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The State of the Art Task Force has as its responsibility the collectlon and distribution of informatiop
related to effective strategies for delivering services to rutal young handlcapped children and families. Dur-
ing 1980 - 81, a series of monographs was undertaken by contributors across the country under the editorial
direction of Patricia Hutinger. Contents of the first set of monographs (see back cover) reflects the most
o pressing needs of rural HCEEP projects. Other topics are under consideration by members of the Rural Net-
. work and will be forthcoming.

This monograph was developed pursuant to grant GO07801853 from the U.S. Department of Edu-

cation.' Those who undertake such projects under government sponsorshlp are encouraged to express freely

. their judgement in professional and technical matters. Points of view or opinions do not, therefore, neces-
sarily represent official Department of Education position or policy.

OSE Project Officer, Sandra Hazen
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PREFACE '

.

PEEEN

. With the economic realities of today and the prevalent political
attitudes toward soc1al programs in this country, interagency.coor-
dination :has become more of qn essential’ component of successful rural
service delivery to young. handicapped children than ever before. A
tradition of interagency ccllaboration has :previously existed in rural
commun1t1es, born out -of the scarc1ty of. profeSS1onal services and re-
sources. in: these areas. Howevers now, In-response. to. the cutt1ng of
Ysocial programs and: the. lessening nies. for those 1eft in -existence,
a more concerted effort: toward';mferagency cooperation: is necessary.
Today, ‘we" cannot*afford to -have agencies 1ndependently fupe£1on1ng in

4commun1ty, with. resultanf%?ragmented services and,compet1t1on among -
programs. While it is not 1mperat1ve for agenc1es to- merge together
1nto\one all-encompa551ng program in order to achieve successful dep
}1very of services,. we muit have a working relat1onsh1p among the v
agencies that serve the young hand1cap§ed which is cooperative and .

-

coordinated, which obtaing optimum qua and cost effective service
del1ver in rural areas. .“ )

The ur se of this: monograph, one of a series developed in the
HCEEP Rura\ Network, is to illustrate how early childhood personnel can
work together to eliminate overlap in their services, to keep communi-
catioh open and to assist each other.in such a way that they will be
able to proV1de appropriate and quality services to our young handi-
capped children who reside in rural areas.

-

August, 1981 Steve Threet
Murray, Kentucky
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INTERAGENCY COORDINATION
CRITICAL FACTORS

C ' - . INTRODUCTION .

. The two papers in the following section provide a general overview T
of the concept of interagency coordination and the implications of nation-
al research on coordination/collaberation. . The first paper defines inter-
agency coord1nat1on, explains the d1fferent types of interagency relation-
. > ships and summarizes the factors which facilitate successful and ongoing
: lnteragenty coord1nat10n, The second paper 111ustrates that while agenc1es
L in rural communities have co]#aborated their sérvice delivery efforts-in
e the past, the staff of these agemcies, according: to the resilts of nation- 3
K i al surveys, feel considerable lack of’strength and skills when it comes to . s
e app1y1ng the conceptSHof coord1nat1on to their efforts. :

- ) . Morse's paper des1gnates the processes 1nvo1ved in deve]op1ng a sp°c1£§c
: work plan for cooperation among agencies. She. specifies that efforts dc not
: have to be complex or formal in nature at first, but once initiated can be
built upon for more comprehens1ve 1mp1ementat1on and functional organiza-
tional structure. Specific aspects of programs to which interagency link-
ages can be applied are provided by Morse, as are factors which contribute

. to successfyl coordination in a ccmmunity. i . .

"Helge's_paper provides an overview of what agencies are doing through- o
-out the country to facilitate collabnration, as well as outlining their :
concerns about what is lacking. Her report is based on the findings .of

several national surveys which she examines in detail to support her as-

sertions. While the compiled data exhibit positive trends in the develop-

ment of interagency coordination,‘severg] problems are indicated. She o .
specifies the problems and the effective service delivery strategies which ‘
are employed by rural school systems and cooperatives. Helge provides :
us with data concerning what needs must be met for an organizaticn to ef-
fectively collaborate with other agencies, what antecedents are neces:zary
to initiate collaboration, and what an agency's ro1e should be in facili-
tating coliaboration. -

. The two open1ng papers give us an understand1ng of what 1nteragency
coord1nation js and why it facilitates rural service delivery. They pro-
vide a background tor the pdpers which follow: ar examination of the ap-
proaches necessary in making interagency coordination a positive strategy
for programs to employ and then two practical examples of First Chance :
programs effectively utilizing the concepts. -




INTERAGENLY COORDINATION . <
AN OVERVIEW™

S Lo Mary T. Morse
l

In order to implement a comprehens1ve care p:an for the young
hand1capped child and his/her family, any services that will promote the
family's. .capacity for care, while .simultaneously providing related

-services, must be coord1nated . Sources of ‘support. for a child, including
d1aggqst)c and evaluation servizes, counseling, edurat1ona1 services,
environmental modifications, 1n-home training for patfents, therapy,
medicaland heal th- care, transportation,. financial assfstance for the
family, legal serV1ces pharmaceut1ca1 assistanue resp1te care -and so
on, vary from comnun1ty to commun1ty, but the ava1]ab1]1ty\and accessi-
bility of the wide range of service systems found in urban areas is
lacking in rural areas. Often times social programs have fbcused on
the solution of a narrow range -of problems and have been 11m1ted in
scope by state and/or federal policies determining the. way the. _programs

‘were to be funded, who would be served and. who would serveT—ﬂIh1s results—
in many d1fferent agencies offering similar servicas, often overlapping

- each otner in their pr0v1s1ons for the child. Espec1a11y in rural areas,
where monies and services are limited, there must be a concerted effort
on the part of all involved in providing services to children to prevent
wasted money and effort which result from overlapping serV1ce§AM,Ear1y
Cn1lqgoog personnel must strive for a coordinated effort on behalf of
the chil

T 2

- " Interagency Coordination -- What Does It Mean?

Coord1nat1on is defined as harmonious, 1ntegrated act1on or inter-
action. In applying the concept of coordination to a variety’of ageficies
within a system or community, we are referring to a process of ut11z;1ng
existing resources for & specific.purpose to attain a specific goalx-in
this ‘case, the promotion of comprehenswve serviges to youngs,, hand1capped
children and their families residing in rural sreas.

R

Coordination is neithar a static process nor an end unto itself;
but, to be successful, .continyally accommodates to changing meeds and
demands. According to “Rogers and Glick- (1973) and Williams and Lassey
(1974) coordination is possible when those” in_the position-of changing
policy join tOgether in a mytual program through:

1. *reach1ng a consensus regarding the nature of the problem and™
the -scope of the problem;
2. identifying key organization(s)/personnel for cooperating in
addressing the problem;
. 3. securing individual organizational/personnel commitment to
work toward resolution of the problem;:

S 10
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e
agreeing to coordinate organizational/personnel activities
;oward resolution of the problem;
reaching consensus ‘of appropriate approach/methods to be tuken
to resolve the; problem,
- reallocating resources from the coordinating organlzan.qns
toward achieving the goal;
reaching concensus regarding objectives of 1nteragency coord1-
nation activities; / )
. develop1ng a structure for coordination;
develop1ng a specific work plan.

w o ~J (=) [3,] o+
. . . . e

Initial coord1nat1on efforts be*ween diverse agencies and/or pro- \

fessionals are usually modest, beginning with informal planning sessions
W représentation from each agency, estabiishment of lim1ted goals

and roaects and recommended ‘timelines. A task. force may be appo1nted
to organize, expedite and supervise the completion of recommended pro-
jects. Outcomes of initial efforts usually inclicde evaluation reports on
the projects and 1nteragency.coord1nat1on effectiveness, . review of gaps
in sérvice and. recommended potential priorities and new proaecfs If

the initial informal coordination efforts meet with reasonable §uccess,

“more comprehensive planning and impiementation will _result with expanded °

goals, more functional organizational structure and an 1ncreased capacity
to-deal with a wider scope of problems.

Tybes of Interagency Relationshibs ’ .

Accord1ng to Crawford and Leadley (1978), there are three primary
types of interagency relat1onsh1ps. | -

1. Pluralism is character1zed by the 1ndependent functioning of
each agency, and results in highly fragmented, frequently com-
peting services. Absence of community interagency activity may -
be considered an extreme. .

2. Fusion (the other extreme) is characterized by two or.more
agencies merging and results in a relationship-based on inte-
gration and a new identity.

3. Coordination/collaboration (the subject oiwth1s monograph) is
a form of interagency relatiorship that is midway between the
two extremes of pluralism and fusion.

Interagency coordination/collaboration may be informal or it may
be formal. Informal coordination indicates that participation is. by
choice and that any participant may elect not to continue. Control is
through internal group influence rather than a single authority. Coor-
dination- is accomplished- through peer group common agreement. Informal
coordination involves no written agreements/contracts, and, since there is
no monetary or promotion incentive for participation, it is usually
maintained because of the desire of the individuals involved. It is,
therefore, subject to termination. Informal efforts are normaily used
in referring clients and in sharing supplies and services..

Formal coordination, on the other hand, involves written agreements

-regarding procedure, staff, time, and money. While it requires- admin-

istrative involvement (as seen between federal and state agenc1es),
formal agreements do not necessarily enhance active coord1nat1on at

11
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the service provider level. Formal ccordination is characterized by
a centraltauthor1ty, definite ru]es/procedures/gu1de]1nes ‘and clearly
defined duties. Tenmination is not a simple undertaking. Authority-is
usually defegated-dOVnward in a single line of command.” , .

A more recently“recogn1zed avenue for coordination of community
efforts'may be seen’in the utilization of coord1nat1ng councils compar-
able to the. United Nations Secur1ty Council's fornut as a federation
of agencies/servicés. Any action is supported by the constituent members,
but e¢ach component retains its individual sovere1gnty (a]so compara-"e
to regional governments). <Coordinating councils‘are based on the premise
.. that no one agency can (or should be expected to) meet the multiplicity

of child/family needs. Through integrated action, the pitfalls of par-
allel systems can be avoided; i.e., dup}1cat1on of services, competition
for clients and funds, and gaps ir service de11very to individual .clients.
Parallel’systems are recogn1zed as being high in costs--both monetary
and in human energy- . -

-3 -

According to Magrab, et al. (1976), 1nteragency 11nkagesxm1ght 1n-
‘clude, but wou]d\pot be 11m1ced to:. .
1. Budgetgng
Joint buoget1ng whereby agenc1es cooperat1ve]y deve]op one -
budget
b. Joint funding in which two-or more” agencies pood resources
" to fund service(s)
c. Fund transfer whereby. funds for service A are transferred
for service B

2. Administration . CT
a. Formal purchase of séryice agreements ’
b. Centralized personnel-administration,
c. Joint use of staff to deliver serv1ce(s)
. d. “Staff transfers in which staff member is paid by one agency,
but administered by another agency
e. Staff gutstationing whereby a staff member is placed at
another agency .
" f. -Co-location whereby staff of ‘several agenc1es are housed
together
g. Serviting of grants _
h. Administrative support services; i.e., bookkagping/materia]s/
consultants - .
i. Centralized record keep1ng

3. Planning
a. Structured cooperative planning for total serv1ce needs and
priorities

b. . Cocperative deve]opment of admihistrative po.1c1es/procedures/
- guidelines e
Joint prob/em-solv1ng utilizing ex1st1ng resources
Information. sharing
Joint evaluation of effect1veness of service delivery in-
meeting client needs

——

\
oo

Effective interagency coordination requives both administrative and
service provider support and effort (time, money, dialogue). Administrators

Tt o T o ,“12'
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» need assurances that interagency coordination will not increase o
their costs and that responsibilities will be delineated and divided.
In addition, administrators need assurances that interagency goals will.
be compatib]e~withﬁtheir respective agency's goals, that activities will
not detract from their agency receiving recognjtion, and that their
’ pwn,indiyjdua] administrative authority will not be diminished.

Factors‘Fachitating Successful and 9ngoing Interagency Coordination T

There must be;an overarching goal and set of objective-reaching’
procedur8s to tie agencies together in their endeavors and to ensure

positive results. According to Mahoney (1950), the following factors’ Va

facilitate supcess*coordination. :

. 1. Participating agericies/personnel must define their roles’and

responsibilities regarding clients to be served, professional,
personnel involved, funding, geographical area, and service
activities. This may be acbgpp]jshed formally (at the admin-
istratiye level) or informally (at the service provider level).
2. Groups must be in phi]osophiciiaagreement regarding acceptable
and appropriate practices/methods. Without this consensus,
agreements are invalid. N

3. Agencies and their staffs must reach a consensus on evaluation
procedures regarding the interagency coordination efforts.

4. The single most °critical factor to insure interagency coordi-
nation is MOTIVATION. The fewer the agencies in a geographical
area, the more visible the need for coordination. Larger

. agencies may be less motivated than small agencies, whereas the
smaller agencies may feel less "powerful"/more threatened.

Effective interagency coordination,canh result in improvement of
comprehensive and coordinated services, with fewer cliants "lost through
the cracks." Through reduction in duplication-of services, cost effective
services tend to reduce both parental and professional confusion and :
frustration at the wide rangé of specialists and specializéd services - ~
with which they must struggle to access\and interact. I

A,

B
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FMPLICATIONS OF NATIONAL RESEARCH FOR INTERAGENCY
&OLLABORATION IN RURAL EARLY CHILDHOOD HANDICAPPED PROGRAMS

Doris Heﬁge

Concerns of Educators of Young Handicapped Children
Regarding Interagency Collaboration

. Educators of young handicapped children have historically emphasized
interagency collaboration, This has been particularly true in rural areas
as preschocl children and infants with handicaps have needed a multitude
of interdisciplinary services. The Honorable Wes Watkins, Chair of the
U.S. Congressional Rural Caucus, stated in the 1981 Mational Rural Leader-
ship Conference, *Two-thirds of all inventions are from rural America be-
cause scarce resources are the Mother of Invention." Based on their work
in communities with scarce professional resources and services, most early
-childhood educators-working with rural handicapped children would verify
this comment. . v )

Although interagency collaboration (IAC) was the topic most frequenf]y

. assessed as a strength of Handicapped Children's Early Education Project (HCEEP)
staff in the pre-conference survey for the March 1980 HCEEP Horkshop, IAC

was also noted to be a dubious :"blessing" responsible for initiating a great
many concérns.

- For example, although IAC was the most freguantly noted strength, only
24 of 150 (16%) of the respondents felt they had significant skills in this
area. The same survey identified numerous, concerns and problem performance
areas dealing with IAC, such as problems "dealing with a variety of agencies"”
and "developing skills in working with service providers."” Similarly, not
one of the 150 respondents marked khowledge-or utilization of "what »ther
fields have learned” as a strength, although it had been determined as a hich
participant interest area; and 23 of the other 25 survey tepics were men-
tioned by at least a few projects as areas of strength., ’

Although IAC had been the most frequently cited strength of HCEEP staff,
of paramount importance is the fact that in a conference working session, high
demands for IAC were noted as major factors contributing to staff stress.

Such issues as methods of developing and.improving relationships with medical
and public health personnel and develeping cooperative transportation systems
were seen as particularly troublesome. HCEEP staff expressed interests in
enhancing their abilities to ‘facilitate long-term coordination, to document
interagency relationships, to overcome resistance to change, and to fagilitate
conflict resolution (Black et al., 1980).

15 «




The Larger Perspective--the "State of the Art" of
Interagency Collaboration in Rural Schools

The concerns of the HCEEP project directors reflect problems and concerns
of special educators attempting to serve handicapped children of all ages.
Increasingly scarce resources and additional education service requirements
mandated by Public Law 94-142 and Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act have emphasized the need for interorganizational relationships in rural
. schools. The current conservative era and federal cutbacks are likely to make
IAC at the Tocal level even more imperative. Across the nation, state level
tax reduction initiatives and groups of constituents and legislators are demand-
ing evidence of non-duplication before approving new and continuing appro-
priations for services. Consumers are demanding more of service delivery
systems and are using litigative and 1egis]§tive vehicles more frequently.

One.irony of current mandates for IAC to avoid duplication is that
repetition of services has seldom been a problem in rural areas. Rather,
rural schools have generally chosen to share information, funds, clients,
staff, programs, facilities, and equipment in attempts to -address severe
gaps in service delivery systems. Some small districts have formed col-
laborative organizational structures solely because of the provision of
PL 94-142 specifying that a district must apply for a minimum of $7,500
for their service delivery systems. However, the major reasons for rural
IAC have clearly focused on scarcity of needed resources vis-§-vis bureau-
cratic. complexity.

Congressional mandates for equity for handicapped populations, including
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), PL 94-142, and Section 503,
are clearly not being met in rural areas. Twenty percent of all rural pop-
ulations live in poverty. The percentage of rural school children not enrolled
in any school represents a non-enrollment rate of nearly twice that of urban
areas. It has been indicated that the extent of handicapping conditions
is proportionately larger in rural thar in urban areas, and that rural schools
have the largest unserved speciai needs population (OSE Rural Special Education
Task Force Report, 1979; National Institute of Education, 1975; Helge, 1980).

Problems of organizing to deliver rural special education services re-
late to the basic generic difficulty of rural districts--how to provide
economical, specialized programs in small school units. ‘The cost per unit
of specialized services is higher in rural areas than in urban areas due to
fewer professicnal resources available, transportation barriers, and other
rural attributes. '

Although rural communities devote more of their resov~-es to education
than do their urban counterparts, the Coleman Report (1966) indicated rural
educational achievement was significantly lower than urban. A National School
Board Association survey, @ssessing costs of educating handicapped children
according to the mandates of PL 94-142, found that small school districts
had experienced the sharpest increases in special education costs of all
U.S. districts {Education of the Handicapped, June 20, 1979).




Educational collaboratives have been viewed as a means by which rural
schools and districts can share specialized human, material and technical
resources without consolidating. It has generally been possible for col-
laboratives to maintain & service orientation rather than overemphasizing
regulatory functions. According to Mack and Stephens (1979), special dis-
trict educational service agencies such as state-mandated Board of Cooper-
ative Educational Services (BOCES) or Pennsylvania Intermediate Education
Units have made significant contributions of programs and services to public
local education agencies (LEAs).

Special education has-been a predominant concern of and reason for
burgeoning cooperatives. PL 94-142 regulations specify that any LEA unable
to qualify for a $7,500 allocation (based on the number of handicapped chil-
dren served) will receive no pass-through funds. This mandate has stimulated
the development of various types of consortia to provide special services.

A 1979 National Institute of Education (NIE)-funded study of education
service agencies discerned that: (1) special education was a universal
priority of all agencies surveyed, and (2) over one-third of all expenditures
of all the systems related to special education. In fact, special education
staff constituted nearly one-half the total staff of all agencies (Mack &
Stephens, 1979). .

While regionalized service delivery has allowed a greater range of
special education and related services to be provided with fewer person-
nel than would be the case when offered by individual districts, collabo-
ratives have definitely not offered panaceas. Regionalized special education
has often resulted in arguments over the locus of decision-making control,
the location oV the unit, personnel choices, loss of community pride and
ownership in programs, and higher transportation costs (Education of the
Handicapped, June 20, 1979). - '

Centralized services have frequently amplified bussing problems.
Savings accrued from serving larger numbers of students haygssometimes been

. negated by greater costs of transportation, more drivers andd>fuel, and
faster bus depreciation (Schrag, 1979).

Thz National Comparative Study Regarding Rural Special Education .
Delivery Systems Before and After Passage of PL 94-142, -conducted by the
0SE-funded National Rural Research and Personnel Preparation Project (NRP),
addressed several strengths and concerns regarding the functioning of rural
special education cooperatives and interagéncy agrecments (Helge, 1980).

, Forty-three special education cooperatives and 32 districts-in 1/ states
were ‘involved in the study.

Almost 311 (97%) of the LEAs/cooperatives sampled had developed inter-
agency agreements to facilitate a free, appropriate public education for rural
handicapped students. These agreements were with agencies that varied from
mental health, public health, and law enforcement agencies to universities
and private foundations. . Previously unavailable services such as physical
and occupational therapy had been made available in many rural districts/
cooperatives at no costs to families via such interagency agreements.
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Incontrovertible evidence existed that the 394% change in preschool screening
(the largest increases identified in any service) and the 800% increase in
the numbers of 3- and 4-year-olds served were partially due to improved

IAC efforts. ;

I

‘ Table 1 below, illustrates the types of interagency involvement before
and after passage of PL 94-142.

Table 1

Types c¢f Interagency Involvement Before and ) ~———
After Implementation of PL $4-142

Before After Percent
PL 94-142 PL 94-142 Change

; Mental Health & Comprehensive

Care Agencies 25% 48% +92%*
Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies 07% - 17% +143%* N
Residential Placement Agencies 09% 1% +22%
Social Service Agencies 21% \5% +19%
R Law Enforcement Agenc.es 07% 09% +29%
Public Health and Professional
Medical Agencies 19% 13% -32%
Family & Child Service Agencies 08s  13% +63%
Cooperatives 07% 29% \\ +314%
Head Start Agencies 03% 04% +33%
Universities 0% - 05% bl . %-
Private Foundations 0% 055 .
Other: Easter Seal, CETA, .
Sheltered Workshops , 01% 11% +1000%* .
No Interagency Agreements 31% 03% . -90%* v
* Significant to the .05 level : )

** Increase infinite; statistic cannot be calculated

A . . ©

Although these data exhibit positive trends in the development of inter-
agency agreements, saveral problems were indicated by the 1980 study. Inter-
agency agreements possible in subfirban and urban districts were found to be
less feasible in remote areas far from certain types of agencies and programs.
In addition, data from ‘the National Comparative Study strongly indicated )
that a full range of potential agreements had not been fully explored with .
entities such as preservice programs, law enforcement agencies, and private
foundations. Many LEA/cooperative.personnel expressed reservations about
their grant-writing skills and concerns about requesting assistance from social
agencies and university personnel,

.
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The fouiowung add1t1ona1 eoncerns regavd1ng 1nter-d1str1ct collaborat1ves
were identified in the study.

1. Goal displacement was a potential in that emphasis
on cost efficiency sometimes Lecame the overriding
° goal Gf an administrative structure,. and individual
child heeds were placed at-a lower priority level.
A caveat seemed to be necessary in maintaining foci -
on the true purposes of the cooperative.

2. Adequate consideration had to be given to establishing , y
effective relationships between the cooperative head- o
quarters and each district in regular, as we'l as. spec1a1 -
education matters. This included lines of acc8untability
of all personnel hired by the cooperative to work with
some~or..all districts invoived. Problems frequently oc- \\\\\
curred when~guidelines. for dividing service time for co-
operative personnel™a ng-various duties and districts
were not clearly formulated‘\~Somg\eooperat1ves found it
effective to allocate district costs—for_the cooperative : 3
staff on the basis of the amount of time and-service de-
livery in that particular district, and other districts )‘y
preferred that staff be paid on an equally sp11t basis, = --.
no matter where services were delivered. _ T

3. Many cooperative personnel were concerned with the
abilities of shared personnel to cover vast distances
effectively, such as extremes of 24,000 square miles
and entire islands. Many - special education supervis-
ory staff hired by the cooperatives were unable to ef-
fect special education staff work with their districts.
They either had no hiring input or no control over staff
actions, as many special education personnel were deemed o
to be accountable to the buiTding principal once they
entered his or her building. :
4, Many staff hired by cooperatives were concerned that
district personnel were abrogating their responsibilities
toward the handicapped by allocating all responsibility
for handicapped students to the cooperative. They felt
the need for better education and commitment of district
personnel in understanding their roles and complying
with PL 94-142,

National Initiatives for Interagency Collaboration

A variety of public and private agencies must be involved in providing .
services to handicapped children and their families. Yet a 1974 Rand 5
Corpcration report concluded that IAC efforts were typically inefficient . !
and 1nordinate1y complex.. A 1978 study of the Office of the Comptroller
General of-the United States found (1) duplication of services and compe- 5
tition between agencies, (2) wasted resources, (3). barriers obstructing o
service access, and (4) inadequate services (Rosenau, 1980). .

S 10
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The Second Annual Report to Comgress on the Implementation of PL 94-142
(1981} of the U.S. Office of Special Education (OSE) datermined another
major probiem to be ascertaining which program will provide or pay for a
given service and under what conditions. For éxample, many state statutes
prohibit an agency from using.state funds to pay for services if another
public or private agency could cover such services. On, the premise that
under’ PL*94-142, a state education agency was making certain services
“generally available," non-educational agencies in such states either with-
drew or diminished services. ° ‘

©

United States Senate and House Subcommittee oversight hearings on
PL 94-142 have provided a major sounding board for representatives of
consumer and advocacy groups and service agencies. One of the ten most
frequently cited topics in the hearings was IAC. (From Liaison Bulletin,
[Supplement], Nov. 17, 1979, published by NASDE, inc., Washington, D.C.)

The Interagency Collaboration Primer of the Regional Resource’Center -
Task Force on Interagency Colfaboration (1979) related that federal and
state offices reorganized after the above inquiries and renorts in an effort
to improve service delivery coordination. After follow-up studies indicated
little improvement as a result of reorganization-efforts, a federal inter-
agency initiative was launched. This initiative included key agreements
between major agencies providing services to handicapped children and
youth with specific roles and responsibilities of agencies clarified. The
agreements were to serve as prototypes for subsequent agreements at the
state and local levels that more clearly specified programmatic and mone-
tary responsibilities for different agencies providing services. )

OSE's Serond Annual Report to Congress (1981) detailed interagency
coordination as a major administrative function of the agency. OSE also
made efforts to encourage innovative practices leading to collaboraticn
in delivering services.

For example, the OSE and other federal agencies jointly developed
rolicy statements explaining how certain programs may legally continue —
to provide services and how the various agencies may appropriately
collaborate. Every recent major piece of legislation dealing with the

. .handicapped has contained some provisions for the integration or coordi-
nation of services across major agencies. The informa.ion of the Depart-
ment of Education and the activities of the Task Force on Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity for Handicapped Children created in 1980 substantially
increased coordination of enforcement of PL 94-142 and Section 504 of tha
Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

Persp@ciives of Nationdl Leadership Personnel Regardihq the
"State of the Art" of lnteragency Collaboration at the National Level

The above issues and activities were further addressed by the NRP in
1980-81 via a study regarding IAC efforts to facilitate services for rural
handicapped students. The NRP has been conducting national research since
1978 to identify problems and effective sevvice delivery strategies in
rural school systems and cooperatives.

20
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Data were gathered by the NRP during 1980-81 to detevmine perspec-
tives of national leadership personnel regarding the potential for effec-
tive natlonal,JAC. This study included a comprehensive literaiure review
and a telephone survey soliciting the opinions of representatives of 100
federal agencies, national professional organizations, and projects funded
by the federal government to coordinate national or regional services for
handicapped students using IAC as a maaor veh1c1e. : .

Respondents were. primarily assistant secretar:es of federal agenc1es
related to rural uducation or their designees, Congressmen, exe:vtive di-
rectors of national professional organizations, and directors of projects
funded by the OSE or NIE to enhance IAC efforts. The types of personnel
interviewed are depicted in Table 2. —

Questions on the survey instrument dealt with perceptions of needs
for IAC, antecedents necessary for effective IAC, and potential voles of
those surveyed to facilitate IAC. A force field approach was also ini-
tiated to delineate problems and resources in. initiating IAC. In addi-
tion, the .questionnaire assessed expectations of.collaborative efforts
among federal agencies and national professional organizations to improve
rural special education services. The study incorporated the definition
of IAC as "consisting of coopérative efforts between two or more organi-
zaticns for the purpose of assessing needs or planning, implementing, or
evaluating services for handicapped students.”

Each questionnaire item queried participants regarding their nat1ona1
responsibilities and their perspectives with regard to regional or local
IAC implementation. Respondents were encouraged to give as many responses
as reflected their views cin a given question. Responses were sorted;
catalogued, and tabulated. All percentages quoted reflect the percent-
age of the total population of 100 respondents stating a particular area
of Gpinion.

" Table -2

Types of Personnel Interviewed in the
Interagancy Collaboration Study

Type ) ' Number
National Professional Organizations . 17
Regidnal Resource Centers - 12
Federal Regulatory Agencies L 1 X
National OSE-Funded Projects Regardiq§ ;

IAC Eqhancement 11
National Rural Organizations 10
fegional Education Laboratories ‘

?NIE funded) ) 9
Univarsity Rural Centers and Projects 8
Statewide "Rural” Centers 7
Congressmen & Officer of Congressional

Rural Caucus 6

{vate Corporations 5
Nattanal Centers fo.- Migrants L)

' ' Total 100

O

-
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Results of the study clearly indicated that effective IAC at
the national level was viewed not only as feasible, but as essential
for facilitating full service delivery for handicapped students.

As indicated in Table 3 on the following page, participants felt
strong needs for: role clarification among all involved agencies so that
the organization they represented c6uld most effectively engage in IAC
efforts. Respondents also felt a need for a systematic internal plan
to be coordinated’with other agencies relating to their organizations.
Although these two needs were seen as more critical for participant
agencies to collaborate with other national level organizations (45%
and 31% respectively), they were 21so viewed as important (33% and 24%)
to facilitate collaboration of participant agencies with regional/local
agencies.

v Items not specified as internally problematic were at least as
significant as those mentioned. Particularly in view of an era of de-
creasing budgets for most organizations, it was gratifying to note that
increased monetary resources vere not frequently mentioned as essential
for cooperative efforts with other agencies to be initiated or enhanced.
leither were potertially arduous or impossibie changes deemed essential
such as reconstitutions of political or organizational structures. In-
stead, statements indicated strong motivations for IAC.

. 5

The next major items reported by the target population were ante-
cedents necessary for initiating IAC at the national or regicnal/local
levels. Contrary to results of many surveys of federal agency and
national professional orgznization personnel regarding initiation of new
emphases, few respondents felt formal legislation or mandates were
necessary. There was an overriding perspective that insurmountable
political constraints .were not present, although clear government leader-
ship was not evident. Almost double (58% : 32%) the number of respondents
felt that “turf"” issues must be resolved at national levels than at
regional/local levels before IAC would be successful. Comments included
problems caused by organizational jealousies, competition for scarce
resources and spheres of expartise, and arguments over responsibilities
of service delivery.

Anecdotes emphasized concerns that such ambiguity at the national
level caused inconsistencies and service delivery lags at the regional/
lTocal levels. In fact, role clarification was felt necessary by almost
one-third (30%) of participants for effective national IAC and one-,
fifth (20%) of all participants for successful IAC at reaional/local
levels. .Yet a systematic plan was viewed as more crucial for regional/
lTocal level IAC (27%) than national IAC (20%). Almost one-third (28%)
of the respondents expressed a feeling that a central leader with appro-
priate political support would best facilitate national IAC. Only 8%
of all respondents felt this was necessary at the regional/local level.

Table 4 illustrates the comparisons of perspectives regarding
antecedants necessary for successful national and regional/local level
IAC.
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I Table 3
H
; What Needs Must be Met for Your Organization to Effectively
Collaborate thh Other ‘Agencies?*
i ) At the National Level? At the Regional or ana1 Level?
. Clarify each agency's role Clarify each agency's role
for working with others 45% for working with others 33%
Davelop implementation plan Develop implementation plan

for coordinating IAC efforts 31% for coordinating IAC
N - Increase monetary resources - 155 efforts 24%
. A Increase knowledge of effective U?g:’i}g"d significance 10%
v ’ service delivery programs 13% .
C Pass legislative mandates 062 ?° needs 05%
- No needs ~o08% TAC will never work 03%
i IAC will never work osx Pass legislative mandates Ol
. 7 Maintain autonomy 01%
i Increase knowledge of
: effectivaness of other

> programs 01%

: * Percentages reflect the Zotal peréentage of respondents (N=100) stating

a specific opinion.

) Table 4 ’

What Antecedents are Necessary to Initiate S
True Interagency Collaboration?* -

At the Naticnal Level? : At the Regional or Local Level? : ‘ -
Overcome “turf! problems §8% Overcome "turf" problems 32%
Clarify 3b1es*for working with Develop IAC implementation plan 27%

other agencies 30% o

Clarify roles for working with

Identify/elect leader with other agencies 20%
podtical support 2% ducate public 07%
- Develop IAC implementation plan 20% Reduce role of federal govern- 062 )
Pass legislative mandates ° 15%  ment s
Creats federal understanding of Increase monetary resources 032
Tocal problens éthEds 13% Identify/elect leader with
Increase mooetary resources 9%  political backing 08% 3
Reduce role of federal Create federal understanding X
government 07% of local prnb1ems & needs 03%
A Pass legislative mandates 02%
* ’ Change entire social structure -
of U.S. 01%

o Percentages reflect the total percentage of respondents {1=100) stating
a specific ooinion




When queried concerning potential roles of their organizations in
facilitating IAC, respondents indicated a variety of options. Parti-
cipants 'in--the survey were enthusiastic abou’. ~ooperating with each other,
increasing their awareness of existent information bases among various
agencies, and enhancing interagency communication.

¢
A preponderance of respondents (58%) believed their voles 3t the.national
level were primarily to serve as networks--linking identified needs with
available resources_and increasing awareness of options. Secondary roles
participants described for the agencies they represented were to provide
technical assistance and introduce legislation regarding TAC.

Respondents- described a more direct service orientation when identify-
ing their potentiai roles-at regicnal/local levels. Almost one-fourth (23%)
of the survey participants believed their agencies should stimulate regional
and local networks and technical assistance. Almost one-fifth (19%) felt
that their agencies should initiate communication among regional/local
service.delivery agencies. As indicated in Table 5, véry little
emphasis was placed on serving as IAC models (congruent with later comments
that such models were needed); and no participants mentioned a predilection
towards regulatory roles or creation of formal organizational structures. °

o Table 5 - °‘II

What Should Your Agency's Role Be in Fatilitating o
Interagency Collaboration?* - .

-~
‘ 1

At the Natfonal Level? At the Regional o Local Level?
Serve as networking agency 582 Serve as networking agency 23%
“Introduce legislation re: {AC  15% Provide technical assistance 18%
Provide tecﬁincal assistance to Initiate communication among

other agencies 14% local-service delivery
. agencies 19%
Don't know 05% '

Provide written documentation
Have no role at national level 03% of IAC 02%
Serve as model of TAC 07% Serve as IAC model 01%
Reduce expenditures 01%  Nothing - 02%
e .. s

(g

- Percentzges~réflect the total percentage of respondents (N=100) stating
a spegific opinjon,

o~

Respondents were next asked to describe problems in initiating IAC
at the national level and at regional or local levels, Problems of
"turf" or responsibility and delineated spheres of expertise were felt
to predominate at -the national (44%) and regional/local (50%) 1evels. .
These: findings were consistent with earlier participant feelings that
turf issues would have to be resolved before true IAC could be initiated
at both levels. This overall perspective also lends even more credence
to the OSE contention im the Second Annual Report to Congress (1981)
that a8 major problem in service delivery is related to difficulties in
determining lines of responsibility. :

- - ‘::": - ’ =L 24




Resource constraints (including money) were the second highest
probiem designated by interviewses at the national and regional/local
levels (22% and 33% respectively). Lack of communication between local
and federal agencies were designated as a significant concérn at re-
gional/local levels (22%).

Although not mentioned as frequently. (15% and 13% respectively), a
concern described regarding national or regional/local levels was the
specific person initiating the IAC emphasis. Related factors mentioned
were political constraints (14% and 10% respectively) and lack of inter-
nal support in various national agencies (112). Other comments indicated
a desire for "best practicos” models. .

It was significant that injtiation of IAC was not viewad us 2 heavy,
paperwork-oriented responsibility or as extremely time-consuming. There
was suprisingly little mention of problems convening agency represent-
atives because of the number of agencies invclved or due to. geographic
barriers. Table 6 illustrates this positive view af IAC as a Ttoncept
even .when acknowledging problems in initiating cooperative efforts between
agencies. Less than 5% of all respondents related that IAC was viewed
.negatively, or was ineffective or impossible. “"Although problems in
initiating IAC wers reported, the vast majority of participants stated
that many national, regional, and local resources for collaboration
existed. Table 7 identifies theit resources. .

° Table 6

Describe Problems in Initiating Interagency Collaboration* |

At the Hational Level ,At the Regional or Local Level
“Tur fdom® 44%  “Turfdom" 50% -
Bbdgetary constraints 22% tack of resources to imple-
ment JAC at local leveis 33%
Specifj¢ individual initiating
. IAC . 15% Lack of communication between
. local & federal ‘gencies 22%
Political constraints 14%
specific individual initiating .
tack of internal support in IAC 13%
each agency 1%
. . Political constraints . 10%
Time consumption - 08% . :
Lack of internal comfunication
tack of communication amcng in agencies 13%
agencies 07% -
. . Impossible task 04%
Lack of communication from
. federal & ogher Tevels 07% No problems . 03%
Inadequate definition of agency pifficulty convening agencies 02%
responsibilities for IAC L0~ .
Hifficulties convening agencies™ - 03%

' Needs nc* met by IAC 03 - . :
IAC s a negative term '3 : ;
Paperwork 01%

Py

* Per:centages reflect the total percentage of respondents (N=100) stating .
a specific opinien. ’ - '
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Table 7
Describe Resources or Facil{itating Factors in
Inftiating Interagency Collabaration*

-]

At the Nat:onal Level - At the Regfcnal or Local Level
Pooling resources to work Pooling rescurces to work toward
toward a cofmon cause 34%°  a common cause 8%
Legal supports 19%  local awareness of comunity
. . . resources avatlable 15%
State of the national economy . 18%
* Models of best practicas avaflable 11%
Existent vehicles for networking 17% .
- . . State of the national economy 08%
¢ Individual interest in.IAC 15%
. Leadership in IAC 13%
Models of Best Practices 09% .
. Local govérnment leadership 05%
Grassroots involvémant 03%
. . No resources ’ . 02%
Common "sense . . » 01% ’

Cannot idantify resources “01% - -

* Percentages reflect the total percentage of respondents (N=100) stating*
a soecific opinion,

. Loy
, The ability to pool existing resources for a common cause was seen
as the best resource currently available at national, regional and local
levels (34% and 25% respectively). The present state of-the econony ,

was also viewed.as facilitative of collaborative efforts at all levels.

v -

The national trend toward removing legal constraints and explicitly tying .

some types of federal and-state funds to. mandated-IAC procedures was.,
mentioned by 19% of the respondents as facilitative. Existent vehicles.
for networking ~uch_as data banks and newsletters were listed as re-

sources by 17% of all respondents. . ‘

Only 19% of éll participants felt that models-of beﬁt practices
were available for the naticnal level, and only 11% of the interviewees
felt they were available for the regional and Tlocal Jevels. Less than
2% .of a1l respondents felt a lack of any IAC resources at any Jevel.

nature. FParticipants were zsked what outcomes for enhancement of vural

special. education services would they expect at nat?onal. regional, and

Tocal levels if they met with the other 92 interviewees as represent-
atives of federal and national organizations. . There were many similar-
fties in their responses regarding the national, regional, and local
levels. The most frequently expected outcomes were to establish commu-
nication 1linkages (27% at the national level and _15% at the regional/
local levels). Understandably, expected outcomes at the regional/Tocal
levels were more focused on improved service delivery (38%), although
this wWas also a focus at the national level (25%). 1- both instances,
comments indicated that improvements were expected to eliminate dupli-
cation of responsibilities, enhance service delivery, and improve
personnel preparation.

The }ast question asked of those surveyed was wather hypothetical in




One-fifth (20%) of those surveyed felt that formal working agree-
ments regarding IAC would be established, and one-fifth [20%) felt that
tollaboration would create an improved national focus on rural issues.

Consistent with informatio®reported earlier, that changes in organi-
zational and legislated structures were not priorities of this pres-
tigious group, only 9% expected changes in administrative structures to
be outcomes of a national IAC meeting. A number of participants (13%)
were doubtful of potential outcomes given the current political climate.
(The study was conducted immediately after the 1980 U.S. pres1dent1a1
election. Many persons interviewed expected significant changes in
their’agencies as the new administration was installed in the executive
branch. ) X

'Table 8 outlines expeéted outcomes of those interviewed were they
to engage in collaborative efforts with the agencies of other respondents.

Table 8 '

If a Group of Federal Agencies and Professionals Convened to . - i
Collaborate to Enhance Rural Special Education Services,
What Hutcomes Would You Expect?*

.

<
Y -

At the National Leyéi? : At the Regional or Loca)] Level?
Establish communication improve service del‘ver§
/- 1inkages* 27% at local level . 39%
Improve changes in service Establish communication
delivery 25% linkages 15%
Establish formal working | Implement funding changes to
agreement for IAC 20% {mpact local districts o
Improved national focus on agencies 15%
rural issues ‘ 205 Create awareness of local
No outcomes expected in current rural issues 10%
political climate 103 Disseminate best practiges . 04%
Legislative changes 105 No outcomes expected in current
Changes in administrative political climate 02%
structure 09% :
Increase cost effectiveness .
of services 06%
Attitude changes - 04% .

* Percentages reflect the total percentage of respondents (M=100) stating - .

2 specific opinion. ;

.
°

In summary, IAC was viewed positively and as increasingly essential.
Resources” for.effective collaboration at all levels were identified. Yet~
survey participants identified significant problems such as turf pro-
tection -and interagency role clarification that will be difficult to
overcome. Pdrticipants felt the need for internal adency plans, as.-well’
as a systematic national plan and central leadership at the natiomal ’
level. A significant number of respondents felt a need for effect1ve
"best pract1ce models” for “IAC.

% . . ]
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Implications of the National Research for Rural Early Childhood IAC Efforts

Early childhood educators in the past have been leaders in initiating
IAC efforts. Strategies of selling concepts of early intervention to
multidisciplinary groups, team planning, maintaining credibility ang visi-
bility with multiple agencies, engaging in trouble-shooting and negotiating,
and initiating program follow-up and continuity have long been emphasized
by leaders in the field. .- )

,  Many earlier IAC efforts were based on common sense, and IAC was
viewed as a natural method of achieving common goals. However, many
advocates of early education for the handicapped have recently been
challenged by demands to legitimize their services, demands

- similar to those of the 1950's and 1960's. ‘ : (

With today's political mood including legislatures demanding evi-
dence of the effectiveness of expenditures and parents and advocacy.

' groups demanding quality services, there is a trend for federal and ‘
state funding to be explicitly tied to or heavily biased toward the
formation or maintenance of collaborative arrangements -among programs
related to special education, ! .

) & .

A paper offering perspectives on énterorganizational relationships

submitted By Lynn Baker to the NIE n"1980.sunmarized theories of inter-

organizational ¢oNaboration, Her summary concluded that although decisicn
makers may vieéw:IAC arrangements as.opportunities to increase their

efficiency and abjlity to achieve organizational goals, much of the current
literature .of co]laborhtionﬁis based on unrealistic-asSsumptions .of rational-

istic, goa)-oriented organizations-seeking to maximize their utilities' .

through cooperation. ” o

4

Baker elaborated on‘this reasoning by reporting that external mandates
frequently resulted in organizational conflict over program emphases, f
particularly when organizational members felt driven into areas where
they lacked resources or expertise (Baker, 1980). The implications of
external PL 94-142 mandates and the typical lack of special education
resources in rural LEAs are obvious. Molnar and Rogers (1979) had noted
that structural inconsistencies in federal mandates tended to "exacerbate
conflicts at the operational level" such as those regarding allocation
of responsibilities. ) .-

)

3

The NRP studies reported above illustrated this problem. Fbr‘example,

. needs for improved IAC identified in the 1980-81 stydy of federal agency

personnel had ramifications discemned in the 1980 study at the rural loca™

. school level (e.g., incongruities between Title I and PL 94-142 regulations).

Perrow (1979) postulated that (1) conflict is more likely to occur
in more complex, interdependent, ard interactive relationships, and
(2)..conflict is inevitable because entities continuously negotiate to
increase their own discretion and control over their own dpiniens. If
these premises are true, educational collaboratives and other interagency
relationships are certainly vulnerable. This might even be a partial

‘:.
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explanation for the IAC concept be1ng\}est1ngu1shed by 1980 HCEEP conference .
participants as the most frequently noted strength and the greatest stress O
producer. Respondents clearly felt that IAC W essential, verifying the ’
findings of the NRP national research. 'HCEEP :ig??\aisg\gound rural early
childhood projects isolated and related needs for increas d\oggortun1t1es
to share their experiences and learning with others. .

As reported above, part1c1pants in the-NRP survey of national federal
agency and profess1ona] organization personnel noted a lack of validated o~
models for IAC. Participants in the HCEEP conference also mentioned a.lack
of best practice models for providing direct services to rural ear]y child-’
hood handicapped students.

Although these populations felt a need for such models, an NIE-funded -

Far West Laboratory study indicated that it is best not to endorse "best"
or validated models when attempts are made to provide opportun1t1es to
share insights and enhance collaborative networking. As this is the )
express purpose of many IAC efforts, these findings are part1cu1ar]y v . :
relevant. , e L
. IAC models that have been published typically' feature "consensus" .
as one of the first essential steps. Baker identified numerous sources
in IAC literature indicating that consensuality in such .relatidnships is
rare and that equality and mutuality are also atypical. The.only reliable
factors appear to be changing environments and inevitable conflicts.

McLaughlin and Christensen (1980) attempted to-validate one nationally
disseminated model_of IAC (the 1979 RRC model). After site visits to
exemplary programs to assess consistency of process steps with stages in
the published IAC model, they reparted that processes delipeated as,

"common steps" could not be specified nor could their order be va11dated
Rather, action steps were inseparably intertwined, and each was completed
several times. Persons interviewed during the study indicated, however,
that all of the steps outlined to them were important and that the question
‘of developmental steps should not be dismissed without-reconsideration
of barriers to development. . .
- ‘Mclaughlip and Christensen (1980) further stated that many of the .
conditions they identified suggested that even though the steps may have
been accomplished, they may not have been done so effectively. Although
their study did not emerge with the expected importance of the order of
the steps outlined by the: RRC, McLaughlin and Christensen did observe some
logical sequencing in the exemp]ary programs in which they conducted
site visits. For example, the development of an information base on client
needs and service availability naturally precedes the design of a response
pIan They concluded that careful consideration of the process set forth
in the model (established by the 1979 Regional Resource Center Task Force
on” IAC) could lead to productive planning.

L4

"Collaboration" clearly is not necessari]y a direct route to effici-

. ency and effectiveness, and foolproof best practices models of IAC are not .
available. While the cart must be placed behind the horse, IAC\is an

essential vehicle at federal as well as at regional and local levels.

Amb1gu1t1es at the national level are d1rect]y linked with inconsistencies

' .2y



and service delivery lags at the regional and local levels. Additionally,
there have been consistent findings betwéen national and local studies of
rural IAC problems, such as problems in clarifying accountability struc-
tures. N

Many unanswered questions .remain regarding effective governance,
service delivery, and impact of IAC and the impact on service delivery
of varying organizational structures. Yet, a realistic look at inter- . ’
organizational relationships including necessary and effective strategies
. of recognizing and negotiating with environmental change, conflict,
control, and cooperation is essential so that wemay be able to effec-
tively coordinate services for young handicapped children. It is imper-
ative in rural areas traditionally characterized by scarce resources and
currently faced with declining budgets.:
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INTERAGENCY COORDINATION: .
.o GENERAL APPRCACHES

INTRODUCTION

The two papers in this section illustrate prob1ems;which may arise
in developing and maintaining efforts in interagency cooperation, then
suggest solutions. or ways to counteract these concerns. Both Bartlett

_.and. Mackey's and Fitch's papers stress tie importance of communication -

among: agencies and-personnel.
“Bartlett-and-Mackey's paper details jtwo lTevels of concern to service
providers when trying to coordinate their efforts -- both of which should
be anticipated before ‘they occur in order to not waste time, money-and
energy. Bartlett and Mackey first deal with state level conceérns and the
necessity.of rural service personnel to become knowledgeable about the
workings of their state. The second concern is the necessity for com-
munication at the Jocal level -- it is apparent that open communication
is a necessary factor in all the workings of.agencies, to ensure effective,
coordinated service delivery. . T

Fitch provides guidelines for establishing interagency cooperative
efforfs. He explains what will and will not motivate or convince an
agency .to work with another, how to develop an agency's sellina voints,
anc how to bring in the personal touch. in order to ensure coliuocratioh.
Hedinforms us once again that communication is the key to success in this
endeavor. -

Both papers build en Morse's and Helge's in that they identify concrete
trouble“areas in addition to suggestions-as to how to initiate and main-
tain interagency efforts. Morse and Helge gave us the reasons for ad-
vancing collaborative efforts, whereas Bartlett and Mackey and Fitch give
us the ways to begin, the angles to cover. *
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INTERAGENCY TROUBLESHOOTING:
A PROBLEMATIC APPROACH -

. Christine Bartlett
=z Sue Mackey )

R

In dea]ing with problems that arise in developing and maintaining ef-
fective interagency efforts to serve handicapped populations in rural areas
there are at least two levels of concern. The-first level deals with state
plans, policies, and administrative procedures. The second level deals with
the actual .delivery of services.

At both levels, the most effective approach 1s to anticipate problems
before they occur -- a "proactive" rather than a "reactive" stance. This in-
cludes recognizing arezs which may create conflict and developing creative
approaches to defuse potentia] problems-before they occur. .

At the:local or regional ]eve], the issues which may- lead to probloms

-are more concrete and tend to be universal to rural areas. One of the most

o

obvious areas is the isolatien of rural families and communities, often
complicated for rural providers by the geographic size-of the area they
must cover. - This creates problems -in the areas of communication, travel
(by providers), transportation (of clients to and from Services), and avail-

ability of time for coordinating efforts. There are frequently insuff1cient .

services in rural areas, which only serves to compound the problem. This
isolation.and the necessary heavy workload often lead to provider "burn=out"-
and difficulty in recruiting service providers, particularly specialists,

to rural ‘areas.

In order to effectively administer service provider -programs in rural
areas these two levels of concern must be recognized and acted upon. The
first step is to know the interactions of the state offices and their pro-
cedures. The second, which pertains to actual delivery of servic~s to «rural
areas, 13.to set.up a good communication system so that all directly or in-
directly involved in providing services to the children are working together,
coordinating their efforts, supporting each other.

State Level Concerns

State Level Troubleshooting

In order to take a "proactive" stance to troubleshooting at the state
level, there are several basic areas in which an interagency program manager
should be knowledgeable. The success of interagency efforts depends on a
complex interplay of legislative support, state adminstrative support, and
state agency/department support. It is critical that the program manager
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(or those working with he§/h1m) have an understanding of hoﬁ each of these
systems work individually, and hcw they interrelate, that is, what their
impact is on each other. '

The knowledge and understand%ng needed in each area can be outlined

as follows:
1. Legislature < '
a. Structure - unicameral or bicameral

number. of committees with
related responsibilities
Joint or individual committees .
b. Process - how legislation is enacted
by whom and how can legislation
be influenced
~ budget process
_C. Political leadership .= dominant party.
’ - key individuals
decision makars

2, State Adminfﬁtration

a. Structure - - make-up of Governor's office
. staff
b. Relationship to the legislature
c. Internal politics - who is assigned what ‘role
- key individuals
d. Budget process

3. State Agencies/DepSrtments

a. Identifying appropriate agencises
b. Internal structure - department heads
- ' decision/policy makers
program.directors

c. Department philosophy
d. Funding sources - federal/state/mixed .
| ¢ budget process for each
e. .Previous experience with/ - '
interest in interagency efforts ,

Estab]iéhmeﬁt of State Level Committee

When -the person who is to serve as the interagency coordinator is armed
with a basic understanding and a working knowledge of the state structures
which will have an éffect on an interagency-effort, problem areas can be
anticipated and effective strategies developed to avoid many conflict areas.
The strategies will vary from one state to another, depending on the potential
problems identified. . ’

Key to the effort, however, is the establishment of a state level committee
representing the necessary state agencies and some local level program people.
Members of the committee should be appointed by administrators {to confirm
administrative support for the effort) and should, ideally, be program level
people with decision-making authority. Membership should be consistent from
one meeting to another in order to establish continuity of the effort, and to
assure adequate knowledge of what has already been done, as well as what is

@
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- . being planned. The committee needs to establish a clear purpose from.the

beginning, identifying the long-range goal of its efforts. A .clear plan of .
action'must be developed, including specific objectives and actiyities to be
undertaken’ by the committee. Timelinés for achievement should be realistic,

_ based an the knowledge of political and administrative constraints and

strengths of the various componentis of the state system. The committee must
decide from the outset whether their efforts will be concentrated on state
level coordination only, on facilitating local level coordination, or on a’
combination, depending on which will be the most effective stratecy for their
particular goals. Finally, they must determine early whether formal-agree-
ments are needed in the beginning of the process, or would result trom long-
range efforts based on identified local needs. 3 o

L]

e Local Level Concerns--Communication is the Key!

Communication Lessens Isolation Problem

Isclation of rural families and communities, the major hindrance to
service providers in rural areas, creates probiems in getting to the families,
in efficiently using time during, the work day, in transporting the families
to a common meeting place, in providing them with the help they need, and in
coordinating the efforts of the providers. In developing interagency efforts
in rural areas, these problems must be addréssed. Communication is probably
the key ingredient to the success of any interagency effort. A considerable
amount of time must be devoted to making personal initial contacts with
providers already established and working in the area in order to build
thr ir support ‘and commitment to the effort. Identifying a key agency
(e.g., Public Health nurses) to help in this initial effort can facilitate
the process. - .

.

-

Communication Through Follow-Up

Follow-up communication needs to be consistent and on-going. This will
be both formal and informal in nature. It should include team staffing for
all agencies serving an individual child or family. 1t also includes frequently
written commynications following staffings, memoranda regarding contacts or
changes in service; minutes of meetings held; shared information on training
opportunities; and any other information which might keep stattered providers,
up-to-date on each other's activities. '

Communication by Teiephone

Communication in rural‘areas relies heavily on the te 2phone and may

include telephone meetings around children or families when actual meetings

cannot be arranged. It includes keeping agencies informed of referrals and
follow-up activities. Because time in the office may be limited for many
rural providers, it often means scheduling telephone ccntaci{s in advance,
or keeping information on regularly scheduled office hours of other pro-
viders. :
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- Communication by Personal Exchange

Informal Tunch meetings, shared home visits, and exchanges of services
can also strengthen communicatton between/among providers to facilitate the
- coordination of services. Personal contacts can be used as catch-up times,
“to bring people up-to-date on progress or activities with particular children e -
or families. Opportunities to talk.out some of the frustrations of rural
providers helps relieve some of the sense of provider isolation. Sharing
" of services, problems, soiutions, and general frustrations can build a.:
strong sense of mutual support and purpose among rural providers.

* Communication Through a Local Governing Board.

A local governing board, representing involved agencies, can also
facilitate the. interagency communicative effort, The board should distribute
the decision-making power equally among the participating agencies, in order

- to assure commitment from all involved. This may further.require a two- -

" pronged approach, since it-is critical to have both program providers and
administrative personnel involved to assure success. Program providers -
coordinate most effectively on a child/family-centéred basis, while adminis-
tratgve support is needed to assure that agency-commitments to service delivery
can be met. . ‘ . -

-,

v

Communication Facilitated by Strengths -of the Community

Ther@ are some real strengths in rural communities which can be used to

N further any 'interagency effort. The dedication and caring of rural providers

e is remarkable; they are frequently long-time residents of an area and have .a
strong. personal commitment to serving their communities: They are often more
willing to cross territorial service lines or to shatéjservices with each
other just because of the fact that the services are ‘available and service

. broviders see that it is needed, -

"Peop]e-Orienéé&" Approach-Necessary to Good Communication ~ *

Rural efforts are most ef”.ctive and comprehensive when concentrated on
a "people focus' rather than through written agreements. While the latter
may be necessary and important, they are often not the mechanism for getting
things done, especially in a rural area. On-going communication through
meetings, telephone, and informal Tuncheons is critical to the efforts of
interagency coordinatisn, and results in a more personal and effective ser-
vice delivery: System'that wltimately benefits the families with whom the
agencies are working. It also appears that a "people-oriented". approach
lessens professional burn-out.since accomplishments and rewards are more K
readily seen and received than“might -otherwise be possible, The human
oriented approach requires flexibility on the part of the interagency co-
~ordifiator and the various service\pyoviders, but returns on flexibility are
. great. When professional sharing and maxisum use of all available resources -
~» are at a peak, it is not unusual for-a program to know about a coming referral
" several months in advance because they have communicated with other providers
. consistently and are aware of each other's activities.

. .
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Making it work in a rural area, on the local level, relies primarily on .\
personal contact and communication; it requires professionals that are com-
_ petent in their own field of expertise, as well as acknowledging the ccmpeten-

'+ cies of others. It is an effort built primarily on people, and is more
"client-focused" than-service-focused. It requires the ability to communicate,
to Tisten carefully to the expressions of other professionals and parents,
and the capacity Yer flexibility. . Rural collaboration can result in-increased
services and enhancement of the quality of services provided through the

: pooling of resources, space and transportation. The, aspect of clear and honest:

. communication is not only a key to effectiveness, but also requires constant .

: attention and energy by all involved. Once a dommunication network i$ established ~ §
in @ rural compunity and ance the service providers have a working knowledge ‘
of the state level systems (legislature, state-administration, and state
agencies/departments) the unique problems of rural service providers may be

) ]?s; awesome--they can be readily-met with confidence and effectively dealt
with. : g
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THE PERSONAL TGUCH IN ACKIEVING
INTERAGENCY COOPERATION

James Fitch

-

.

Nowhere is the need for interagency cooperation greater than in
rural areas. Normally rural areas have fewer service agencies 5o there
“is ‘a vital need to utilize.those agencies which are -available. Persons
trying to develop programs in rural areas should be aware of their
dependency mn others- and seek to establish interagency policies which
will :maximize the possibility of success. The purpose ef this. paper is
+to provide guidelines for establishing interagency coopérative efforts. .

The first need in'developing a relationship with another agency is
to establish your credibility. You should provide the other agency with
some assurance.that your agency is a functional and desirable group with
whom to associate. '

There are several ways of accomplishing this task. One-way is to
.provide them with information about your agency. Tell them who you are,
what you can do, and point to some accoriplishments that indicate you can
do the job you say you can do. Establish credibility by association.
Indicate consultants and other agencies with whom you have worked. If
possible, have someone who knows you, has a good working relationship.
‘with you, and is familiar with your program introduce you to .the agency

vd

with whom yeu wish to establish qodperation.', -

After credibility is established, consider how you can show the agency
that they can have a better program by working with you. Consider whether
or not you can show them a.profit motive- Mosﬁ agencies .have too much -
work to do already and are going to be refuctant to pursue a new srea of
.endeavor if they do not feel that it will iq¢§ome“way be a profit to them.

You can establish a profit motive quickly by in some way giving them
something as a show of faith. Offer to present an-inservice to their
personnc] or provide some service to the people they deal with. Whether
or not they accept your offer, you will have established the fact that
you were willing to give them something without requiring anything in
return. To work intb their program you niust use care not to increase their
worklcad (unless they are looking for an imcreased workload). Show them
how they will be stronger by interacting with your agency. If you zannot

* show them that they will be a better agenc§ by working with you, you

cannot expect their cooperation. Reciprocally, you may find that the
agency with whom you. have contact” does not, or cannot, provide a service
you expected. Even though contact has been established, the desirability
of reciprocal agreement should be considered on an ongoing basis. At any
given time, the joint effort may be found to be less efficient than the
effort would be if one agency or the other did.it by itself.

s
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Throughout all processes of cooperative ventures remember that you
are in fact dealing with individuals, not agencies. Individuals make and ~
implement the decisions, so to establish a cooperative effort you must
effect interaction on a personal basis. The importance of your contacts
‘beipglable to identify you as a face and person instead of just a voice
on the telephone cannot be over-emohasized We call it keeping the
par<onal touch.

-

Experience has shown that the agencies that prov1de the most important’
and efficiant cooperative efforts are the ones that maintain the personal
. touch. As agencies.grow, there is a tendency to delegate authority and
- duties to newcomers. While a-certain amount of delegating authority is
critical for growth, agencies whose directors and other key people become
too immersed in paperwork and politics to interact directly with cooperating
’ agencies wi11 find their cooperative efforts falling short.

-

For examp]e, a simple act 1ike meeting an incoming consu]tant can
set the stage for a successful or unsuccessful visit. If the consultant
. (be it you or a person from the, other agency visiting you) is met by a
L key person who is cordial, respectful, and who establishes good rapport
R . initially, the chances of the consultant putting a little extra into the
effort is increased many times over. To get the most out of the people
with whom you work, become a part of their world.

The same thing is true of reaching key decision makers. Whether it -
is a politician who must vote on a key piece of legislation, an “agency
director who must decide whether or not to approve a joint effort with-

. you, a parent whose child is in your program, or a key community figure
whose support may be critical to your cause, they are still individuals.
Whether or not the decision they make is the cne you want,«you can bet
that a part of that decision will be'made on the simpie basis of whether

g or not they 1ike you. This is called the emotional-basis of interagency

s cooperation. . ,

People who 1ike you tend to make decisions in your favor. Regardless
- of how good a joint effort..lcaks on paper, or how logical it seems, it is
o, doubtful that the other agency will join you in the effort unless there

A is some basis for 1liking you. While interagency cooperative efforts must
be well planned, efficient and a credit to all agencies involved, they
might not get off the ground if there is not a mutual poS1t1ve emotional
basis for the interaction.

A final thing to consider is o]]ow-up. Don't expect things to go
smoothly Jjust because they got off to an excellent start. In any inter-
agency interaction there is the 1ikelihood that some unpredicted situation
: will arise which will threaten the whole e{fort. This is most likely
L, . to occur early.in the joint effort vhile the "bugs" are being worked out.
You should be ready to meet problems head-on and resolve them us1ng the
same approach you used in establishing the interagency cooperative effort
in the beginning. i

Also under follow-up it is important to reinforce the effort. Be
generous. in praise and slow to criticize. Usually what you say will get
back to the other agency at an amazing speed. Public information on the -
radio and in the newspaper yield excellent dividends if what you have

<
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said has been praise. If it is criticism, you hava laid the foundation ‘.
for failure. )

Above all, keep the communications open between agencies. Regardless
‘of how much is happening or how well things are going at any given time,
it is important to contact the other agency.on a regular basis to ict
them know that you consider them important and that you are available
to them at any time. Interagency Cooperation depends to a great oxtent
on the strength of the representatives of the agencies and their ability
to solve problems. The challenge is great; the rewards are even greater.

‘
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_INTERAGENCY COORDINATION:

PRACTICAL EXAMPLES OF RURAL COORDINATION , S
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- /J * ' INTRODUCTION L

The last sect1on of th1s monograph offers two d1fferent programs )
from the Rural Network which have actively employgd interagency coopera- - .
tive strategies. thereby greatly-increasing their success and effective-, s

e ness. Both, provide steps or procedures which served to fac111tate their .
£ - coord1nat1on with otﬁér programs/agenc1es and which can ea511¥ be adopted - . | :
o~ .. by other programs. § <L . ;

. Tucker and R11ey s' paper descr1bes Proaect Fam11y Link and 1ts success .
in meeting its Qg§ect1ves of 11nk1ng families of handicapp@ children w1th i
1 I

o - appropriate hea and social service agencies and of TinkMng the agenc1es oz
NS that were'providing the services. They take FS through the steps neces- PRI
S sary to provide: th1sfcoord1nat1on and explain in detail what’is involved L
IR a . in each step. By using.their program as an example, Tucker and Riley .

Lo show us how these steps are taken, to what .community agenc1es they are -

; applied, and the rgsu1t1ng comprehens1ve care and sérvice that the handi-
. . capped child and his/her family receive. They stress, as did Bartlett and g
" Mackey, that, the key to this success is openness and communication among L
- the agencies “involved in serving the, child. . S

coord1nat1on -- by inservice training of personpel. He emphas1zes that
to develop and maintain cooperat1on among agencies, the service providers
need an awareness of each other's services, a sense of mutual commitment,
S . and a setting in which they can meet, interact regularly and develop warm
W .relationships with each other. The approach taken by Family, Infant, and - .
oo Toddler (FIT) Project to fost&r this involvement and atmosphere was to.
s implement a commun1ty-8ased inservice traiging program. Gabel describes
;T SFIT's program in detail,.explaining the phn]osophy behind the program,
s, _ the appeal the training program had ‘to rural professionals, the structure
i of the -program and the-interagency coordjnation at ‘the community Tevel
which resulted. Again, Gabel-provides ough specifics and suggestions
concern1ng the program to” make it easil adoptab]e by other communities.

Gabel's paper presents yet another way ta Eac1]1tate 1nteragency
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These 1ast two papers prov1de con rete ev1dence that 1nteragency »
coordination can be achieved and that/it is-a successful strategy to
. employ.in providing the'best poss1b1e rural service delivery to young
"handicapped thildren.- We-can see that the issues brought up in Helge's

gz, " "Implication of Natibnal Research . Jcan be surmounted and ef-
% fectively Brought together to br1ng about a product1ve work1ng re]at1on-
v *ship among rural -agencies. - ) , s -
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LAYING THE GROUNDWORK--HOW AND WHERE TO BEGIN

[

T . Jamie Tucker’
Mary Tom Riley

e

s

Any p}ogram that serves young handicapped children must recognize
that other health and socizl service agencie§;wiJJ:dlgovbe’involved in
serving :the :same children. A handicapped child.may, at any:one time, be
involved with'a physician, one or more therapists, a Socidl Security In- .
gpmef(SSI)JrepreSer'atiVe;na~30cg1}pu§15"s¢h061,'a,sogiajwd%wggifare .
-worker; .and/or a variety: of -other: agency representatives.. Because so
many -agencies and professionals can be involVed?witn,aéhandicépbea‘Child
ahd‘hjgrfamily, interagency- cooperation and coordination bécome essential
to ensure that services are not duplicateéd; that parents are not confused s
by the-number of people telling. them what to. do for ‘their child; and that
maximum appropriate services .can.be delivered with a minimum of time
.delay: and Complication. This need for coordination becomes more important
for programs ‘in rural areas where long distances, cost factors, geographic
inaccessibility .of families, and low availability of support services ‘
make service delivery more difficult and costly. oo N ) )

- “Projeét Family Link, which achieved a degree of success in.interagency
cooperation, containedelements of interest to many service praviders.
This project was a home-based,program’ for birth through four-year-old
* - handicapped children in yural Wést: Texas.” As its name' implies, one of -
Project Family Link's major objectives was to Tink families of handicapped
: children with appropriate health and social service agencies and to
- 1ink agencies who were providing services. This-implied a need for inter-

?

P
R o T

? agency communication and coordinatiop with Family Link staff serving as 3
0 facilitators. , « b
Lo . The Project Family Link approach to interagency cooperation involved I
= . 7 severdl steps, These were: o : 4
v \ ;
e i . . . A A y « ;
- ) 1. identify agencies; ) ) ;
o, R oo . W .
oo - 2. make initial contacts;

N ) 3. encourage agency participation in evaluation and IEP development;

..

' 4, record on-going documentation; - ' i
., 5. make weekly/monthly contacts.

>

L " Each of these steps will be described in.detail. In addition, several
o - factors that contributed to the success of the Pproject's efforts in T »
" interagency coordination will be discussed. Procedures used in‘the - {
project can easily be adapted by other programs. ¢ :
o .. ¢ X

’
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S Identify Agencies

The first step in agency- linkage occurred when a family was enrolled
in the project. During the intake process, a family's first résponsibility
was to complete the Support Services Chart for their, child, using the key
to indicate level of involvement (Figure 1). The purpose of this chart was
to identify services the family and child were receiving so that contacts
with appropriate agencies could be made. ¢ ‘ . “'

In some cases, the parents were unable to name the agencies that had
contacted them or knew only the name of-the person who had visited them.
When this happened, project staff had to-try to identify the agency by tall-
ing the identified person or by calling various agencies-to find out if they
had contacted the family. « This process was facilitated by the existence of

. Resource Directory for the cif§ and Surrounding area (Lubbock, Texasj.

. Another way that ,project staff identified-agencies involved with a
family was by obtaining records from physicians or other professionals
identified by the parents. Often these records provided information about
agencies that had seen or were seeing the family. In several cases, -
children were referred to the project by other agencies. When this
happened, the referring agency usually had information about other. agencies
involved and shared this information with project staff. . The referring
agency became a key contact source for project staff. No matter what
the sources, every effort was made by project staff to identjfy agencies
involved with each family. This information was always recorded on the ™

.Support Services Chart, and served a$ the basis for making agency contacts.

5

Make initia] Contacts

After a child'was enroiled in the program and agencies involved with
the child and family were identified, the project coordinator contacted
each agency. This contact served two purposes. First, it advised the

. agencies that the child was enrolled in the program and would be receiving

home-based services on . regular basis. Second, by'contapting the agencies
involved with a particular family, the project coordihqﬁor was able to
lay the foundation for future coordination with the agency. In some
cases the project was able to offer services {such as transportation to
médical appointments) that the agency could not, and the. agency might

be able to provide services (such as payment for appointments) that the
project could not. By cnntacting the agencies immediately upon the
thild's enrollment, the project coordinator was able to negotiate coop-
erative-agreements such as described above (the project provides trans-
portation, the agency pays medical costs). Another outcome of these
initial contacts was that some agency representatives (such as an SSI
Disabled Children's Program [DCP] caseworker and & Texas Department of
Human Resources [TDHR] caseworker) expiressed an interest in dccompanying
project home-based teachers on family visits, to further solidify coop-

erative efforts and reinforce programs set up by the teachers.

It appeared’from the initial. contacts with agencies, whether initiated

« by the project coordinator or by an agency representative, that linkage

efforts would center on three local programs. These programs were involved

-

An D



(4 7

AT AT, st
o ;

iv

.

W e ’ R
“ .,
r
. . .
P
¢
AN
. b
~ . -
-
‘ +
. .
. ¢
- »
2 [}
. * t m
= <
e ] 5
K = <
o
V, Mw ww .
]
o g2
. o Sm“ ~. 3
: ol —
- o5, mm -
(7] s
. + [
N 1
. B ] .
B =
E a -
=
. (7 T
.
Y n .
" v ’
: =
S 3 >
- m
: > . )
— o
* oy ©
N =
S - 23
& LT w o
. wa
A + N
\ 151 mm”w
S ~
- ; . @ /ﬁ 8
LW N, ON
K " - e
N > A
b~ s
. Q) =
- "%
s 1= m
-— O
.
<
Ll
=}
=
"

NE = Not eligible

L
\/ = Rece

Figure 1. .Example of Proj
KEY

St BN aabrg B B aNRY

.

- %

COMMENTS

RS A T T MR T e N Tyt
. - P

ST Y 9 A i AT Y B

AT BRI p A A AR AT

¥

~

P e —

44 ame

'

JEEOT L W CEEa O et
e 0 AV

1

Ig
<

>

e

Eeare

I S RN N R Vi

¥

uosJ4ad 3203409

/100435 30 3uoyd
pue *3{3t] ‘aw

iPLIYD jo-auemy
{00y3g o1 qng

\

Yitm
PaAloAul©s] Atiwey
$3Louaby 13y

3 uoisiatg
S Ha4p (1Y) Fa(ddya)

J9%40M {e}o0s
/34R4 134 - ¥HQL

weub04d S,uUadp|Iyy
paiqesig - 1ss

1830

aga|

Y3 LeaH o11qng

sdwe3s pooy

>

3anJ4as pLiy)

Q1M

PLeOLPAH/ISS

§
t

|
\

¢

(D0B)

/

CHILD'S NAME

IC

E

A i Tex: provided by ERIC

?

.- . A
P T R L . o

B2 o




* for handicapped children. The Child Find/Child Serve program assisted

with more project children than any other agency and represented the

greatest number of contacts between project /staff and agency repre-

sentatives during the project years. These three agencies were:

1. the Tocal Child Find/Child Serve program of the Region XVII
Education Service Center; . '

2. a Developmental Disabilities Center evaluaticn program, housed
on the Texas Tech campus;

3. the SSI Disabled Children's Program (DCP) (through the State
Department of Health), ’

These agencies represented vafiohs»stages or functions of service delivery

in locatinn and referral of young handicapped children who were eligible
for the home-based project. Child-Find/Child Serve representatives also
assisted project staff in developing appropriate programs for enrolled
children; developed home-based occupational therapy and low-vision programs
for certain children; and helped provide a transition to pubiic school
programs. ' ) . v

o -

The Developmental Disabilities Center (DDC), in addition to providing
many of the referrals, was the key agency for evaluation. The DDC pro-
vided comprehensive diagnostic evaluations on referred children and pro-
vided detailed reports on the results of the evaluations. . The DDC also -
assisted in getting other services for enrolled children, such as opthal-
mological examinations. When an enrolled child was evaluated at the DDC,
project staff accompanied the family during the evaluation and participated
in the post-evaluative staffings held to discuss the results of the eval-
uation. -

The SSI-DCP program proved to be a valuable resource for project staff
in terms of coordinating programs and following through on established
objectives for families. - The SSI-DCP -caseworker often accompanied the
teachers on home visits, and assisted in securing additional needed
services, such as dental care, adaptive oirthopedic equipment, and opthol-
mological examinations. o .

. These three agencies provided- the majority of the referrals to the
project and represented the strongest links in interagency cooperation.
It is important to realize that communication occurred not only between
each agency and project staff, but also among the agencies. This free
flow of communication facilitated prdject efforts at roordination of
services to families. - . :

The critical factor in establishing successful working relationships
with these and other agencies was the initial contact period. By contacting
agencies, early, the project coordinator was able to:

1. demonstrate an awareness of and interest in the involvement of
other agencies with project famiiies;

2. establish lines of communication and cooperation for future
collaborative efforts; ~ A

“
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3. initiate documentation of coordination of services to project; . %
4. demonstrate to families a coordinated effort on the part of all

é?" agercies involved (this was critical in terms of reducing con-_
N usion on the gart of the family as te who said what and who
s . was doing what). ' ~ . -

. ;1
‘ |

_ Encourage Agency Participation in Evaluation/IEP

ach child enrolled in the home-based program was evaluated to deter-
mine functional level and categorical diagnosis. Many of the children ]
received a comprehensive evaluation at the Developmental Disabilities G
Center (DDC), either after enrollment in the project or before referral -
to the project (the latter casé occurred where the DDC referred the child
to Family Link after evaluation; the former occurred when the project
referred the child to the DDC for evaluation after he/she was enrolled
and it was determined that further evaluation was needed).

) Participation of other agencies involved with the child was encouraged,
17 and occasionally requested, during the evaluation process. In some tases,
agency representatives (such as the SSI-DCP worker) accompanied the family

and home-based teacher to the evaluation appointment and/or participated .
in post-evaluative staffings on the child. In other cases, the agency's ,
assistance in follow-through of evaluation recommendations was requested o
by project staff. When this occurred, project staff worked closely w’th "

R R A T N T LA AT 1 -

B

: the agency to fulfill the recommendations. : y ié
5_, _ Whatever the level of involvément during evaluation, agencies were i
i invited and enfouraged to participate in the development of a child's oy

‘ Individualized Education Program (IEP), particularly if the child was B

receiving services from the agency. Several agencies did participata
in the IEP meeting, and provided valuable input to parents and project
staff concerning the child's program. As-an example, in one IEP neeting’ :
concerning a child with visual problems, the Child Find/Child Serve "
: .specialist in visual impairment attended the meeting and provided.sugges- ¥
P tions to both parent and home-based teacher for working with the child. o
: These suggestions were incorporated, into the IEP. In some instances, a -
, representative could not attend thé’méeting in person, but provided a written ;
; report concerning recommendations, goals, and strategies for working with 1
i the child. This report was used in developing. the IEP. Occasionally -
5 the agency repiesentat.ve communicated recommendations to project staff :
prior to the IEP meeting. '

The IEP meetiny usually. took placé in the family's home, although

in a- few cases it was held at the parent's place of employment or another

convenient location. Project staff and agency representatives usually :

travelied together to.attend the IEP meeting, again for the dual purpose ;
: of demonstrating a coordinated effort to parents and cutting down on B
: transportation costs incurred in traveling long distances to reach :
f families. i . ' ’ i
?’ A _ - Involvement of agency personnel in the evaluation process and IEP
: meeting proved to be‘a valuable step in fostering interagency cooperation. .
v Q. i f




Not only was the IEP that was developed more comprehensive and appropriate,
but agencies and project staff were also able to determine what each was
doing to serve the child. The fact that agencies and project staff were
aviare of each other's goals and implemenation strategiés for working

with the child served to strengthen the cooperative effort and further
open lines of communication ' ' -

hecond On-going, Documentation

Project staff were concerned about documenting contacts with agencies
involved with a particular family. The purpose of this documentation was
to 1) demonstrate that interagency coordination was, in fact, occuring,

2) determine that services were being delivered to families and that goals
were being met, and 3) insure that documentation was occurring during each

. contact so that project®Etaff could verify recommendations, content, and

outcome of the contact.

Project staff developed the Agency Conta.t Log (Figure 2) to decu-
n.nt contacts with various agencies. A separate 1og was kept for each
child, and any contact with any agency involved with that child was
recorded by the staff member having the contact. Eaech contact was re-
corded, whether initiated by a staff member or by an.agency representa-
tive. While this process was sometimes tedious, it nevertheless provided
valuable information for project staff.

In completing the form, a staff member recorded the date of the
contact, the name, and the address and phone number of the person con-
tacted. Also recorded was the reason for contact which might be to follaow-
up on a recommendation, to seek assistance from the agency'in getting a
certain: service, to discuss financing of a particular service, or {o
report progress with a family.

The result of the contact, described on the log, was differentiated
from the outcome. The result was the action immediately followed the -
contact, such as a recommendatior. for a medical appaointment or a-planned
home visit by an agency representative. The outcome was what occurred
as a result of this action. The outcome of a medical appointment might
be a_recommendation for surgery or a need for future evaluation. The
"result" described the immediate reaction of the contact, while the "out-
cone" described additional, sometimes more long-term effects.

The Agency Contact Log proved to be a valuable means for documenting

interagency efforts on behalf of project families. Through information
provided on the logs, project staff were able to determine frequency of
contacts 'with various agencies, to review content of each contact, and
to document that appropriate services were being delivered to enrolled
families. An (dded advantage was that the project staff could share
contacts with families during conferences and home visits in order to
demonstrate that cooperation was taking place and to encourage tamilies
to become more dependent in contacting agencies on their own behz1f.




Figure 2, Sample of » Completed Agerity-Contact Log

- AGENCY CONTACT LOG .

Project Family Link I -

1979-80 ° ) B

Child's Name: __ - 0" ' ) Heme-based Teacher: T

[} 173 T v ) - )

: Ageney/ Inditicual Mdress/- Reason for 3 Result of : i

. Date .+, Contacted Phone Number Contact . Contact . Outcome . -

10-22-79 00C-TIV - fhompson Hall ' For complete diagnostic Referral to Dr, R. Appointment made ’ >

B , evaluation ) .. with Or, R, for :

i _ ) . . ear check . I

» _ . , [ R

11-13-79 br. R . 1234567 . [ Confirm written 'report; SU:gefy needed; family [ .link Iwilltry = .7

| s g, S discuss surgery © neads help paying to find funds . o V}

. 11-26-79 Crippled Children's Austin ~ Obtain funds for 0's CCD agreed to pay, sent Forms ‘received,

- Division N ear operation us forms to be filled. "' filled out; .

T . . out . returned to CCD; "

. . > . ) _ notified Or. R, ;

12-02-79 or., R, ', : 123-4567 He notified us of surgery Arranged with parents; Surgery performed . "

o R date helped them make | -12/15/19 v E

hospital arrangements ‘ I

w o, i :

. . : 2

£ ) - : ;
: : : af) -
E: . A . -t P 2 B ::\:
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Make Weekly/Menthly Contacts

In an effort to ensure a coordinated approach in serving families,
the project coordinator made weekly or monthly contacts with the primary
agencies involved with a family. The frequency of the contact depended
on the agency's degree of involvement with the family and on the family's
particular-needs.

ror example, the project coordinator contacted the SSI-DCP represen-
tative weekly concerning some families, but less frequently for others.
Some agencies, such as the Genetic Screening Center, were contacted once
a month or less, depending on the needs: of the families involves -ith that

. agency, However, nearly every agency was contacted, usually by phone at.

least monthly. In.this way project staff were able to stay apprised of
new developments concerning.the family, inform other agencies of new

developments, and generally "keep a foot in the door" with other service

agencies. While somewhat time-consuming, these contacts proved to be a
key reason for the success of the project's coordination efforts.

\ . ’

*Stummary and Comment‘

Project Family Link enjoyed a highly successful cooperative effort
with other agencies serving young handicapped.children in.rural West
Texas. This' coordination centered on three agehcies, but was by no means
limited to the three. Coordinated efforts were always documented, and
frequent contacts with other age.icies provided a fertile field for
increased cooperation and communication. .

f\ . .
The reasons for the project's. success in interagency coordination
can pe summarized in the following way.

1. Cooperation -~ agencies demonstrated a wi]]ingness?to share
-information and pool their effarts in getting services tc families.

2. Freguent Contacts -- through ongoing, frequent communication,
agencies were aware of current developments with families} no
one felt "left out" or "in the dark" about what was happening
with families.- f

- 3. People Involved -- the key contact people in the agencies with
which the project had the most contact were open, willing to
» cooperate, and highly professional. It is‘the project's conten-;
tion that successful coordination must have this kifd of people
in Key positions to facilitate coordinated efforts. ‘4

4. Lack of Territoralism -- perhaps the key factor in successful
interagency cooperation is a lack of profectiveness concerning
. one'; parameters. The agencies with which the project had the
most éqntact displayed an -intense interest in serving the
-families, not in protecting their roles. It didn't really matter
/ who did the job, as long as it got done. This spirit of coopera-
! tion and Tack of defensiveness concerning predetermined roles
meant that all agencies were concerned with the welfare of the.

’

< v

family, not\With protecting their rFspective niche, -

: \\\‘ ~o 51 - ? \ P
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5. Aaency Tateraction -- representatives from various agencies met 3
togetner during evaluation staffings, IEP meetings, and on other R
occasions to coordinate efforts on behalf of families. .The fact
that the agencies were willing to meet together and/or discuss
families over the phone was a significant factor in the success
of interageney cooperative efforts. . * .

~
s

Interagency cooperation can work, if the agencies involved display E
the kind of openness and lack of territoralism evidenced by the agencies e
involved with Project Family Link. Because of the success of interagency X
coordination, project. families received comprehensive services, and :
agencies were able to share responsibilities in getting appropriate .
services to families. This meant that agencies were more concerned with
providing sérvices to families than with protecting their territory, "
and{Ehe result was a coordinated approach to serving young handicapped e
children. - - ¥
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" INSERVICE TRAINING AS A VEHICLE FOR
© INTERAGENCY COORDINATION IN'RURAL COMMUNITIES! - 3

Harris Gabel -

- The smaller scale of rura] human service de11very systems is an '
advantage for develop1ng coordinated services. Yet. coordination of ser-
vices is not an inevitable consequence: of'the rural environmert.” All_too
frequently d1fferences 1n .agency- goa]s, compet1t1on among. Tgcal. agencﬁes
-for scarce fiscal resources, c]ients, o community: 1nf1uence, and long-
stand1ng personal ‘animosities can interfere with effective interagency
coordination.. Active efforts to achieve better coord1nat10n;~consequent1y,
are often warranted

Cons1derat1on of the cond1t1ons that fac111tate coordination is useful
in pTanning for improved 1nteragency cooperat1on. 0bservat1ons of rural -
agencies- in- ‘Middle’ Tennessee point .t6 several of these conditions. Harm

or at Jeast cordial interpersonal’ re]at1onsh1ps among profess1onals in differ-

ent human service. agencies énhance the: 11ke11hood .of interagency cooperation.
Rural 'sérvice providers aiso.are-more likely. to coordinate- their work if
they are familiar with services offered by, other agencies. A sense of mutual

commitment to providing services to: part1cu1ar popu]at1ons, hand1capped chil-"

dren, for example, also ‘supports cooperative .efforts. Finally, creating a

setting. in which service providers. can-meet and interact regular\y can nurture -

coordination amorig varicus rural agencies.

This paper escrrbes one approach to foster1ng these.cond1t1ons and

thereby facilifating interagency coordination: .implementation of a communi ty-

based inserV1ce training program. The training program was developed as
one phase of the Family, Infant and Toddler (FITg Project (Gabel, 1979) at
George Peabody College of Variderbilt University. Part of the "First Chance"
network supported by the U.S. Office aof Education, the FIT ProJed%rn s a

\ _ demonstration program designed to develop a modgl for providing educational

and support1ve services. to young menta]]y retarded children and their
families in rural comunities. This® paper will describe the FIT Project's
inservice training program to 111ustrate how inservice training can ‘foster
interagency coordination. : )

rEa

4

17he work’ described in. this chapter was supported by a grant from the
U.S. Office of Special Education (Grant No. G007802932) with matching funds
supp11ed by the Tennessee Department of Mentai Hea]th/Mental Retardat1on
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Querview of the FiT Project

Tnitiated in 1978, the FIT Project by 1980 had estiblished.educational
programs in four rural communities in Middle Tennessee. The.FIT Project
served families from ten counties through programs located in Warren, Marshall,
, Dickson, “and Sumner counties. The program *n each community.included educa-
“"“tional and supportive services for children and families aiong with an
inservice training program for local human service professionals.

The ‘components of ‘the FIT Project were developed in accordan.e with an
"ecological perspective, the overdrching conceptual orientation of the project.
In this framework, children are viewed as functioning and developing as parts
of social systems (Hobbs,\1966). Thus,,young mentally retarded children
were- conceived as embedde . in nuclear families consisting of parents and
their children, and parts of broader”extended; families. Both mentally e
retarded children and their families operate within larger systems, their
rural communjties. For these children and families,who are freguent]y in
need of specialized human services, the social, educational, "and medical
service delivery systems in the community are particularly §alient.

The FIT Project reaches the child with the family system tkrotgh
educational clinics. Operating from a central base at'Peabody.College,
project staff members travel woekly to each of four rural communities to
. implement the clinic model. In each cefmunity, infant/family trainers

provide educational programming during one morning per:week for five children
and families at local facilities, usually churches. The FIT Project clinics
include individual parent training sessions based on individualized family-
mediated educational programs for children. Additional learning occurs
during scheduled group song periods and snack times. Weekly parent train-
ing/discussion groups are included to convey relevant information to parents
and to foster the development of peer .support systems. Evening clinics

held for extended family members involve them directly, in programming for
children and in providing support for nuclear family members.

-

Eunc;ioniné ;}ongside the educational clinics, on the same days and at
the same locations, the FIT Preject inservice training program is the second
major program component. ‘ A

FIT Project Inservice Training Program?

The network of local human service professionals constitutes the
second important social system for young mentaily retarded children. The
original purposg of the training program was to enlarge the range of skilled
professional resources available to serve the young handicapped children and
their families in rural areas. Facilitation of interagency coordination

emerged as a major additional benefit of tha program.’
A Nahae

¢

2Judith A. Davis was responsible for the initial development and imple-
mentation of the inservice training program. Subsequently, Mary M. Porter
continued. to offer and elaborate the program.
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-training usuéh]y hag'provided them with some (of the concepts and skills - :

2
R R

. R . N . N %
‘The trainingrprogrdm'yas aJLed at rural pr;?ﬁssiona1s who have-the/ - .

. potential for, increasing the services-they provideggp_the\ﬁarget‘popu]Ation.

They may be ¥dentified with a vaniety of disciplines. Their professionals
necessary to assist young retarde children and their families, but they 7
are currently unable to proyide the Services because of majeyr 'gaps in their
expertise. “For example, a sbeciaﬂﬁedUCation'teaéhér in a 1gcal public

school can be expected’to be familiar with teaching methodoldgy. Few -
teachers, however, have been: exposed .to ‘information on handicapped -infants r
during their training. ~ On the other handy a-public heaTth nurse.may be -
quite knowledgeable about early dhi]d‘deve]qgment while having 1ittle .
systematic exposure to diagnostic-perscriptive teaching approaches for the
young: handicapped child. The training program was désigned to:plug these

gaps for rural professionals. * ¢ . o

a 14
1.

“The. FIT ‘training program had wide appeal to.Eu?él’profegsfbna1s;”if

small private medical clinic, a psychologist from the local‘satellite branch
of the regional mental health center, a special education teachier from the -
county school system, a child-development spectalist  from the State Offécé :
of Child Development and an outreach social worker.from the state regional
facility for mentally retarded persons. In other communities, the training
programsattracte&-pﬁbjic health nurses,directors of special education for §
county school systems, head start teachers, public health social workers, -
and staff members of adult training facilities for the mentally retarded. .
Participants had the backing of their agencies for participating,.but they
generally had to work additional hours_to make up for the-time spent in
seminars., . | P o - <

- . -
’ . - .. . - .

> The étructure of the'tfaining program fostered jnteragency «coordination,

é]though it was designed primarily -to erthance the sKills and kno%}édge of
the participants. Locak professionals met for training seminars ‘one half

" day each week’for nine months. In addition, trainé€es took ane full, day

each month to meet with Consultants. or to conduct a field trip to observe
other' intervention programs. One of the reasons the training program was

_able to facilitate interagency coordination was. simply that it brought

these various local rural professionals into contact with one another on

7

.y
ey

[

.attracted a total of 21 persoﬁsbin the four communities sérved by the stjecx.,
In one community, .participants included a pediatric nurse employed in -

i~

a regular basis, . Personal relationships among the participating profes- - g

sionals grew out of these contacts. ‘
‘The format for the seminars inclided didactic presentations and,

especially, extensive discussion in which trainees were encouraged to apply
conckptual materials.to individual cases from their own caseload. Another
critical €lement of the program was supervised practicum<training. During
a portion of the morning, the seminar participants joined the families and
trainees in the educational clinics and practiced their early intervention
skills under the supervision of project staff.  This training format en-
couraged discussion by local rural professionals about their professional

"skills, their roles, their own cases, and other relevant professional issues.
. Participants used seminar sessions for extensive sharing of information,

within the limits of confidentiality, aboyt their work, agericies and clients,
thereby "enhancirig coordination, . ' .

.
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The training curriculum was quite comprehensive. Based on an analysis -
of the competencies required to prdvide ouality educational services, train-
ing included the content areas of early child development, develop« '
mental deviations and handicappirng conditions,.educational programming and
curriculum development, diagnostic-perscriptive teaching, parent training,-

_apd community liaison. - N . 7 "

>

s - -

/ ) [

Interagency Coordination .

*. . The inservice training program provided avenues for several kinds of
_interagency coordination. Participants shared general information about
their .own professional roles and the services offered by their agencies.
They coordinated their, efforts in regard to speciric clients on their .active
caseload. « And,’they used the inservice training sessions -to coordinate
theiretommunitx-wjde”efforts to develop new services. .
’ while,munél prdfessionals are often very well informed about existing

services, oﬁ?lexperience in the FIT Project revealed that rural service.

.~ providers sometimes are surprisingly isolated from one another and, partic-

" ularly, ‘from-state agencies serving their'communities. The training sessions

- gavé. participants ample opportunity to discuss the details of the services

".provided by. the agencies represented. They also exchanged information about
eligibility and réferrallp%ocedurgs. Through.these interchanges, the local -
professionals became much move. familiar with the full range of human services
available in their com@ynities and were able to make increasing use 6f them
‘fox their clients, An‘example of this level of coordination occurred when

‘a :ﬁcial worker from the state residential facility for¥mentally retarded

- persons discovered that a nurse in a private rural medical clinic could

4

conduct developmental screening. evaluations for infants. The'social worker

then bégan to refer patients to her for this service. In another instance,

a [school social worker provided information on preschool, services-available

through the Jocal school-system, along with the details of referral pro- .

cedures, to a county public health nurse. The nurse was then able to refer
v children for preschool educational services as she came across them during
) heq\own;home visits. X

! - v

In/addition to general information on agencies and services, partici-
pants used the training sessions to keep abreast of current program openings,

. and to determine if particular children were eligible for services, and to
reﬁpﬁ\cgildren and families for services. To illustrate this mechanism of

';coordgn‘tion, a public health nurse discovered a seven-year-old seveérely
handjcapped ¢nild in a remote area who was eligible for the special education
program in the county school system. She then encouraged\tbé family to
contact the 'school, while the special education teacher who participated
with her in the training program assisted the family in making arrangements
to p]ac@ the child in the 'schoe! program. : ‘

When. several of the local professionals were involved with the same
children or families, they often took time during the training sessions .
to coordinate their services to particular clients. This coordination was
important to avoid duplication of services, to develop a coherent service
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plan, and .to avoid gaps- in service delivery. For example, in one community,-
/ .‘,
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the state outreach social worker and the local psychologist discussed-who
would refer a particular youngster for a needed hearing evaluation and follow-
up on the results of the evaluation. This coordination avoided confusion
for the client family and assured that referral and required follow-up would,
in fact, be comp1eted The director of special education and the local
public health nurse in another community jointly decided which local children
could benefit most from the diagnostic evaluations that were to be conducted

*in their community by a visiting team from the reg1ona1 aeve]opmental evalu-
ation center.

The most dramatic example of coordination occurred at the level cf
community organization. Participants in each of the four training programs
worked actively to deve]op resources to continue the services for children
and families initiated by the FIT Project with federal funds. They regularly °
used a portion of the time during the training program for these community
organization efforts. For example, the participating local professionals,
along with several parents served. by the FIT Project, formed a local Child
Development Council in one community. Later, the Council also met regularly
outside of the training program. The ongoing work of this Child Development
Council event ted in a detailed plan for continuing preschool services in
the county on- rmanent basis. They presented their ideas to the community
and generated f1naﬁc1a] support for the program. As a result of these
efforts, the services of the FIT Project dare being continued through a
combination of state and local funds inthis community. The training program
gﬁs also instrumental in catalyzing local professionals in each of the other

ree counties served by the project so.that they, too, developed proposals
* and were able to continue the project services to children and families.

Conclusions e T
Inservice training for rural professionals can be an effect1ve device
_for increasing coordination among rural human service agencies. Coordination
can occur in the form of sharing of general information about agency services,
coordination around individual clients, and coordination of community-wide
efforts to develop new service programs. Several procedures can serve to
_enhance the value of an 1nserv1ce training program as a means of facilitating -
interagency coordination. .

Bringing representatives from several rural agencies tocether for regu-
lar contact concerning common areas of interest is a powerfu] strategy by
itself. In addition, the_ training program should have sufficient flexibility
to allow extensive 1nforma] commun1catnon ameng part1c1oants The informal
discussions in the FIT Project often took place prior to beginning the
formal seminars, during breaks, and after the formal agenda of the meeting
had concluded. At other times, however, the training coordinator allowed
extra time to encourage these very |nforma] exchanges by shortening the
formal seminar presentations.

-
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It is also possible to broaden the scope of the agencies involved in
coordination by inviting representatives of other agencies to. special
training events. For example, when a consultant is invited to speak as
part of the inservice training program, it i< useful to notify a variety

3
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i of_ldca] and state agencies and invite them to send representatives

to the presentation. In this way, inservice itraining provides ad- ‘
ditional opportunities for informal contact among professionals serving
rural regions and increases the opportunities for interagency coordination.

?
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— . About the HCEEP Rural Ne}work

. .

The Handicapped Children’s Early Education Program {HCEEP) Rural Network is an association of
professionals representing educational programs for young handicapped children in rural communities:
Members are drawn primarily from projects supported by the HCEEP, Office of Special Education; De-
partment of Education. Formeq in 1978, the Rural Network undertook to provide a voice for rural Ameri-
ca’s young handicapped children and their families. The network aimed to increase educational oppor-
tunities for this population through the accomplishment of a variety of activities. Participating iprojects

also intended to enhance their own effectiveness in providing educational and supportive services;in rural

areas. For further information, contact:
- I

. Harris Gabel ) o '
' P.O.Box 151 . ¢ , b
Peabody College of Vanderbilt University
Nashville, Tennessee 37203
~ . or !

Y

s B

. Patricia Hutinger
Outreach: Macomb 0'- 3 Regional Project L
’ ) 27 Horgabin Hall ’ .
‘ Western’lllinois University
Macomb, llinois 61455

or

Corinne Garland P
14942 Bramblewood
Houston, Texas 77079

“

Additional copies of this monograph may be secured by sending $3.00 to cover cost of production
and mailing to: Co

Rural Network
College of Education
. Room 27, Horrabin Hall

Western lltinois University
Macomb, lllinois 61455 -

Prices subject to change without notice. §/81-600-10281
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Topics for the first series;of Rural Network Monographs include:

- An Gverview of Initial Survey Results
- Influencing Decision Makers

: . = Cost Analysis *

- !’arent'lnvolvement

-Transportation :

4
- Interagency Coordination .
- Recruiting Staff :
d - Securing Funds
- Service Delivery Models *
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