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Bold indicates participation.
Larry:  When SIG was first legislated, partnerships and subgrants were a key piece.  We have strongly encouraged states to involve PTIs at a substantive level.  The money that comes with that has been used as a relationship building tool.

PRESENTATION

New Jersey—Peggy Thorpe O’Reilly and Debra Jennings

Our beginnings:  Year 2000 we conducted self-assessment in SpEd, involving a broad stakeholder process.  Critical needs were identified (including more work on family involvement).  We used those needs to define our SIG; partnered with SPAN in a cooperative agreement to work on family involvement.

We wanted to be sure parents were informed about the importance of their role, were involved in the assessment process, felt empowered, and were able to advocate for their children.  A big issue we recognized was inclusion of students with disabilities in general ed settings, and what is the parents’ role?  Other issues were better collaboration throughout the IEP process, and families’ need for info/strategies/techniques to foster literacy skills.

We developed activities:  1) parent support group initiative; 2) mini-conferences on inclusive practices, to inform families of successful programs and give opportunity to ask questions; 3) training on parent educator collaboration and the IEP process; 4) literacy and core standards training.

Parent Support Group Initiative: Did extensive needs assessment.  Identified where parent groups existed, and where not.  Where they existed, many of the groups needed help/support increasing membership, responding to changing demographics, identifying succession plans for leadership.  Wanted to make sure parent groups had what they needed to collaborate successfully with schools. Where groups had died off, we worked with them to identify potential new members.  Established Special Ed Leadership Council; they interact through a listserv and meet face to face.

Mini-Conferences on Inclusion:  Initially it was thought parents were advocating for segregated settings, because there was a lot of info out there to that effect.  We organized half-day Saturday conferences, where parents can hear from administrators and educators, but also parents and students, about inclusion experiences.  

Parent/Educator Collaboration:  We identified a need for work helping parents become active participants in the IEP process.  We planned regional trainings open to educators and families to talk about the IEP process and content.  We included skills and strategies for both educators and families.  First year we felt we hadn’t reached a broad enough audience; changed the format to develop a ‘trainer-of-trainers’, inviting teams of parents and educators from districts to come and be trained, then go back to their districts and train others.  Had a great response.  We reflected further and have just developed another training on planning processes for parent involvement in the district.  We’ll invite the same types of teams to come and train and take the training back; will concentrate on what they’re doing well, and where they have further to go.

Literacy and Core Standards Training:  Collaborated with Reading First to develop a series of literacy trainings.  Brought teams of parents and educators together from across the state, providing them with hands-on activities they can take back and use in their districts.  They engage in the activities, and then create a formal plan, then come back later to report on what they’ve accomplished.  

Every element of the implementation of these activities is being continuously evaluated; we share information on an ongoing basis in a dynamic process where we constantly scan the environment and regroup and plan and co-plan more.  We want to make sure the activities are responsive, and eventually go beyond what was originally planned.  Almost every activity is collaborative.  

The evolution of the activities from the planning process to the implementation and revision involved relationship-building between our two agencies, and both have gained from it.  

Q&A

Q:
Have you expanded some activities to include general ed parents?

A:
Districts have opened their activities to gen ed parents, but we wanted to ensure the special ed parents got reached.

Indiana—Brett Bollinger & Julie Havill & Nancy Zemaitis
Indiana has a multilevel approach to improving relationships among systems and families.  From the beginning we were fortunate to hire a family coordinator (Julie).  She has a son born with significant medical needs, and her experience has been very valuable.  

We have strived to involve stakeholders since we started in 2004 (with six districts and a total of 29 schools).  We asked districts to have SpEd family members as participants in their leadership teams.  IN SIG has done leadership academies, of which parents were an integral part; sections were devoted to how to involve parents and relevant stakeholders.  Held statewide PBS trainings involving parents too.

Parent Info and Resource Center has been an important collaborator; they offer an Academy of Parent Leadership.  Teams train on how to involve parents and support them to be a part of school improvement.  

We work directly with districts to help them strategically plan to actively involve families and empower them. We ask that they plan on training and supporting family members of their leadership teams. We ask them to consider how families might help support new IN SIG activities. 

We’ve collaborated with INsource, our parent training and info center, often seeking their guidance.  We write an article in the INsource quarterly newsletter to share info across the state about what IN SIG is doing.  We presented at their annual conference, on co-teaching, schoolwide positive behavioral supports, and differentiated instruction.  In 2006 two IN SIG school districts presented at INsource on two of these topics.  



Task Force:  In 2005 we were planning how to create a statewide movement for families to improve outcomes for students with disabilities.  Identified organizations and people around the state who were education stakeholders.  Went through a process of creative problem solving with the large group of stakeholders, and captured all the voices.  After two daylong sessions, we’d identified a vision for family/school/community partnerships (see the ‘handouts’ at the SIGnetwork website: http://www.signetwork.org/Docs/CallNotes/Apr11_2007_Parent/).  Then the group was broken into workgroups around each of the 5 vision elements.  They have been identifying the barriers to these visions, and strategies and recommendations to move Indiana closer to the vision.

Kansas:  Kerry Ottinger & Darla Nelson Metzger

In our self-assessment phase of our SIG, we got lots of feedback from many sources.  Some input was for more effective parent involvement in schools, and some for more effective communication with families (especially in producing materials).  We put together the Family Consortium (Families Together facilitated this for us): a group of 15-20 advocacy organizations across the state; representatives came to a meeting every quarter.  Agendae were co-planned. 

We gathered input on how to make our language more family-friendly, so as to produce better documents.  We also worked on development of Family/School Partnership Curriculum, based on Joyce Epstein’s work.  Families Together piloted it, gathered input on it.  It is not a static curriculum, and changes based on evaluation input.  Universities have taken up the curriculum and used it in some of their work.  The Parent Empowerment group grew out of it, also, around IEP training.

Family School Community Partnership training was initially lengthy; now it’s broken into two: a  4-hour training for educators and a 2-hour training targeted to families.  Both are research-based and include Epstein’s 6 standards.  We do evaluation and goal setting.  

The half-day training for schools folks gets them to develop a 3-year outline for development, and an action plan.  Kansas has been involved in inclusion for a very long time, so our audience tends to be families and educators working with kids with special needs, but families/educators of kids in general ed are also included.

We sometimes have difficulty selling this curriculum, and this fall much effort will go to marketing it.  There has been interest and success in the past, but we want to go bigger and better.  Also will be marketing the preservice level, developing a mini-curriculum for them, so they come out feeling strongly about family involvement.  Families Together has always had a strong relationship with our DOE; we have several contracts and a lot of autonomy.  They value our expertise.  We’ve presented at nearly all the KS DOE conferences.  The KS DOE is redoing their website, and it will contain a strong parent/family component.

We feel strong support from our Board of Education, whose goals include community and family involvement.  

Families Together has a quarterly newsletter.

Kansas schools have always been seen as a place where community gathers.  We have strong PTAs, and have collaborated with them in developing the curriculum.

Another goal for the coming year is reaching hard-to-reach parents (of children receiving free and reduced cost lunches, and minority parents).  Might develop a mini-training specifically targeting those populations.

We want to develop online assessment and planning tools for districts to use in improving parent involvement.  We used the NCSEAM survey in our SPP this year, and are collecting and analyzing that data, so each district can see at a glance what their needs are for parent involvement.  We want to develop a tool for them (written into our new SIG).

Q&A

Q:  How large was the subgrant to your PTIs?

KS:
First year was $60,000, is now between 20 and 30.

IN:
We do not have a subgrant with a PTI, but have a position devoted to parent involvement.  
NJ:
About $400,000.  Support a number of staff people.  We co-mingle funds on several partnerships.

Q:
Parent stipends:  is there any monetary compensation for parents?  What’s the range?

IN:
We do offer travel expenses, just as we do for educators.  Offer $100/day for specific activities.  Not many parents take advantage of it.

NJ:
We stipend parents where we stipend educators.  Anything outside of school time (at $125).  At mini-inclusion conferences, we give honoraria to parents and students presenting.

KS:
At trainer-of-trainers, parent trainers were paid through our subcontract.  We provide parent scholarships also.

Q:
What kind of evaluation or followup is there?

KS:
We use evaluations at the trainings, and use people’s comments to adjust.  Would like to do a longitudinal data collection, to see how 1-year action plans and 3-year outlines increased parent involvement.  

IN:
We ask each school to do data collection and reporting each year.  We also do an annual self-assessment.  Both contain questions on parent involvement.  IN Task Force has 6 workgroups working on tools and standards to implement in the state.

NJ:
We’ve made followup contacts with districts that have participated, to find out how they’ve implemented things.  We need to spend more time on developing this.

Q:  Are your districts pilot sites?  How’d you get them onboard?  Do you plan to increase the numbers?

IN:  Spent time looking at all districts, then applied demographic standards to narrow down to 6 districts that would represent various areas of the state, and sizes of schools.  We invited them, they all said yes.  We’ve been working with 29 schools.  

Larry:  Thanks to the panelists for the excellent presentations, thanks to all the attendees also.  Call the panelists with your questions.  

Notes and supporting materials for this call can be found at:
http://www.signetwork.org/Docs/CallNotes/Apr11_2007_Parent/
