned to evaluate independent
- Tiving skills in a real-life situation. A . R
. (2) ‘Evaluation Center: This project was designed to provide .
- ' a systematic evaluation of vocational interest, aptitude,
and ability. |
(3) Model Office: A project designed to evaluate work éo]eranbe}
ability to follow directions, peer relationships, and other ;, e
worker traits to individual handicapped students. s Iﬁ“-...=‘=
{4) Project Hamburger Day: This project was started in ' i
cooperation with McDonald's Restaurant Chain to evaluate
and train mentally handicapped students for employment in

fast-food restaurants.

Project Care, Y
Portiand, Oregon . ' //» .
Project Care is a collaborative venture to render services to dis- .
‘ , -
ruptive emotionally handicapped and/or learning disabled students on the

- ’
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Jun1or high 1eve1 %art1c1pat1ng agencies include: Juven11e Court Children' s
Services D}v1sion Public Health Services, Menta] Hea]th Serv1ces, and the

Youth Seryices Centérs. C : -

The proaect now in its second year, seeks to provide three cooperat1ve

£y

and integdependeqt‘student support systems to the aforement1oneﬁxgez:iat1on

=,

. ' l ~5
They are: N ,

(1) Censortium of Service Agencies

<&
_ This system includes identification and priori-

tization of target !tuqents in an effort to more

'neffkcient1y and effectively deliver services. This is .
accompT%shed'through cooperative p]anqing a#% imple-
’qg?tat1on of treatment.

- (2) Parent/Community Support

‘ *  The purpose of this system 4is to increase parent/
© dbmmunity auareness of av®Table services and to provide
a suppert system for parents to better enable them to
" support student achievement.

R (3)7 Peer Counseling -

This system is designed to:
L, ae identify existing peer helping systems ° t
| é. provide edsitive role models
. c,' provide one-to-one tutoring and/or counse]ing’ .
d%, provide part-time job placement assistance
e. ‘deveTop c1assreom teacher capabilities.
All three_\sabsystems are cooperatively planned and imp]emen;ed by

representatives of the aforementioned agency (s)

e )
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Connecticut 5epertment of Correction School District

In June of 1969; state 1egislat10n created a school district within
the Connectiont Department of Corrections and chargeo it with the fol}owing\
responsibiTities: ‘ fé .
1. Estab11sh and maintain such. schools of different grades
as deemed necessary by the Commissioner.
. 2. Establish and maintain school 1%§}aries which may be
- requi(ed in‘connection with the educational courses, .
services, and programs.
3. Purchase, receive, hold, and convey personal property
for school purposes and equip such schools.
4. Make agreements and regulations for the establishment
and conducting of such schools and employ and dismiss S
teachers as are negessary to carry out the intent of the
~act. . . . '
5. Receive federal and state funds and be_e]igtb]e for and
'reoeive ;ny other private,and state funds to be used for
the purpose of this act. '
Thus, established as a Jocal education agency, the Connecticut Depart- ’
ment oﬁ'Cornention School bistrict developed educational programs to'meef
the needs of 1t§ students, The Department of Corrections has initiated q‘f
number of programs for the handicapped in cooperation, with Vocational
Education, Department of Labor, New Haven School.Distrigtu Vocational
Reh@bi]itation, Ltteracy Voinnteers, and Adult Basic Education.
The aforementioned agencies with the exception, of New Haven Schoal

Didgrict, work in collaborative effo;b: with the Department of Corrections

it ¥
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Schoel District at the state level. tThese agencies, generally, work in
their'individua] capacitymlo delivér a variety of services to. the clients

of the school district. Agencies such-as vocational education, and state
1ibrary retrain staff‘memoars within the'correctionai facilities and Qrovide.
§ome services after release.

The Department of Corrections School District and the Dew Haven School
District have joined in a cooperative effort providing a transitional
counseior programao A counselor was selected’ and hired by the Department
of Corrections School District to work in a New Haven High School with ,
twenty (20) released juvenile offenders. -He prov1des counseling, home
contact, community contact, etc., and facilitates regular and spec1ai
educational services in an e?forf'to increase the offenders educational i
employment opportunities.

4

- [ r
Current Information Bise‘ ' ¢

~

The purpose of tlis section is to disguss mhat we've Tearned to date
and propose our next steps towards not only furthering our knowledge base
but also the deveiopment of resource materiais to be used in training
persons who are currently or. pian to be.invoived in the establishment and
operation of interagency coiiaboration Perhaps the best titie for this
section is "a iittie btt of knowiedge is dangerous." With luck and sound
thought, we shouid be,able t6 “snatch victory from the jaws of defeat"
rather than "snatch defeat from.the jaws of victory."

As the reader has no doubt noted, our information base has been buﬁzt
from three sources: literature review, presentations and discussions at

» N L4 3 »
the Blacksburg conference and theécase‘studies. Unless it is necessary

for clarity. or cneditiourp0ses,>no gpecific references will be made to

>




“coltaborative agreement. Thus, in its simplest sense an interagency

. ) ‘. N . e
particular sources of information. In most instances, the authors have

© used the case study findings to serve as a reflector for the other information.

-

aFor examp]e, both the 1iteratufe and conferenqe'suggeeted problems which

arose when professiona]s attempt to develop and operationalize interagency

collaborative efforts{ we looked to the -case study f1nd1ngs to substantiate
Y .

"these suggestions.

o

Before going further, let's take a brief look at how the interagency
collaborative effort has been defined. Here we draw heavily from the RRC

Task Force resburce materials and Bob Audette's Manual for Establishing #
) ¢ ’ )
Interagency Agreements.

-

7

* =

First and foremost, an interagency collaborative effort is more than
3 paper agreement. That is, although the document which graphica]]j
represents promwses that the agegg{es make concern1ng the de11very of
special educational and related services to tarcet§?1s an 1mportant first
step, it is just that' - a_step. The steps that follow which portray the
human interactioﬁ to bring about the collaboration are what make up the

‘ .

collaborative effort can be viewed as a process through which two or more
agencies work together to articulate theie separate prégrams\tgz¥the purpose

¥

of providing spgecial educational and related services to handicabped

+

learners and their families. The RRC Task Force has defined this process

as follows: ., " .

s

Interagency collaboration is a process which:

-5

° Encourages and facilitates an gpen and honest exchange

¥ . .
of ideas, plans, approaches, and resources across

disciplines,. programs, and agencies.
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. o °\ Enables-ali pértibipants Jointly to define their separate
interest in mutually identified needed chaqgfs in order
to best achieve common purposes . T
° Utilizes formal pro;edure§ to help cfarify issues, define
problems, and make decisions relative tofsolutions.

Any number 6% pgehcies may become 1nvo}ved in collaborative efforts
Eepending on the service nee&s of the pdpulation. Typacally}éne or more
of the following have been involved:

o Educatign ‘ . ' s
° . Rehabilitation
® Crippled Children's Services
® Social Services
, ° Menta]oHealth/MenEal Retardation
‘ ® Corrections.
, "With the passage of PL 94-142, which was consjstent 1q.most cases with
existing state legislation, the education agency has taken the lead in

L

setting the collaborative wheels in mofion. )
We'll take a closer looggat what actual interagency collaborative
efforts mightllook Tike. But fiést let's take some time to suggest why
they are needed.
Vo As indicated above PL 94-142 has had a s;bst;ntial impact on the
. service system. Im particular, as a ;ésult of its fuil-service‘goal,. |
94-142 has forcéd state and local educat1oq,a§enc1es to identify aiternative‘
service delivery patterns. Diminished fin;ncial capabilities and fack of
broad-based d1a§nost1c and instructional support per§onpe{ haye forced

“ LEA's to consider establishing 1iaisons with public and private agencies

. ‘. ¢ /
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.. ” A
'capabie of providing desperately needed educational ?96 related ;eriices.
such <interactions have occurred at a11 points in the exceptional learner's
_ educational program. As such, they have centered on identification, diag-
nbsis,';ervice pianning, prpgr;m.impiementation (instructional including
acagemic, physXcai.educgﬁion and related support sérvices) ;ﬁd/or program -
evaluation (year-end). 1

To be more specific, we can Took td our information base for some
reasons why interagency collaboration migfit be a high priority. Listed
Beiow are several “driving forces" to the establishment of interagency
collaboration gleaned fram our sources; .

-]

Pressures from clients, parents, and advocates;
° Federal initiatives; -
; ® Economic pressures
The need to reduce and/or eliminate the duplication of services;
— i~ - ,
° The continuing development of new and improved treatment strategies;
o The need for additional, comprehensive services and/or the
redistribution of existing services;
® Inter/intraprofessional pressures, based on the need for .
continuing educatioﬁ (for certification, re-licensure, y
professional advaﬁcement); ‘L ..
- ° Fragmented service delivery system;

® Overlap in service definitions;

° Multiple funding bases;

I4
ii;- ® Multiple planning bodies;
J Varying models for service delivery; y
SN Variability .in client eligibility; <
_ SHgibi P
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° 11entoconf1denfiél1ty'aéross agencies
° &esistence to ¢changk among- agency/consumengnembers
Now that we've addressed some of the d§4v1ng forces or 1nf1uences to

the establishment of, nteragency collaborative efforts it's time to lend
some reality to the isé&e. There are some problems which administrators
can expect to enébunter both in the development and operation of interagency
.collaboratioff. Below are listed several ba;r1ers to the development of
collaborative efforts as.reported by the site visit teams: '

® Public vs. private agency participation-

° Anterpersonal re]ation§ bétweeﬁ and among planning board
members

- '

° Agreement on target population- / -
° Lack of ceﬁtraiized information base
Imprecise definition of agency re;ponsibility and authority
Absence of tommor procedures for information &1ssemination
Difffhulty in definlpg decision~making rules among developers
Fragmented fiscal support for the interagency effort
Confidentiality and ?ransférencg of records -
Provider (classroom teacher, rehabi]itation~counseldr,
social worker) acceptance/unde}sténd1ng
° Uncertainty of.end produéz 7

° %ystained availability of key people to facilitate pianning.' iE

What problems were encountered during ﬁhe operation of the collaborative

effort? In those five s1£es vaited’by éur'teams the following operational C .
problemg were recovered: -

°. Definition of roies and responsibilities of various persons

)’1
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across and within the agency organizational strycfures
° Identification/se]éction of professionals to deliver services
° Stafﬁ»turnover often resulting in key people filling positjong
who are not commited to a "master plan® o ,

Although our 1ist is multifaceted, it becamé evident that the relation
of the "press" to the service provider was critical to actual success of
the collaborative effort. That is, if the education agency was responding
to external pressure (e.g., parent érﬁup:gzr other agencies),‘there was -
Tess of a chance for successful implementation than if the préssure came
from a recognized, shared, infggnal program need. Thus, proactive programming
was more 1ikaly to meet with success than reactive.

The U.S.'Senéte and House Subcommittee oversight hearings on PL 94-142
have provided a major sounding boérd for representatives of consumer and
advocacy groups as well as administrators and prgviders from agencies which
deliver services to handicapped pefsons and theii parents and families.

One of the ten most frequently sighted topics in the hearings was inter-
agency collaboration. Below is a summarization of the issues p?esented in
the hearings that relate to interagency collaboration:

Interagency Eoordination and increased related services

are imperative in order to provide an appropriate

education. These themes ran throughout all testimony

presented. ) : ]

The discrepancy between educational legislation which -

mandates full total education and related services for

handicapped students versus legislation which petmits -

other agencies to provide related services:to the same

population on a selective basis was highlighted by

several state directors of education and school super-
intendents. )
It was suggested during testimony and in meetings with
representatives of Congress that legislation governing
assocfated agencies should be modified to assure that

L ‘ '."‘37
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these agencies "are not relieved" from providing
the necessary social, health and.diagnostic related

. services to handicapped children. Often PL 94-142
funds are being used to buy services which were once
provided by other related agencies. NASDSE testimony
stated that the above posture "results in the dilution

™ of the instructional dollar . . . Did Congress intend

SEAs to provide total fiscal subsidy and total case
management for. all handicapped children, or do other
agencies have responsibilities as well?"

-

SEA personnel generally reported difficulty in achieving
the general supervision requirements of the law.
Difficulties in monitoring educational agencies other
than those which are state and local indicate a need

for policy 7é‘\]ar'if"icat'ion in this area.

\

Dr. Edwin Martin of BEH, and Wilbert Cheathum of OCR
agreed that continued efforts in establishing and
implémenting interagency agreements are needed and
are a priority. ‘The degree to which these efforts °
are being ?ndertaken is discrepant, according to
testimony. '

Often the delivery of "related services" %s the purpose of interagency

.

-

collaborative services. According to the joint testimony of the Council of
Chief State School Officers and the National Association of State Directors,
of Special Educatiwn before the Houée Subcommittee the implementation of
this aspect of PL 94-142 has been impeded by "state goverﬁanceﬂ;tructdres,
federal regulations whyich limit and‘compliéate interagenﬁy action, and the
wide }ange of services for which thesé agencies (human service agencies)
#Fe responsible."” -

Accountability seems to be a majd} problem related to this citation.

¥

That is, according to the testimony maﬁy human service agencies have claimed

that PL 94-142 has relieved them of their responsibility for schoo1-aged

]From Liaison Bulletin (supplement), Nov. 17, 1979. Published by
NASDE Inc., Wasnington, U.C.

£
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°
children because of its requirement that the state education agency ¢
Tonitor/supervise service délivery regardless of the agency delivering
the service. o ]
The E&ucation Advocates. Coalition (EAC), which representg 13 advocacy

groups, identified ten major problems which must be addressed by BEH (noafé

Of%ice of Special E§ucation) if PL 94-142 is to be fully -impl ~
of the ten was that "handicapped ch11dren are frequently denied réﬁate&r
services, such as physical therépy, occupational therapy, school health
lsérvices and transportation, essenfiai to enable them to benefit from
special -education." According fb EAC tLe delivery of theset;élated servicgs ‘
is impeded by the failu;e of LEAs and SEAs to establish interagency agree-

ments which would result in the purchase and/or delivery of the necessary
're1ated services by other agencies. The~1ack of functional agreements

L4

N has led to the loss of services where scheols could not deliver them or
i a reduction”in the quality of the service when the school inadequately
attempted to provide the services. r |
Thus, the establishment of interagency collaborative efforts is not .
without its problems. It's easier said than done!
The Blacksburg confsrence discussion yielded several restraining
forces to the development of intgragency co!laborativé efforts. Those
, cond{t10n§ which currently exist tﬁét may have an inhibiting effect on \\\
cooperative planning and proﬁranming were jdéntified as follows: ‘
® Few influencers, planners, implementors, and

evaluators of collaborative interagericy efforts .
are presently trained in the development and -

operatign of such endeavors; and most would not
> fall in the training catchment area should pre-
‘ , service training packages be developed. ‘/,
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° No collaborative 1nteragency inservice training programs

exist to support those individuals currently involved in
collaborative inferagency programming, planning, and
'1mplementat10n.

Current professional training and practice is uni-
disciplinary in design.

_There is a general lack of awareness and understanding
. 'as the needs and benefits of. collaborative interagency
planning and programming.

\ -
// % Few incentives currently exist which promote collaborative
interagency planning and programming initiatives. ~—

The complex nature of present delivery systems restricts
the degree to which interagency cooperation/coordination
may be achieved.

A review of the literature recovered a similar 1ist of problems
associated with,the development of 1nteragencylcoordlnated delivery systems.
These are' set forth below:

°. Compef?fiveness of long established institutions/agencies

° Lack of an organizational structure that brings agencies

together around mutual interest

Parochial interest of agencies that make them myopic to
the needs of the broader community -

Lack of experience 1& the technioues-of coordinating
service delivery

° Awkwardness in interdisciplinary communication

The temptation of system delivery designers to become
preoccupied and fixated on the system design rather
thao the functional role of the system |,

° Time to include ("bring them along") people in the
efifort .

° Interpersonal communication, for example:

- turfdom : .
Jealousy : ~ :
compaetition for clients
lack’ of resources
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"t skepticism (feasibility) .
: professiqh@- selfishhess TR
time management ' y
allocation of responsibi]ity/funct1on
The prob]ems identified throughout this se\t1on of the discussion have
not been ordered according to priority “However, our reading and/experieﬁce
tell us that the primary factor which serves as. a‘barrier to the successfuT
\pJanning and Jmptementation of the collaborative effort is communication. *
It appears that 1nappropr1ate ineffective re]ationships between and among
persons associdted with the proposed de]ivery system caust the most problems.
In fact, in one site they ‘had .to wait for one person to die before they could
.~ -get on with the job! , ’ o .
Now that we ‘have some idea of v-th/e driving and restra‘in‘ing forces é
assoéiated with the estab]ishment of interagency agreements let's take a
Took at what they might Took 1ike if they get past the ers.
F1rst developmental steps. The RRC Task Force on Intetagency Co‘r]abor-a
ation‘dengned a process model for_ the deve]opment of cooperatiﬁg‘agreements
which is set forth in Figure #1.7 One ~aspect of the case study Was to

°"va11date“ this process. Did the exemp]arx,programs go through these stages,

»
* ' PSS g
. "

in the sgme order?

en in p]anning the agreements ' Partia]]y this was due to the ° "
varying stages of p]anningﬁuuioperation that our sites were in. Bu ‘more _
importantly, ' our teams sensed that one coqu not spec1 ; the\ comnion steps, ' . '
1et alone the1r order, It appeared £o our investigators fhat.the steps

ran together; that it was 1mposs1b1e to pu]] them apart When the question .

of deve]opmentaT strategies was addressed to the program partzcipants, they.

affirmed that the steps set forth in Figure #1 were completed not once
. . . . . ¢’

.
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but over and over again. m?heso persons indicated that ‘all steps outlined

to them were important.

-

The question of developmertal steps should not be dismissed,without N
cautioning the reédef to reconsfoer the barriers to develooment.d35cu§sed )
earlier. Many of the conditions -jdentified suggest \;\these authors that

even th0ugh the steps may ha@ewBeEn‘accomplished, thex _were not done, so

_ effectively. In our view careful consideration of the processes set forth

~ by the RRC Tash Force will 1_$t0~product1ye plann‘ing. Fgrthermore,

althohgh the order or the steps did not emerge with the ekpected importance;

theée“authors see some logtfal sequencing. ?or example, the development of

an information base on client needs and service availability should precede

-

the design of a_response plan. . ' </

&

AWhat mighf’ihs/tollahd;at%ve agreement look like once the development
stages are complete? R, Aooette gzspciatef in_their manual for establishing

_ 1nteragency serviee programs “deve ped for the Southwest RRC 1ist three

classes of agreements The second class, an agreement about the allocation
of resources,_gs mostlnolevéh; to our discu551on at this point. Onge the
need for the cgilahoratgih has been confirmed and stahdards for the-delivery
of the services have beep idenfified (Audette s class 1) then some thought
to the a]location of agency resources must be considered.' Six al]ocation

p]ans may be 1denﬁhf1ed, one or more of which may be utilized in an inter-

agency co]laborgtive effort: . ' _ .
1. Fihsf dollar agreements - When a handicapped child or
. amity 1s e g1b1e for certain services from two or
- more agencies, a'promise is made regarding which agency - -

pays first, e.g., when'a medicaid-eligible, handicapped
, child needs physical therapy, medicaid dgrees to pay.
-+ . Education only pays for physical therapy when a child

. 1s not medicaid eligible.

~
.
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2. Com%1ementa?z dollar aggrements - When a handicapped child
or famly 1s eiigibie for certdin services from two or
*  moré agencies, a promise is made for each agency to pay
. for certain services, e.g., when a medicaid-eligible
handicapped' child needs speech therapy and reconstrugtive
dental surgery in order to Speak clearly, education pays
for the speech therapy and medicaid pays for the surgery.

3. Comglemeutary Ders&#%el/do]1ar[agreements - ‘When a handi-
capped cnilid or family is eligible for certdin services.
from two or more agencies, one agency commits personnel
to serve the child directly while another agency reserves
sufficient funds to“pay for-qther services, e.g., when
a'medicaid-eligible handicapped child needs speech
therapy and reconstructive dental surgery in ordeg to
speak clearly, education-directly provides (through-a
school employee) the speech therapy and medicaid pays
for the surgery.. ™

¢

|} -

4. Shared personnel agreements - When children are screened

' prior to entening public school, a promise is made which
allows public health nurses and school nurses to work
together in administering some health portions of the
screening program, e.g., family health histories are
taken by both public health and school nurses during a
preschool screening program.

] .
5. Shared facility agreements - When children are screened
prior to entering pubiic school, a promise is made to
use a community hospital facility for carrying out all
or part of the program, e.g., when preschool screening
is conducted for a certain neighborhtod, thé Tocal hos-
pital 1s used as the most convenient site for parent

participation.’

6. Shared equipmént and materials agreements - When children
are screened prior to entering public school, a promise
is made to use hospital equipment and/or materia s for
certain elements of the screening program, e.g., when
preschool screening occurs, the local -hospital goes all
the blood work analysis for lead paint testing,

,“ ¢ ’
Mary Ockerman and Marty Marf?nson of the Mid-South RRC have identified

a variety of interagenéy cooperative activities which might be directed

[

2From R. Audette Associates. A Manual for EstaSIishihg Interagenpcy
Collaborative Service Programs. Developed for the Southwest RRL, Wayne
Johnson, Oirector, , s

¢ o

15

Y



14 29

N N

at pé%dicapped learners and/or their families. These are presented so that
the reader might get a flavor oflfhe activities that could be,a;hressed by
?

J!V planners of interagency collabgrative efforts.

{ ) 10

s } Case conference °

Formal referral procedures

[}

® Case management Informal agreements

“ (Comtracts/purchase of ° Needs assessments
service agreements ,

° Data systems — Y Planning activities
° Fiscal arrangements Programming

® Training activities and ® Staff sharing
" conferences

Another way to view the probable activities of the.agencies invo]ve& in
collaboration is to overlay them on five basic functions of the LEA Special
Education program: ’:___,

. ® Identification (child find, scree;;ng and referral)
°" Diagnosis and evaluation .
° P]anni&g and plﬁpement
© Delivery of Special Education and Related Services
° End o% year program (IEP) evaluation
Different agencies are 1ikely to be involved in one or more of these
functions. For example, thg child may be identified through a pub]ic/>
health agency, evaluated by the education and health agencies, have s%é:ices
planned jointly by the health and education agencies, haye special education.
services delivered by‘educatibn, related services delivered by health, and
_finally have the services system evaluated by both education and @ealth.
The point of this over—s%mp1istjc example is to indicate the possible

relationship between the education agency's programs-to meet the needs of

A

» v

, {' 46
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handicapped learners and the services offered éy its sister agencies in ’ s
, the total human.service dé]ivery system. du; experiences indicate that

without this broad picture of the potential points of interface full

educational dpportunities‘wi}] nog always be availfglg_sg,QGRpicapﬁéd

learners and, fhéreforg; they are gﬁ?éatened with a loss of entitlements.

3

Training Needs

The first task is to jdéptify-who should Be trained. Our data sources,
again, are the Blacksburg conferemce and the case studies. It was immediately
apparent that ;here'was no‘single training target. To facilitate our under-
standing of the intended training audiences, we reviewed the various
peqp]e engaged in the effort and the functions™ they we;e unde}taking.

This analysis led us to categorizing the training audience into’ four groups:
Influencers, Planners, Implementors, gnd Evaluators. Persons coﬁ]d be
cross categorized. That is, an individual at variou; times may be viewed’
as an influencer, planner, implemeﬁtor. or evaluator. Ta&e,/for examp]e,‘
the parent of a handicapped léarner. This person serves as an 1nf1uencer;
by advocating for programs‘through legislative, judicial, social or
administrative channels. When he is invited to attend an IEP meeting

for his child he becomes a planner. Oé;en the parent becomes engaged

in the serviée dé]ivery, Ehus, becoming an implementor. Finaf]x, parents
individually or as a group may participate in thé evaluation of the
program, Both for their Cﬁi]d.and the service delivery system as a whole.

In addition to parents, the fq11ow1ng categories of persons might
cpmpgge the potentiél training audience: .

° $Agenqyﬁhqus .

° Consumer (advocacy) groups )

47

— =




31 L

° Program administrators/managers
Profgssional/para-professional service providers (public/private) '
Local/state/federal elected policy makers

. 'Local/state/national _advisory groups (DD State PTanning Council)

] 5 -

Trainers (preservice/inservice)

°

Independent consultants

- !

/
* HRow that we have some idea of who might be trained, we must identi¥y .

the content of the training. Here we tuﬁﬂ to the case studies because, 1in
our opinion, it is necessary to identify training needs based on actual
roles and responsib111t1es of real people.

‘ As a re;ult of the case studies and the Blacksburg conference, we
have generated a menu of training needs which address the devefopmént, .
operation, and eyalqapion of an interagency collaborative effort. These
goal statements are reproduced in T;ble 1. The reéger should note that
not all these topics must be directed at everyfmeﬁger of the éudiencé gpd,
that the entries on the 1ist are interdependent.

The trainfng goal statements were categorized by a panel to indicate .
areas of cqnnnna]ity. Four clusters emerged: (1) organizatiomal/manage-
ment; (2) service delivery; (3) strategies for community support; and, ‘
(4) evaluation. " The asterisks indicate those statements which appear to
be members of more than one category. o

In sufrmar‘izing the potential tr'a"in‘lng needs, 11; can. be seen that-§ (
recurring theme is interperso?al relations, It was apparent tp the team - -
members that the §ingle most important factor related~to'the success or
failure qf the interagency collaboration was the degree to which the people
could work together, Further, because of the ;ombiexity of the déve]opment

]
]
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and 6perat§on of the collaborative prograh it was_suggested that a fac{qi-
tqté; be employeﬁ to support the effog?. This person should not be an
. ’employee of any one of the agencies. If'this is not possible then he/s;e
. §hou1d Ee a sFaff member of-the education agency, possibly the specia}
education directar: g .

\Our next step mustgbe.to validate the list of training needs. This
must be done aé a level of specifity to allow for the crossing of training
needs with actual roles played by persons involved in tﬁe interagency
endeavor. Also, the 1is§ f problems (barriers) assoc{ated with the design
and conduct of. the collaborat{ve effort must be refined and validated. It

Lﬁi]] be necessary to identify which problems have been solved, what resdbrces

have been used, and what methods were employed to deliver the resources.

Summary . ’

”
1

, ~ Our'purbose has been to generafe an information base on interagency
collaboration which could.be utilized by BEH to direct the development of
training materials for persons who are or will be involved in the design
'ang éonduc% of interagency endeavors.
We have defined interage collaboration as a process in which two
or more agencies integrate their resources'toxprovide services to meet the
. individual néeds of handicapped learners. The véﬁicles we have used to
". . génerate the.ipformation base were literature review, a working conference,
fkg*“\k and ffve case studies.
As a result of our efforts, we have observed many benefits which accrue

as when successful interagency agreements are reachgg. Among these are:

- 2 Common pfogrqm‘standards and uniform methods of accountability

. ° Single responsibility for  case management . '
., : - Y . ' ~
- P i
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Cooperative ideﬁtificatibn, evaluatdon, pianning, service
delivery - .

° An inventory of service capacity at state and local levels

Clarification of rESponsib111ty for fiscal support and
progngL9e11very . . ~

*  Common planning ‘

The design and conduct of 1ntera§ency collaboratiye efforts js a complex
Eésk. The paper describing the agreeqent is the first step.r However, many
stop there. Our study has yie1§9d several variables which are associéted
with the success or failure of the interagency agreement. These are 1isted,
belgw: l

Variables Associated with ?ailure in Interagency Collaborative Efforts

° Breakdown in human interaction/communication

° Development of the collaboration’ in response to external

. pressures .
° Lack of specific accountability
% Lack of Aesignated ménf?pr/eva1uator
Inadequate orientation within and oUtside agencies
X ° Negative staff attitude '

" Failure to consider poiitical variables

”

Variables Associated with Successful Interagency Collaboration
° Use of a facilitator
-]

Effective communication

° Understanding of the dynamics of change (personal/group/
. onganizational)

~ ° Commitment/cooperation at the top level of management
® Inservice training -

° On-going professional support to administrators and providers
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Training is viewed as one means to achieving succg§sful interagency
agreements; however, there is not one training audience. Rather there are
many including administrators, providers, and consumers., These persons
'have been viewed as playihg many roles - inf1uencers,‘glanners, implementors
and evaluators - in relation to the interagency agreemeht. Over thirty
(30) training topics were presented by the authors with no one training
group expected to acquire all'knowlédge/sk111 relaﬁgd to these topfcs.

It was noted that there were many key factor§ associated with the
success of interagency agreeﬁents; the most important of which was the degreé ¢
to which people associated with the program cauld work togefB;}: Probably
the most’critical'training for persons who are or will be involved in the
design and conduct of interagency efforts is in the ;%ea of human relations.
When this training has not occurred then a facilitator should be employed
who is trained in group dynamics. The task of this person will be to
positively motivate the participants to the collaborative philosophy, open

communication channels, and build trust among the members to increase their

propensity for risk taking. -
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¢ '{ulnlng Gouls
. . .o .- . Categaries
, . . rgonlzutionsl Sarvice Strategias Evaluation
: ut,/Ovarsil Delivery for Commumity /
R o T T il Jw_mm:m- :‘“ — i 10 E:'.“ aL2nt. sw“ '
L Yo douign sliegnutlve guthods $o “etart-up* and “opurstionalfze® collubusative efforts, % X
2. To improvo client-basad aad sgency-based coordiastion. X
37 %o develop sffective sad interactive laadarship skilla. i X
4. 7To Incraase team buildiug efforts iw fntersgency sctivities. .
5. To impraove the affactivansas of the role and rasponsibilfty of ths cossualty fu ths
influenciug, planning, iwplemcatutiou and wvaluation of programs, : X
&. To duvalop techniques for employing the polltical systes to influsnce the developmont
of intersguncy programs. ) .
7. To provide laforsation to ths public om legsl snd lsglaYative techulques and history ° ¥
___of the lntarsxcncy programd. S X
8. To Improva the methods of developing and opurationalizing s master servics delivary . i
play. X :
9, Yo davalop {ndividual sarvice plen. ) X
. 10, To {dontify aud disgnoss individuni client secrvics nasds. : X :
1, To improve parong/consumer sdvucacy tachnlques X¢ X
2. To develop compatence iu problem<solving/daclision-uaking. X
3. To mointain syatematic wmethods of sassusing and compiling cllieat Jats from multiple .
o sources ) X ) x w
.14, Yo dovelop rssourco fnvontories ta be utilized In Intaragency programs, xs X o
5. To devalop mothods “for prupram sondtoring and evalustion (design conduct/raporting) ~ X
6. To devolup needu/resvurce ssseuument sathods. » X . =
7. To lncteuso knowledge of clieat managemint syutema. X
'i8. To acquite skills _to malutsin positive fatarpersonsl reistionships. . X
9. To provide inservice to intarspancy personnel on ths dynsmics of positive/negativa
' attigudas, - o X 4 .
10. Yo lmprove comsunication snd llstening skills for the purpose of maintalning uaxisum ,
fntucagoncy cuontact, X
1. %o infome Intoragency perscuncl of the dynaaics of humon snd orgonizstionsl chango. ~ X iy
22, To incrusse awarensss of managemtnt infovmation syuten X
23, To improve skills in sarnonne ] managescnt, ' X
24._To evaluate opfanizatfonal gosljsnalyais of intscaguncy progress - X
25. To avaluate poﬂum ob annlynia of Intaragency esployoas to validate to effectivoness . ' ' .
. of thelr roles, . . 3 ’ : : X
26, To {duntify way#'to ducreaws organfzutionsl s