Notes – SPDG Affinity Group 
September 20, 2010

Attendees: Jennifer Coffey, Dawn Kilphan, Hollie MS, Lisa Wright (MD), Marsha (), Melinda Graham (CO), Toyah Robey (KY), Gina (CO), Glinda Hill ( OSEP)

Jennifer: We are lucky today. We were looking over the next steps for this affinity group. We mapped out the things that we coherence between the SEA, LEAs, IHES. From there we talked about the issues LEAs are facing in the area of students with significant needs. We are now addressing the area of data. What they are doing in Pennsylvania is a great expertiential framework in this area. 

Janet: We (PaTTAN) is the statewide network for professional development aligned with department of education. 

Feedback Question for Participants: What work has your state done regarding the National Agenda for Students who are Deaf/Hard of Hearing OR the National Agenda for Students with Visual Impairments?
We have adopted a state agenda for one or both – 1 response
We use the National Agendas in developing priorities  - 1 response
We know about the National Agendas but have not used them – 2 responses
We are unfamiliar with the National Agendas – 1 response

Janet: We began with the national agenda and tailored ours to meet both the challenges and strengths of our state. We developed key stakeholders comprised of both Part B/C school providers, parents, teachers, state level dept. of ed,. We aligned our agenda to the SPP Indicators. It’s been important both general and special education support. Each agenda consists of set of goals, actions to perform, and desired outcomes. It functions as a road map to improve systemic changes that influence the educational results of students. We revisit the agenda annually and adjust as necessary. It’s based on data. 

Data Elements that PA needed: [SEE SLIDE 6]
-LRE data dissagregated by disability: We had the data but were doing nothing with it. We weren’t using it to make decision-making.
-State Achievement Data  - we didn’t look at it, but we are now and are working on it.
- Referral: We were not able to tell what age students were referred for services.
-Perception: We had to come up with a protocol
-Personnel: Very little ways of knowing about retirements around personnel working in VB/DB
-Personnel Prep: We didn’t have complete data

Feedback Question for Participants: How readily available are data elements and how are they used to drive your low incidence improvement efforts?
Readily available and used extensively – no response
We have some data and have identified gaps that we are working to rectify – 1 response
We have data but it is widely dispersed and hard to use to inform improvement efforts – 4 responses
I really don’t know what we have and  what we don’t have – no response
 
Janet: [Shared desktop: Displayed Pennsylvania Agenda: Goals, Actions, and Outcomes, and PANA Agenda p. 5 Goal 3 Personnel Prep] We didn’t have adequate data for a # of students with disabilities served and project what we would need in the next 5 years. We are not there yet, but we are working there as a goal. We are examining enrollment trends in PD programs. We have built partnerships with IHEs preparing professionals working with students with significant disabilities.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS:
What surprises have you found as you used data to inform your improvement efforts?
What data do you wish you had but are still unable to procure?
How similar or different has your process been to Pennsylvania’s?
What struggles have you experienced?
What partners have you included?

Hollie: We’re having trouble identifying who the kids are and where they are. Our state collects them by 13 categories. Kids with cognitive disabilities, for example. 

Janet: I’d agree. Kids with complex learning needs are difficult to identify. We need to operationalize it. We’re trying to get a better sense from our regional centers to fine tune their data collection methods to really find those specific students.

For those who’ve gone through the process in adopting agendas, can anyone share how you’ve went about it?
Lisa, MD: We’ve done a taskforce on DB. Blind and visually impaired – we’ve adopted a vision and convened stakeholder groups. Our process wasn’t focused on statewide data, but rather bringing together collaborative group made up of all the agencies that work with students to come up with goals.

Janet: The efforts we went to, highlight the gaps in the data so that we could either make decisions to collect the data.

Lisa: I could see that this process would cause a ripple effect. Determining the needs for the staffing if you do not determine what the appropriate caseloads are. Plus, you’d need to have additional PD for staff. 

Have you been involving parents in the process?
MD: Yes we always have parents involved in our stakeholder group.

Janet: One area of concern is we have skilled parents in the group, but these parents do not represent a typical parent. 

Group Engagement Poll Responses 
Frequency - Every two months.
Discussion Formats  - Pre B 1, C 4, D 2, E -1  Decision - Depending on the topic the group would like a variety used across one session.
Develop Objectives – Yes (4), No (1).

- The group will continue to meet on an every other month basis. The third Monday, every two months, 3:00-400pm ET
- The calls will be formatted in a variety of ways. By either Using the 3-2-1 discussion approach, the Consultancy Model (one or two cases presented followed by problem solving), Presentation then discussion, and Share a specific tool or resource, followed by Q&A

-The majority of the group is interested in developing objectives for these sessions.

Toyah: Could we capture what each of do in one place? That is, capture what objectives we have for our projects. 

Next Steps: Collect objectives for each state listed in one place. So we know what’s happening in the SPDGs in this area. If we have tools and resources they can be put in a framework to be accessed to the public. 
