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PREFACE

‘A MESSAGE FROM THE RURAINGONSORTIUM -

«
¢

( . - . . N - -
The HCEEP Rural Workshop was a milestone “in the emergence of the& HCEEP

Rural COnsortium, an active professional grodp dedtgﬁted to~-the education
of young handicapped children 1iving in rural areas, and their families The

&

workshop informed excited and directed us; responded to the. current, needs

of the: consortium. and fueled its further elaboration. A few words about

~ the significance of the workshop for the. consortium are in order.

" The HCEEP.Rural Consortiun first emerged during the l978 HCEEP
RroJects cOnference in washington DC. At that time, approximately 20
persons representing rural projects within the. HCEEP network-joined to form.

the Rural Consortium. The consortium intended to provide a voice for

- America's young handicapped children living in rural areas and their familiés,

¢

and to increase educational opportunities for'this population. Participating

[

projects also desired to enhance their own effectiveness in-providing educa-

”~

.tional and supportive services to their clients. Thus, they needed- to share .-

-

information about problems they encountered and about effective solutions.
lhe “development of a national Rural WOrkshop was seen as an important

early activity for the_consortium. Not only would the workshop promote

" sharing of expertise and know-how among rural educators, but it might ‘also

help to clarify the organization s identity, goals, and struéture. If

successful the workshop Would also provide a measure of positive external

N
..

visibility for the consortium. o —
With these intentions in mind, the. leadership of the HCEEP Rural
, Consortium solicited the assistance of the 0ffice of Special Education (at

that time the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped) who in. turn placed
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responsibiiity for conven1ng the HCEEP Rural Workshop 1n the capabie hands
of WESTAR and TADS '

As expected the workshop was a highly successfui event for the

' coosortium. The organization emerged from the workshop as a more cohes1ve

»

[

- entity, with 1ts future d1rections charted. Participants deveioped 1mportant

working reiationships with one another. Task forces-werq_extended and their

missions were crystallized. The sessions offered important information and
- <8
persons attending’ them made contacts for future technical assistance. Overall

the workshop s1gn1f1cant]y enhanced the sp1r1t and directed the energy of the

4

HCEEP Rurai Consortium.

As a post- scr1pt, readers w111 be 1nterested in knowing that the

consortium activities have moved forward at an acceierating pace since the

v A

“worKshop. A consortium pianning group met in June,_1980 There were two

important accompiishmeets. One was_the deveiopment_of a draft of a set of
preiiminary'recommendations for federal policy regarding young handicapped
children and their families in roral areas. " These recommendations will be

s,
?

circuTated among Rural Consortium members for comment, and then submitted

* to the appropriate federal agemgies for consideration. .

Thé second product of the June meeting was a plan Tor an expanded set
bf activ1ties for the consortium. These p]ans inciude (i) convening
a second Rura] Uorkshop, (2) writing a series of state-of-the-art documents
describing effective procedures for providing services in rurai areas;s
(3) preparing a manual on developing suppori in ruraif;ommunities for ECSE;

(4) identifying and supporting a person to coordinate all consortium efforts

~and to maintadn ]iaison with outside agencies, and (5) develo@ing an

eiaborated set,of policy recommendations. We are all very encouraged .

L | v
hy the accomplishments of the;oonsortium so far and

£
L . . . ‘iv



"believe theebrospects forisupporting tnese activities‘dqr%ng the'coming year
are‘very bright indeed. . . - '
On behalf of the HCEEP Rural Consortium,*I would 1ike to thank:tne
) workéhop pIanniné comnittee %or their excellent work.in putting on.the, -
" conference. Serv1ng w1th me. were consortium members Lou1se Ph1111ps, .
" Patricia Hut1nger‘ Corinne Gar]and and Steve Threet, Special thanks are

due our techn1ca1 support co]]eagues -- Joyce Jackson, David G11derman and

Karen Morr1s of wESTAR and Tal Black and M1ke Woddard of TADS -- for’ the1r

. extensive and very ab]e work on the p]ann1ng comm1ttee and in every other

phase of the workshog.. A debt of gratttude 15 owed the presenters-and,
especiai]y, the-participants in the workshop tor creating ar atmoebhere
fiiled with enthusiasm and iexcellence. Finally, I would like to extend the
'thanks of the HCEEP Rural Cdnsortium and the~children and famd]ies the]

serve throughout ryral America to the 0ff1ce of Spec1a1 Educat1on. The

continuous and generous support g1ven us by OSE transformed the Rural workshop

~

e et e AL — e

from a dream 1nto a future. e

— Harris Gabel, Chairman
HCEEP Rural Consortium
< ‘. ) July 16, 1980
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0n March 12- 14, .l980 the first rural workshop for the Handicapped c
) Chi]dren 3 Early Education Program (HCEEP) was held in Nashville, Tennessee,
- The HCEEP Rural Workshop was jointly phanned and conducted by TADS (Technical
Assistance Development System) and NESTAR (Western States Technical Assistance
}esource) under the sponsorship of the Office of Special Education and in
. cooperation with the recently Formed HCEEP Rural Consortium,
It was an important event in the history of HCEEP because it marked
" the first time the resources of the HCEEP network were focused -specifically \;.\\ '
on serving young handicapped children and: their families in rural America.j .
7 0ver one hundred rural educators and other service providers participated.
They represénted rural HCEEP demonstration, outreach, and state,implementation
grant projects irom thirty—two statesiand territories. Other individuals
r serving rural children and families. but not a part of the HCEEP network,

also participated

How the Horkshop was Developed o .

The idea for the HCEEP Rural workshop was conceived wh;n the HCEEP Rural

Consortium was formed at the November-l978 HCEEP ﬁroject s Canference in
‘ washington, DC. The new consortium requested thatTADS and WESTAR consider .
supporting a workshop for rural projects. The request was proposed to BEH

and 5pproved as a part of the joint workscope of both technical assistance

agencies. TADS and WESTAR Created a committee to be responsible for planning
the workshop.‘ Membership included the following individuals: Harris Gable,

Louise Phillips, Patricia Hutinger, Corrine Garland, and Steve Threet of the

-
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Rural Consortium; doyce Jackson, David Gi1derman,“and Karen‘Morris of WESTAR;
and Tal Black and Mike Woodard of TADS.

In June, 1979, the planning-committee met tor the first time. They
identified three "first order"‘questions upon which all subsequent planning ‘

“would depend: (1) Which projects consider themselves as rural? (2) What

I

-

“are the most important problems and issues they face? and (3) How many are

interestpd in attending a rural workshop? A survey was designed to answer

these questions and was sent to all HCEEP proJects in September, 1979

along with an announcement of the workshop date and location. (See Appendix A)

The survey confirmed a strong interest among the projects in the workshop

and identified the topics and issues that needed to -be addressed It also

identified resources among the proJects that could address the workshop agenda.
A tentative workshop agenda, based on the results of the survey, was._.. ,_,Vu

developed at a second meeting of the p1anning committee in November 1979,

The search for‘resources (speakers, panel presenters, materials) was shared

by p1annin§ committee members. Local arrangements were facilitated by the-

'HCEEP projects located in Nashviiie and Cpiumbia, Tennessee. In’January, 1986

a foiiow-up survey to al who expressed an interest in the workshop provided

additionai-information that 1éd to the organization of the final agenda.
(See .Appendix B) '

. " {
. : ' B
General Purposes . \ . : - , ‘

The workshop was conceived and p1anned to accompiish the following:

° To identify the issues and(lgégs of rurai projects serving

t

young handicapped children and their families 0

° To faéiijtate communication and cobperation'amoné rural HCEEP

. projects - '
).1s~ i .
° To .exchange information and 1deas on successfu1 practices
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‘planning committee.

(

° To identify new deveiopments and perspectives from other fieids

-

‘e .

serving rura] areas (agriculture, business, heaTth social

services, and the church),

The workshop was also designed to support and strengthen the work of the
HCEEP Rurai Consortium and to demonstrate the viability of sucI‘!boperative

activities. These generai purposes were formulated by the rural workshop

-

L4

" Overview of ¢t gﬁyﬁrkshop ; .
./ . ’

uats participated in these activities. (See Appendix C)

The three-day workshop agenda provided a variety of learning and sharing

opportunities, inciuding speakers with national perspectives, workshop sessions
4

on a wide range of topics; and task force’ meetings. Over one hundred individ-

\

National Speakers Or. Jerry Fietcher, keynote speaker, presented some of the

LR

broad contextuai problems and issues faced by rural educators in generai As-

a former senior poNicy anaiyst for the Office of Education Fletcher heiped

organize and cznduct the first Nationai Seminar-on Rural Education in May, 1979. .

»

He Strongly recommended poiiticai‘advocacy as an effective method for focusing
attention on the need for early childhood. speciai education in rur T areas.,
United States' Representative Wes Natkins from Okiahoma, the closing

speaker, echoed Dr. Fietcher s call for poiiticai action. Natkins, who is °

¥
[

chairperson of the Congressionai Rural Caucus, shared mis perspectives on the
g}dght of education in rurai America. He pointed dut that rurai education

programs currenfqi receive a disproportionate]y small share of federal prOgram
funds, basicaiiy because their needs are\neither known ‘nor understood He.

¢
urged workshop participants to become politically active by writing their

congresspersons and making their'heeds known \Members of the Congressiqnai

Rural Caucus are iigtéd ip Appendix D. - .. : S0 '.

v
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v conducted by—TépS The resuTts of that survey are included in- the next section,,

of this proceedings document. - - _': BN

Topicai Sessions A dozen topics of high-interest to rural HCEEP projects

were addressed at the: workshop throhgh paneT presentations, smaT] group -

discussions and reviews of materiaisw The tOpTCS were:
o * €

2° Securing funding for rural. programs : "

\ v -
1

° Parent 1nvoivement : - . SR L
l , .
° Infiuenc1ng dec1sion-makers g se ot

° Interagency coordination ; '. ) . . *)' k
[ ‘ .
° Recruiting staff for ruraT areas

° Cost effecti_e deTivery strategies LT e
T e Rural child and ‘

[ 4
° Estabiishing community communication and awareness K

s .

°-Stress on rurai service providers

,A<; & Transportation probTems C _ ‘e ,‘ -
- , ° what other fields have Tearned about serv1ng rud%l clients. O‘g

s
&

These‘topics were 1dent1f1ed through the survey of rural HCEEP projects
’S 4 -

< ’

—

[N

"’iggy The'workshop agenda 1nc1uded five one and a haif-hour sessions w1th four

e "

topTCS offered concurrentiy during each sessioh. High interest.topics were

offered more than oncea <l .-' . ) ' E

[4

Task Force Meetings

% .

The HCEEP Rural Codsdnxium, chaired by Harris Gabel from Nashvilie,

Tennessee, met for twovhan-days to rev1ew and pTan its ongoing activities.

Two task forces formed prior to the workshop further refined their pTans. =

" The State of the Art Task Force, haired by Patricia Hutinger from Macomb, ‘;"{
ITTinois deveToped plans for gathering and sharin?’fﬁformation on syccessfui

practices,among rurai projects. Eight Statekof‘the Art papers are row’ under_

*g




- , S T -

. deveiupment on:topics such as cost effectiveness; transportation; stres§ on
service-providers, interagency coordination, parent involvemeént, obtaining
funding, and effective deiivery strategies for rural communities. A paper
summariZing the resu]ts of a survey conducted by the task force is also being ‘
written. Some of these papers are expected to be ready for distribution by - '
the time of the HCEEP ProJects-Conference in December, 1980, €ontr1butors to-

these and future State of‘the Art papers are still being sought, Anyone

N -

1nterested in contributing shou]d contact Dr. Patricia Hutinger at western .
ITlinois Un1vers1ty, Macomb, Ii]inOis. . ’ '_, -
The Rura] Action Task Force, chaired by Louise Phillips of Magno]ia, s l)
'Arkansas,obegan p]ans for a manyal on ways to convince rural’ communities to
\7 support and fund serv1ces for young handicapped chi]drgm . Approximately
20 workshop participants generated an out]ine of the information to be
"1?nc]uded in this document Five 1ndiv1dua]s vo]unteered to write the major
Cws sections, The "Community" chapter wi]] discuss the assessment of the needs
"’of the rural community and the pianning process which must occuy prior to
attempts to create community support. Ind1v1dua1s, groups, and organizations

3

who are likely to become advocates for ear]y chiidhood specia] education will
be outiined in the "Targets"” chapter. People and media tools that can be

_used to create support will be discussed'in:the’"Toois" section. The last ‘
chapter, "Strategies", will include various techniques (and concomitant caveats)

which can be used to deve]op awareness and suppert for rural special education

programs,
" The Task Force writing compittee met in Memphis in June to review the .
first draft of each chapter and is currently in the process of revising and°

editing the document: It is expected that the manual will.be ready for

. distribution at‘the 1980 HCEEP Projects Conference,




Y
. hd

- ' T A third task force; headed by Harris Gabel, was formed to explqre further

S

. - - .
the long-range goals and future activities of the Rural Cnsortium.

In Closing : T
v  Two challenges for rural projeats grew out of the HCEER Rural Workshop.

b N
s

First, rural projeq{s must ‘redch out even further to each other to share what

’ : , . :
they have learned more completely, more effectively, and more frequently.

Second, rural prOJects must communicate the1r needs and those of the families

o they serve,more effective]y in the pol1t1ca1 arenas where funding and po]1cy

+

decisions are made. Both challenges provide a sense of direction for future

HCEEP'nural projects! initiatives.

“
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When the HCEEP Rural Workshop planning committee met for the first . f
time, many questions were generated that needed to be answered before the

detaiied pianning of the workshop could begin, Those questions included:

° Who are the rural projects in HCEEP?

° Who is interested in a workshop for rurai projec
° What topics should the W

° wha elmaJor probiemslissues faced by rura1 proJects and

,//—/f—”"/’}»the families they serve?

° What are the strengths of the rural setting? >

° What are some of the resources that could be used in the rural . .

workshop? ) ) 7 - o / ]

e

To answer-these questions, the conmittee decided to survey the entire

v

HCEEP Network at the same: time the Rural Norkshop was formally announced ‘
. A questionnaire (see Appendix A) was developed and sent to a11 HCEEP proJects,
.inciuding demonstration- projects, outreach projects, state imp]ementation
'grants (SIG),_and sgm@ projects no longer funded under 'HCEEP, Two hundred .
twenty-seven surveys were sent out; ghe hundred and fifty were returned for
a 66% return rate, The results are reported below. - |

4

guestion #1 - Do you consider yourgproject a. rural project? Why?

by

Sixty-four projects said ‘yes and 75 projects said no. However, of -the

75 negatives, 24 projects quaTﬁfied their responses with a "no, but . . ., thus

) acknowiedging some connection with rural areas. The responses to the open-

'ended question "why?" indicated that rural status was generaiiy Judged by @

e either geography (a large area), popu]ation density, or both.

1

-9-

17
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Quest10n §#2 - Do_you now ‘o do you fhtend to work with projects,
agencies, or famf1ies in ruraT’areas’

13

. One-hundred and four prejects said yes and 35 projects said no. This
response, together with the responSe to~quest1on #1, is a strong indication
“that rural proJects make up a very large part of the HCEEP Network. ‘tven if
all the pEoJects who fai]ed to return the survey were not rural, practica11y
———r”’”"gﬁi of the HCEEP Network would be involved in-rural areas, The fact fis,

' -many of those who did not respond to ‘the survey are rural-based by virtue of
their project}s 1ocatfon. .

o

Quest1on #3‘- Do’ you and/or other members of your staff p]an to attend
the rural workshop? -If.yes, how many?

of i44 people expressing interest., S1xty six proJects said no, but most of

e

. them were not rural. ’
Part II o
o :
St . This part of the survey (and also Part III) was to be compteted only

responded to all or’ some of the questions in Parts II and III of the survey.
Twenty-f1ve top1cs were 1isted 1n Part II, Respondents were asked to
rate the1r interest in each top1c using a five point scale, with five

1ndicat1ng high interest. Below is a. rank order listing of the topics .

’ showing the average rat1ng of each topic. . Do
Stress on service providers ® . s 413
Recruiting’ support services staff s | 4,07
Securing funds for rural programs > 4,05
” Reaching geographicaldy-isoiated clients e;’< 4.b3
. Rural child find - i . ‘ ‘4.00
; { - . .
. , PR
e 18
K
. 35 .

Th{rtyaseven projacts said yes, and another 47 said maybé, with a tota] ..

. by'those expressing an interest in attending the workshop. S1xty -ohe proJects



o

- N

Cost-effective deiigery strategies - | 3,93 '
Influencing decision-makers SRR . . 393 .. )

~ Interagency cooperation o ) 73,92 -
Getting parent involvement 3“ ‘ 3.92 -
Recruiting staff for rural areas T ‘ 3.5?
Transportation probiems T . : 3.74 . -
What other fields have learned - . R 74
Establishing community communication and awareness ‘ 3.59
Obtaining diagnostic workups "' 3.8
Transition from project to public school/agencies . 3.4i ,
Estab]ishing°rapport/trust-with rural clients 3.38 f
Working in rural‘cuitnres , ) { 3,36 J
Working with rural po]itics 3.35 . °

* Serving minorities and cultural groups 3.33 .

Working with the extended family - ‘ ~3.30 .
Training,personnei to work in rural areas ' 3.28
Horking with public schools 3.23
Getting your rural experience into print _ - 3.2 |

. Easing home-based to center-based‘transitions . 3.00
Using universitylresourcei o ’ - 2.66

¥
' There was moderate- to high interest expressed in most typics. 0ne

exception was. "using university resources" which fell below 3.00,

The nigh*interest topics (those above 3.5) became the topics around nhfch ' \\\
the rural workshop agenda was. developed combining topics when approriate..
It s significant to note that there was ‘very little difference in interest

ratings among the demonstration, outreach- and SIG projects.

b d
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Part 111 |

x . , .
ggestion #1.~ Can you 1ist other topics in addition to those 1isted
. in Part I1 abovel .

" of fifty-six projects responding, 40 projects (71%) had “no additions

* .,

to maké, There was no recurrent topic among those who did suggest other
topics. -Therefore, it was felt .that the)topics se1ectéd were the most

re1evant for the workshop.

¢

ggestion #2 - What do vou think are the three most crit1ca1 jssues ’
faced by rural service providers?

Fifty-four projects ‘responded to this: morg open-ended question. Virtually
a11 of the responses could be categorized under the topics in Part II. Three
i:?:es predominated. transportation (33 responses), recru1ting staff for
‘Pural areas (33 responses)y and securing funding for rural programs .

(18 ‘responses). ' ;, L ¢

Quesfion #3 - What do you think are ‘the three most critical issueg faced
by fami]ies of handicapped children in rural areas?

The same fifty-four proJects responded, identifying five key issues:
transporting children to services (29 responses); Qﬂiing .appropriate services
(25 responses), knowing about available services (14 respﬁnses), paying for .
services (13 responses), and isolation from services and from other parents

- 'y
.

(m reSponses).

.
B4
.

Other 1ssues identified were: °
° Insufficient education to deal with chi1d 3 handicap and need,
h ‘ for services. . : ' = . ., ‘
. ? Insufficient awareness-of chi1d s problems *
° Insensitivity of others to chi1d svhandicap and famiiy S
difficuit situation

pJ Access to medica1 and hea]th services

20
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Deaiing with'a,variety,of agenciesj

> Accepting the child's handicap ) f
gommunity and service-provider awareness of famiiy S, needs
_Bui]ding family support systems
Infiuencing_decisionfmakers

Obtaining diggnostic workups

Being aware of educational rights ' N .

Developing~5kills in working with service-providers

_Disruptidn of services .

,Continuation of~services from project to public schools -
Communication between parents '
working'with pubiic schooTs

_Obtéining quality services

Language barriers

-

Maintaining famiiy integrity

‘Communicating with professiona]s

'+ Question #4 - What. are some unique strenqths of rural,communities - 1
‘ : serving young nandicapped children and their families?

Responses to this question were wide ranging. No single item emerged

as dominant. However,-the responses taken together provide a descriptive
viewef some of thé positive attributes of. rurai settings. Three general
* themes ran through'the responses. family closeness, community support, and
cu]turai'values. )
t";mong famiiy.reiated strengths,‘the availability of.an extended family -
was mentioned most’ often. Other strengths were: dgamiiy unit and close
) | reiationships, acceptance of the handicap and commitment to the chiid

=(*re1uctance to institutionalize, openness to trying various programS.'a “home

. ~

e W
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:, environment cpnducive to 1earning, and wi]lingness to integrate the child's program .j
> . I

“into. everyday activities

Closeness and togetherness was a]so mentioned frequently as a community
r}
- %gtrengths, especially in reference to social networks d&nd "informal bureaucra-
_cies." Survey respondents seemed to feel that rural communities are accepting

of handicapped chi]dren and have a sense of responsibility for them, Other

9

community strengths mentioned were. good communication and coordination of

i

services, less bureaucratic red tape, the church as a resource,gZhe“impact of
citizens groups as advocates and volunteers, the'mixing of age gro

ups, and

»

" child-find.
Affew strengths related to rural culture and values were given.” Survey
respondents referred to a rural spirit characterized by autonomy, independence, v

E R * . -\
pride, and cooperation. Respondents seemed to feel that education and the .

* e

s

school are valued in rural communities. Reiigious faith and the "good neighbor"
ethic were also mentioned as strengths.

'l

o g_estion #5 - Which topic under—Part 11 db you consider to be strengths
in your project’

Project responses to this (‘Jestion showed that for most of the 25 topics.

°

there were at least a few projects who considered each topic an area of o

. stpength The exceptions were: “"what other fieids\have 1earned" and "getting
© N & . .

your rupal experigpce into print.”
~ a The topics cited as str;ngths most often were interagency coordination,
getting parent invo]vement and establishing rapport/trust with rural c]ients.
BeloW‘is a list of, the topics showing how mgny projects indicated each topic’

PES
cl
b

. as a strength area. ) - Y . .
¥ . : , ;

© -4




A . '

o Iqteragepcy cooperaf}on- . 24
"° Getting parent jguglveuent 3 ' 21
° EStablishing rapport/trust with rural clients 18
. % Training uursonnel to work 1n‘rural areau. 14
° Working with public schools ' 13

Establishing community communication.and awareness 13’

® Reaching geographically igoféted clients 10

° working.with the extended family . 9

° Obtaining diagnosfic workups 9’

° Cost-effective delivery strategies 8

R Securing fund}ﬁb for rural programs . 6

° Transition from proaect to public schoolsﬁagencies 6

° Us1ng university resources 6

° Recrufting support services staff .o 5

° Easing homeabaéed, o tér-based trqnsitions 5

° Recruitfng staff for:Zural areas’ . ~ &

° Influencing decision-makers ) - '(::::;~JL

2 Stress on service providers . .< 4

° Transportation problems . " 3

,° Rural child find 3

°.Serving rural minorities .and culture groups - { 3

= ° Working in rural cultures | 2
> Working in rural politics . _ 1

* © Getting your rural experience into print 0

® What other fju1ds have learned . . 0

s
- ~ Cos -
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Questian >B - Would you be'wiiling;to contribute to the workshop in one
" “ of your strength areasg .

[ ; .
J

‘Ihe response to this question was quite encodreging. Many projects 7

'_ expressed a willingness to'contribute in one or more top1c areas. The top1cs

most often mentioned were interagency cooperation .and getting parent 1nvolve-

ment..” Because ‘of the strong, response, the workshop planning committee

e

‘. able to cover most.of the.topicsTat theﬂnorkshop using HCEEP projetts as

resources. o

t“ . * . . ] ~ ' ._. _ ) .
Question #7 - Can you recommend any. other resources that might be useful
- {n planning- and conducting the workshop?3

: . . . - N . N .
Twelve projects offered suggestions for other resources which helped the

T planning committee Tocate Qresenters for the workshop. ' -

Summary and Observations . . ‘ -

The survey showed that serving.fpmilies in rural comMunities is a major

part af the HCEEP Netﬁonk. It fdentified the areas of-greatest interest and

concern to rural Qrojects and demonstrated that HCEEP rural proJects are a

-

‘.
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS

. Y .
SPECIAL EDUCATION: THE BROADER CONTEXT .
" " OF NATIONAL RURAL POLICY

‘¢

" Editor's Note: “.Dr. Fletcher's address is presented here a5 deljyered et the
' N workshop.’ T )
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" SPECIAL %DUCATION‘ THE BROADER CONTEXT, OF . ?
\ f’hﬂk o f\NATIONAL RURAL POLICY _ A
* Dr, Jerry L. Fletcher ' ) Presented to: C b
Vice-President HCEEP Rural Workshop
. Manifest Learping Systems  ~ - Maxwell Housd Hotel
. . Post Offie Box 866 S . Nashville, Tenness
Tiburon, CA _94920 * C ‘ ’ March 12-14, 1980
. L S e -

In this talk today I will be presenting a broad hicture of rural edUcation.f
‘- within which your own experiences*can be piaced I will not attempt to deal
s in detaii with specia] education’in rurai ‘areas, ‘as ‘that is your expertise,
§\¥hough I will attempt-to relate some of .the probiems and opportunities you .
have to the broader context .

The points I want to make today faii into six categeries:

1. Your Problems Are Not Unique.;

L, . The problems you face in delivering special education sefvices to BN
( f. rurai areas are, for the most part, common to rural education in generai Put

s) positive]y, you have a lot of allies out there if you bui1d bridges to them.

2, Washington Decision-Makers Can Be Influenced. . o ,/(ﬁ+~\7 .
It isvpossibie to infjuence Washington decisionfmakers, and 1 will .
. present as a case study the‘Nationai Semina; ih Rural Education - which I:
fhaired last May in Washington, Dc -= to i11ustrate how to do it.
3. Important Findings About Rural America. -

(!‘-
Co

Nhét happened when we put on the Nationai Seminar on Rural Education

y  Was that we learned a whole lot about Fural America, and I want to share what °

we Tearned. . T

-

4, The Recommendations of the National Seminar on Rurai Education. 4 :

. ! .
! 5. The Inf]uence-of the Seminar. . - \\\

He were able to infiuence severai’events which happened subsequent

a -
. to the seminar, and I would 1ike to describe the nature of that infiuence e

- ) ’
. '
- K
.

~
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' 6."Remaining Problems and Targets of Ianuence.

'

Category in turn.‘

' things’that we couid do together in workingwon them. Now, let me-take each

‘o~

v
)

R (,7' : ﬁr

A mandates.
&

.

- problems you are facing.

-

' Your Problems Are Not Unique

'obvious is often overlooked

W

! \)

Many - problems still. exisx, dng I wouTd_ iike to outline some of the

3
L]
v

*

In generai the problem with smaTi and isoiated schoois is that sthey- are
smatl and isoiated., This may sound 1ike a truism, but‘it is amazing how the

When there is a sparse'dens1ty of population,

< -~ the cost per unit of delivering anything goes up. Consequently, the kind of

heterogeneity you find in special education classes: mixed ages, mixed‘

4

handicaps, mixed 1earning'difficu1ties is common to many rural schools.
Often there are two or three grade Tevels together, with wide varieties of
.. ) speciaf needs. What_rural schools need, we are coming to believe, is the.
equivalent 6f the generai practitioner'in medicine. We need to train

teachers for rural schools as generai practitioners. There is presently no

o4

‘- such certincation. -In a parallel _way, your experience of practicing in e
"isolation from other professionals, with sa]aries lower: than are common in’

the profession is also ihared throughout education in rural areas, Finaiiy,

¥

i-: - the, extra burden you feel from the. requirements ‘of federal 1egis1ation4 such

as P.L.,94-142Mis also felt throughout rural areas in- response to f%ggrai

40
-

4 -3

It is difficuit to do anything abOut this because the constituency of
rural America is scattered and very diverse. Consequentiy, this set of
probiems tends to, exist almost unnoticed. If I do nothing elsey I want to

aiert you that there are a lot of other people out there who share the

-20- -
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wa*ington Decision-Makers Can Be Inﬂuenced

'Education Program of the Northwest Regional Educational faboratory in’

T Port1and 0regon. When I got to Nashington, I seemed to be the, on]y person-

the Nationa] Institute of Education, but rural advocates were anything but

L

'then, though if the idea does not dEVelop a constituency, 1t u]timate]y

¥

When I got to Washington, I had just finished four. years with the Rural

in the bureaucracy who cared at a]] about rural education. I' did not have .
it as a part of.my officia] responsibi]ities. After some time. and effort,
I did find a few others in the Department of Agricu]ture, and a few more in

.t N -~ b

visible, * - L . . _
‘When I got to’ Nashington, I was a]so told a few things which proved to be .
very he]pfu] First, washington works a 1pt 1ike peop1e said it d1d in the ’
political science cedrse that one takes as‘a freshman in co]Jege. Namely,
congressmen provide the things that the voters want them to*provide. If ’

you have ‘a constituency that can de]iver a lot of votes, congressmen w11] C *

1is§en. If you do not have any votes to de]iver, it is occasiona]Ty true
that an idea is good enough that some congressman will 11sten ta jt.- Even
tends not to get very far.

Second the federa] government works on a minimum of a three-year time

cyc]e.‘ That is, in Nashington right now they are p]anning for 1983 One has

. to have that kind of time frame. As ‘someone said in a- session this morning,:

_ if one thinks back to where specia] education was in 1971 or 1972 it has

come an incredib]e distance, but those of us who are working. in itenow
tend to forget all that. There used to be no early chi]dhood programs, no

P.L. 94-142 Over’ five or six years in Washington, programs change a great ’

' , dea]. But day-to-day or year-to-year it does not feel that way. So think

[ . . . -

.
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in‘a three- t& five-year time frame. One can\get a lot to happen in five
years ingne starts now. The key idea is-;be persistent. .
Third, if one wants to get anything new to happen, there has to be.a

so]id research base ‘to support it. There are lots of 1aws a1ready on the
books that research says are worth]ess, but they will continue. Congress
almost never terminates a program. Data are rot necessary to continue a“
program, but to get a new one, data are criticai. To get any new legislation,
someone must put together a solid research base for it. This is particularly -
true for rural edutation, because for the most part, the app]ication of

s legislation to rural historica11y has been very negative, and yet this has not

‘ upset peop]e We have tried to deveiop a very solid set of data to show that,

L 4
and then exp]ain how to changeait

1 <

~

With this as background let me describe. our Nationai Seminar experience.
About a year andfa half ago, a bunch of us began to meet informally. " We
never had a formal structure. We called ourselves OCRE (Qrganizations‘
toncerned about Rura]uEducation). We bégan to meet just to talk about rurai
issues. After people continued to come for four or five months, we began to
ask if there were anything ue might do. The idea. of holding a conference
focused on federal policy toward rural education occurred to us.
& we‘managed to convince one person, Dr. Thomas K. Minter, then the Deputy .
) 'Commissionér For E]ementary and Secondary Education in the Office of Education,
to give us some maney for such a conference -- $20 000. We then took that 4
fact and went to- severa1 other parts of the federal government, such as the
;Department of Agricuiture and the Mational Institute of Education, and asked
them to contribute, too. We u1timate1y‘put'together about $50,000. One can
leverédge money. )
Our informal group became the coordinating counci], and I was the director
of it. As we focused on what best to do with the money and ‘the conference,
L. 2y
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the choices were tgg; we could spend the money to bring in .representatives
of lots of the rural groups and organizations, or we could spend our money
on preparation for the conferénce and have people pay their own way to get

there. We could not do both, so we chose the second roufe. We knew that

iﬁ/ce'ever hoped to have any influence on policy in Nashington, we had to

‘have a better data-base. So we Commissioned in advance 22 papers. We °

picked the people as carefully as we could, paid thém'a féirly'deceﬁf sum,
and had them write thg“best papers we could get. ' ‘ N

The' topics Cer?%d‘the wa;erfront of rural education issdés. +We had
papers on special education, on Indian education, on migr&nf education, and
on education for other minorities in rural areas; on finance, transporpation,
apd energy; on the process of innovat{on {h rural coﬁmunjties; on rural

development, rural school échievement and attainment, service delivery, and

-

mapy others. Each of these papers-is available through‘;he ERIC systemfﬂ These
papers provide probably the most up-to-date summary of whaﬁ is known about rural -
education that can be found. o

<

wg then used thg papers in the conference. Over 100 organizations sent
represe;tatives. Prébahﬂy one-third were really rJ}alﬁbeopfe; the othefs

were representatives of organizétions bqsed in Washington,; but conserned about
rura] education. WefspEnf two full days pouring over these papers.and fthion-
ing frgm theh a set of recommendations for changes in federgl policy. The’

debate was hot and heavy. One'night we stayed up all night putting .

[N . o . ? ‘

*Abstracts of the rural education seminar .papers appear in Resoutces in Education

as £RIC abstracts publjcations. Complete copies -of each paper may be obtained
in microfithe. from any ERIC collection or ordered from[ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, Computer Microfilm I ternational Corp., 3030 North Fairfax Drive, Suite
200, Arlington, Virginia, 22201 in either fiche or papev_gopy. A full report on
the seminars The National Seminar on Rural Education, held in May, 1979, is
available from NIE, Washington, DC, 20208, . . ’
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together .the final set of recommendations, and the next day we had a vote
on the recommendations, It was almost Tike'a’political convention. Our
intention was simu]taneousiy to come up with an agenda of: needed changes,

and to put together a constituency that would back it. There must be both

t

things, an agenda and a constituency, to be effective.

.
4

Impoh?%nt Findings About Rural America’ h . ‘

The papers brought together a great many things-ahcut rural America that

LY
-

:surprised many people. .
First, rural America is difficult to define. , By various;aeiinitionst
‘between 25% and 35% of Americans live in rural America. That is a substantial
" chunk of the population. . . ’
Second, rural aneas are ‘very diverse, The& range across almost any
noiiticai, social, economic, racial; or reiigidus.aégension.

R - i . L4 '
Third, as a whole, rural America is severely disadvantaged, worse than ~

4
. manyainner:city areas: On indices.of\health- noverty; infant mortality;.
housing, and level of education; rural Aareas rank near the worst. If the
rural constituency were organized ]ike the inner- city constituencies, they
Touid make the case that[they were a speciai,popu]ation and deserved special
treatment just as migrants; fndians and,bi]inguais do.- Unfortﬁnate]y,'nobody
has put the constituency together to do that. _ ,

Fourth, outmigration from rural areas to urban areas.had been massive
for 100 years, but in 1970 it had reversea. We are one of theifew_countries
SRUE ‘the wgr]d*where more‘peopie are moving out ot urban areas to rural areas.
lndeed some urban areas have experienced an absoiute decline in population:,
so great has been the exodus. Also, this is not just.movement to sqburbs.

.“ The largest percentage growth has actua11y been in counties which do not even

border on metropolitan areas. Since the initial population in these areas

! ~
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was so Tow, the growth s not that massive in terms of actual numbers, but-it
* . 1s indicative. ' ‘ B ;:>_ | T

* Fifth, rural Americg is no longer agricultural. This usua]iy surprises ' T

people. ‘A quarter of workers i) rural America work in industry. Next to
that are peop]e who work in r ’ail trades, and next to that, people from the
-professions. 0n1y]9% are in olved in agriculture, forestry, and fishing-
combined. So rural America #s not agricultural. It has been-in egrated into .-
the larger. economy, which means that-1t—s affected by recessions.and depres-
" sions Just as_everyonie else and,’more-importantiy, changes in agricultural’
- icy do not‘affect_rurai areas all that much.

Fina]iy, on all kinds of indices,!rurai governments are less able and
less wiiiing to providefservices. There needs to be the deyeiooment of an
organizationai infrastructure to provide many services. lﬁany.of‘you work in
such organizations. In general, more suck organizations are needed to deliver

: services adequateiyc — .

Which of these differences make a difference? Which differences are so

[

important that the communities need to be treated differentiy in federal
policy, and which can be ignored?\ Paul Machtigal (one of our paper .authors)’ <

“has come up with a description of three different kinds of rural communities
that we think require different poiicies. r

First, there is one kind of rura] community whose 0verriding characteristic ‘ .

is its poverty. Examples are communities in Appa1achia, in the- ryral South ~
and what might be cai]ed "company towns," places where there is one major
industry, where the‘wages are Tow, where the company ieadership owns the town,
and where there are no options for peopie v f : - '_‘ <

’
a7

- Second, there is the type of rurai community which is iike the one people

fﬁnormaily thipk of when they think of rura1 America. These tend to-be

.
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.famjlies now have to go to afford housing, and any rural place where there

is a major industrial expansion, such as strip mininggdn Montana, oil shale

, history of education., We went ingg0-years from approximately 144,000 school

rural school " This was the reluctant acknowledgment that there were plaw

'where schools were too far apart to be consolidated. It would.be necessary . -

ecohomically diverse (farming, manufacturing, recreation), located in the great

plaihs or midwest, and they characteristically are not particularly poor. The

. quality of government and the availahility of other kinds of services tends to

. be pretty mNgh, fd;

The third kiad of community is what we call the "rapid transition™ . ‘ ~

c s se are the outer suburbs of metropolitan areas where young L

in wyom1ng, the Alaska pipeline, or the MX missile project.

1

As far as we can tell these three categories represent the best way to

l

think about rural areas. Eafh requires d1st1nctly different federal law and
policies to be served adequately. '

What did we find out about schools?' First of all, historically attempts oL
to improve rural schools Have passed through various phases. The first phase .
was based on the notioh that the probleo with rural schools is that they are
not urban. The need is to, create comprehensive elementary and secondary
schools in rural areas through consol1dation. Up until 35 or 40 years ago,
there were two d1fferent systems of education._ Most of rural America consisted
of one- and two-room schools, and large comprehensive schools were found in
cities. .- S ‘ o S

Consolidation may represent the best 1mplemented school ‘reform in the -

districts to 15,000 districts. '&L . -

R second phase s one Paul Nachtigal calls the "necessarily existent =~ W .,

1n these cases to deliver services to these schools. .Utah ploneered the v
' . J ' :

KT
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, shared=servicks concept and intermediate agencies to deliver services, a trend.
that -has been picked up nationally. )
g A-third approach to reform is one which has’ qpt.gotten far until now: ~an
effort to preserve the unique strengths of sma]l schoo]s. Smal] schoo]s'have
a lot of educational advantages, A]l of the people who moved to the cities‘
over the last. 100 years got their education inrural areas, and they did fine.
SN (Dary] Hobbs, who gave the keynote address at the conference “called this a »
‘ massive brain drain from rural areas) The acknow]edgment that comprehenSive
e schoo]s arewnot all that great; and that rural schools have some‘?;rticular

,
strengths squares with my view, and I believe this view can only gain strength
. ~

in the future. )
The fourth major reform approach has been the federa] funding .of services
to particu]ar populations in rural areas. Put simply, the belief is that poor
v peop]e are poor, whether they are urban or rural. The same for Indian
children migrant ch11dren, biiingua] chi]dren.‘ They ought to get rough]y the
same special services, regardiess of whether they are rural or urban.
This last approaCh gu1des most of federa] policy now in the usual federa]

style of pretending there are no differences between peopde or regions.

Preserving the strengths of, rural schools became the focus of most of the

-

" ‘recommendations of the conference.

Recommendations of the Natiomal Seminar on Rural Education

There ‘were tnentyqseven recommendations. They called for the eiimination
of federal regulations that discriminate against rurai areas, for the coor-
dination\og the delivery of jZFVchs to rural areas} for the establishment of |
an office of rural education, and for the provision of support to service
special populatidhs,'since Ihe cost per unit of serving rural areas is higher.-‘

The recommendations also called for the'development of locally relevant

\
.
\
.
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curricula, and for the.oroyision of technical assistance so rural districts can
conpete equally. for tehera1 funds. They called for the.combinﬁng of monies for

the purposes of(adm1nistering different federa1 grants in rural areas. The
.3

recommendations called for setting up spec1a1 teacher and administrator tra1n1ng

¢ programs for rura1.areas, for a report on successfu1 approaches to rural
education in other‘coontries, for nuch moreﬁaccurate data-gathering on rural

. America, and for researchlon about twenty or thirty topics that we fe1tmwere
critical, They talled for the development of guidance and counee]iné programs,

A

and vocational programs appropriate for rural America, for special programs for

rura1 women, and for an aésessment of whether energy costs, particularly fuel

L -

for busses, now outwe1gh the ¢ost- sav1ngs of conso]1dat1on ,

Each recommendat1on is accompanied b& a Justification and by exapples

N -

of how it would work, The report is now available from NIE.?

The Influences of- thé Seminar

There are severa1 events on: wh1ch the seminar had an influence, a1though
since the conference happened 4)Lt Ys not too much should be expected., Again,
three to five years wou]d be the expected time frame for resu]ts'to_appear.

'fhe law creatino the new Department'of Education.soecffied that a high

“official .had to‘he responsible for rural education. In fact, it looks 1ike‘
there m;ght be an Qffice of Rura1 Education. This degree of concern was

‘partly engendered by our work in heightening sensitivity to rural issues.

&  The White House came out in December with a-statement on small community °

»

, and rural development policy. Thigo?s the first time that an administration

-
has developed a natibnal rural po]icy as well as a nationa]‘urban policy.

~ We know the sem1nar had influence on gett1ng that to happen, and -some of the

o

sem1,ar recommendat1ons .are in the policy document**“

* For a copy of the report, wr1te to the National Institute of Education, "
Washington, DC, 20208, and ask for the Nationa] Seminar on Rural Education
report. o
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. collect accurate ruraf dat%<0
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-As a resu]t of ‘our going around and getting people to give us money to

hold the seminar (1 recommend/;hat as a way‘gf generating support), we now

have a group of rural champions. The two key ones are the Assistant Secretary -
‘of the Department of Agricu]ture °A]ex Mercure, and the man who originally .
supported us, Tom Minter. Dr. Minter has just' been appointed the new

Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education in the new

Department of Education. There are at 1east a dozen‘othe;s Think about it

_ Four years ago,. I was a]most the on]y one, and none of my official responsi-

bilitias inc]uded rura] education. Now there are a -dozen highly placed

\:

advocates. N

The seminar had “some influence on improving data collection in rural
areas. The Census Department preriously would not report data from towns
where the:schooi population was.300 children or 1ess; because privacyright -
be lost Somefindividua]s might be identifiab]e. They have now come up with
some ways to mask that, and they have augmented the size of the rural samp1e°
The Natipna] Center for Education Statistics has figured out a way to work

with the Cendus Bureau to merge its enumeration districts withéfihooi districts., -

L] . , .
. ~0ne of the problems in rural educational research is that school district

nhoundaries are not conterminous with other boundaries, so'it is very difficult

'to .use census data. When the 1980 census. hecomes available in 1982, .these -

new techniques shou]d he]p us a great deal. Since rural areas do not have
the money tq collect critical‘data themselves, they are often shortchanged
even when formuTas are used to distribute money. They often do not know how
many of.a given target grLup they do serve (as the "Child Find" project

indicates). Thus, it {s %xtrene]y important that large.natiomal surveys

\ -
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A last thing may be the most important. Oné of the reasons for the 100
years of outmigration from rural areas was the increésed mechanization of

2 At
people Who ‘wanted

agriculture., There were no jobs in rural America for the
to stay. One of the biggest reasons that mechanization happened.as rapidly
as it did s that there was a massive federal subsidy for the development of
improved ggricultural techniques through the agriciiltural research centers.
These subsidieg_were-used to &;velop mechanized agricu]ta?e as a way of
expanding yield. As rura]isociq]ogists have known .for soqg’time, the éffect
of J;velopi%g,mechanized agritujture was to destroy rural-communities, but
socioTogists could not get any attention for this in Washington. The g
agribusiness 1¢gbby was too strong. . E S

‘ Secrefar Berglund about two weeks ago announced a reversal of this
policy. The agricultural research statffons will now do 1éss work as a subsidy
for agribdsiﬁess and do much more with p(eéerying the quality of human 1ife
in rural America. This is a really impor;gnf shift, for it signi}ies a
different way of thinking about rural aréas. "The DEpartmeﬁt of Agricu]turej ‘
i; now, for the first time, concerned about thé quality of life in rural . *
America., While our seminar did not directly inf]uéhgg'this, we probably

o . )
affected some of the people who made the decisfon,

e

Remaining ﬁ;oblems and Targets of‘Influence ‘ ‘

This is about the end of the first year after thehfemiﬁar, and there are
a lot 6f thfnés on which we have not Pad much influence yet, fﬁ the President’s
po]%cy'on‘small communities and rural development, the fWO wbakest and most
innocuous pf 6ur twenty-seven recommendations were included. We are lobbying
hard to getﬁthem to put some“others iny but they do not have a sfrong . ;

commitment to rural education in the document. _‘ -

P _ AV - - - T
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‘ \
Within the new Department of Education, there is concern about who the
new person with major reépoesibiljty for‘?u;al education wiﬁ]lbe, and whether .
it will be someone who hes eu;al education 98s a masor respgnsibility, or ) L
someone for whom it will be Just one more responsibility out of hundreds.
We need to fight to get the’ responsibi]ity as high up as we can and‘as clear .

1)

as possibTe. - . ' Y
i The rural const{;ueﬁcy is still an enormously scat%ered constituency.

The ﬁationa] Rura) Center, an organization ca]leq Rural America, Peoplé United

for Rural Educatioe; and groups like yourselves, for the most part, do not

talk to each otﬁ%r. There is no one focused oréanization that tries to pull

all .the different groubé together. Special egucation projecfs, for example, ‘
. are nogtgooperating with project§ that are focused on improving/child care or .'_ i

early childhood education in rural areas, even though 'you are all natural

a]]ies. There is no EOmmon adenda of things for which to work, so those of

us who could bepefit from a consistent constituency wonder what to do Qeié

to create i%. Still, keep up the.pressurea Persist, and it will all come

togethee.

Conelusion: Special Education .' .

8 ' o

Let me finish by saying just a few things about special education as I

knew it at the federal level, There is obviously an analogy between the

péssage of P.L. 94-142 and the Brown vs. anrd of Education‘decision'on
school.integration. There is now a legal mandate to integrate handicapped

' peop]e, in the same way that-school integration was mandated. It is a civil

-

rights act, and you are d@ part of that.

" Since the Brown- decision twenty-five years ago, there has been an effort

4 r

to identify forgotten minority groups and integrate them info the mainstream.

When  that mainstream is something hardly worth being\in, it is‘something that =

T ' ' .
{
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should make us all wonder. The mainstream must be of higher quality. This is

particularly true in rural areas.‘ All the groups who are trying to #mprove

the quality of life in rural Ameri a need to work together, The successful

integration of handicapped people into. the mainstream of rural 1ife wi1 then’

-

be something that has been worth doing.
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Topic: Sliccessful Practices in Securing Funding

" Presenters: Jane Weil, Stueben, Maine

- Corinne GarTand Lightfoot, Virg1nia

;:’ 'miChairperson' Tal Black, TADS

.
.

S

Presenters dane WeiT and Corinne Garland discussed successfui techniques

for. approaching two sources of funding:, (1) tocal, state, and federal agencies ~ °

e and (2) civic groups and 1nd1viduais. - I

Addressing agency fundingg weii strongly ‘urged participants to diversify
funding sources as much as possibie, stating that the .greater number of-agency
funding sources the better. Weil procured LEA funding by conv1nc1ng thé
public schoois that her program prevents and/or decreases the inc1dence of
Juveniie delinquency 1n retarded adoiescents. Weil advocated becoming known .
by as many peopie as possibie, and cuitivating a reputation‘as a hard worker,
She suggested that seeking state Tevél committee appointments can\improve
v1sibiiity and thereby aid in rece1v1ng funds. Weil’ aiso sugges;ed coor-
dﬂnating with other' agencies whereever possible to decrease proJecf costs, anda
thus 1ncrease the ava11ab11ity of funds for other needs. She recommended
sharing space, secretarial services, and equipment,;and seeking funds Jointiy.
Weil also suggested maiiing project newsletters to the hﬁ;es rather. than -

offices of infiuentiai persons such as school board members, iawyers, physi-"

\

2

cians, councilmen and representatives. - Lo

Corinne Gariand‘outiined the steps in running sUccessfui community

(1IN

‘ fund-raising campaigns. The first step is to specify carefully how much e

money is _needed, for what, and for how iong. The tactic of stating exactiy l_ .

what the doiiars uﬁii be used for -- for exampie, $30 wili buy two - hours of

e

o physicai therapy -- heips donors to target their contributions and lends

credibiiity‘to,fund-raising efforts. The second step is to invest the

.
43
e -

: gﬁf responsibiiity ~for fund-raising in an individuai or in a committee. A~
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Co ftnancial advisory board can be established, composed af persons who have done
well at fund;raising in the past. Finaiiy; target potential donors and

brioritize them. It is important to learn each férg_ grbup's'cdmmunity role,

«
LR

ﬁhilpsophy,-budget, "giving history," and lotal accounfan%. Garland urged

getting to know "who's who" in family foundations, ) .
‘ ‘When planning 1a}ge-scaig fqnd-réising'activitigs, identifying an

eye-cétchiﬁg or humorous gimmick can_often'boost'arpﬁoject'above the horde of

»

other fund-seekers, One suctessful crowd-pleaser was a*“ﬁut;and fruitd&ke"
~ . g - ’
sale for @ mental health center. . .

Community-wide fund-raisers are meant to bring in és many people as

s

possible, Some activities are more attractive to the general public thaw

6thers (e.g. flea markets, gospel sing benefits, auctions, faéu]ty-student
speiiing bees, ‘amateur shows) and thus can deliver more dollars ‘than a more

narrowly: focused -effort, Providing receipts for contributions makes ,
M claiming tax deductions easier for people and also develops a mailing list

“a
N >
L4

for than%Fxou nofes and future EequestSs :

i _ .. éotﬁ Garland ahd Veil stressed that prdﬁects need to become visible iﬂ %

' . their communities, regiohs: and states well before federal funding'ends.,
’Projgcts need‘to.Pet}everyone knqw who they are, what they do, aga how théy .

. do it, The presenters a]s? cautioned'participants to be sensitive to current

demands on any individual, group or agency, and attend to other community needs

N 1

and projects as well as their own. .

. . \ . -
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Topic: Stress on -Rural éervice Providers

Presenters: Dona]d Perras, Br1dgeport Connecticut
Chairperson: Tal Black, TADS | .

’ Don Perras began the session by re]at1ng severa] factors which typ1ca11y
contribute to stress and, u1t1mate1y, "burn out” among educators., One of
these factors is 1nadequate'profess1ona1'support Teachers are often 1=
prepared by their. tra1n1ng to’ cope with the demands being made on them and
inservice training frequently is too little and too late. - Organ1zat1ona1
strﬂcture, too, can cause stress, especially when Job roles and descr1pt10ns
are unclear or inflexible. Nork1ng conditions are often the most tang1b1e

contr1butors to stress for teachers. Low sa]ar1es, high work]oads, and

L]

' 1nadequate staff1ng and equ1pment are familiar circumstances. On a more
" personal 1eve1, the lack of opportun1t1es for creative expression and se1f-
. actua]ization cap sap an educator:s vita]ity and commitment, Monotony and
stagnation are more apt to threaten the "seasoned" professional than the
eager novice. In the. f1e1d of spec1a1 educat1on the lack of cons1stent
and prolonged progress by students forces teachers to lower the1r expecta-
tlons and produces a self-image that is stress 1nduc1ng.
Perras identified a nimber . of 1nterpersona1hfactors that can make for

-

stréssfgl.work1ives. Supervisory relationships'are often problematic;

_issues of power and authority‘take the1r toll, It is a ‘rare organization in

wh1ch persona11ty and att1tudes do not conf11ct to some extent. People in,

' organ1zat1ons are subJect to the»"contag1on effect;" that 1s, one worker s
negat1v1ty'zs apt to be caught by another and passed on. .

Perras pointed out recent trends in education which are produc1ng stress

as a side effect. Teachers and admin]strators are more "accountable" than

’ evgr: Multi-disciplinary eva]uation and plhcement, and teaching'teams, whi]é
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7 good ideas on face value, 1nvo]ve more and more people work1ng together and

- ¥ - thus have a higher potentiat for .producing stress. - '

R < §

L : Perras observed that stress calls forth comp]ex physiological, emotional,

-~

. and cognitive responses from its victims. He asked the audtence to think in
terms of a three~stage reaction’to stress. At the first level otﬁresponse;
stress tr1ggers smp]e a]arms 1nfach of us. We feel thirsty and so drink,
tense and S0 stretch t1red and so nap. Norma]]y, we_are able to rega1n our
balance. Hhen unreso]ved stresses beg1n to accumulate, however, we enter a

¥ state of resistance in which much of our physical, emotional, and mental

energy is spent ward1ng off the *i11 effects of stress. The third and final

-

stage is exhaustion. A . . *
Perra’s reviengi‘the classic stages of %urnfout, in terms of the
iJ " educator's ability to reEoncile his or her idealism to the some- ¢, .
5t1mes harsh . rea11t1es of everyday ]1fe in the f1e1d. Over time the educator is © ¢

apt to move from a state of enthusiasm, when 1dea]s are extraord1nar11y h1gh to -
: stagnat1on, when the limits of envnrgnment, client ab11)t1es, and persona]
1“’ . " .skills become apparent. The professional then enters a stete of constant
frustration characterized«by anger and defensiveness, Fina]]y, the educator's
‘attitude deteriorates to one of apathy, in nhich all sense ut,earing has
' dratned awey. At this'point, Berras'expfeined, the professﬁonal under stress

often teels/compelled,to formu]ate his dilemma in terms of "self versus job"

preservation", and byrn-out is imminent. ,

N . ' 1Y ¢ -
Perras ,urged that burn-out is not inevitable, and that pre-service and

inservice training and supervisory personne].can do much to prevent or
1nterrupt the burn-out cyc]e. _ ¢ i T s
The approx1mate]y th1rty part1c1pants next d1v1ded into smafl groups

%‘7 © and 11sted, with facilitators' assistance, the major factors contrjbuting

\ : ) -

L . . .4 . S 3. 44 Cov ,




to 9taff stress in their projects. Touchiny upon nearly every issue raised
by Perjas, the responses present a cross~section of the pressures projects
¢endure. The need to travel great distances was the most explicitly rural
source of stress given. After transportation prob]ems, three other complaints
were heard more frequently than others: - (1) the great number of PeSp0n51b111-‘
ties and lack of time to compiete them; (2) relationships with sponsoring
agenc1es 1ack1ng in clear and consistent policies, roie definitions, expecta-
tions, reinforcement and feedback and (3) high demands for interagency
¢ . cooperation. The major 1esson of ‘this exercise may wéll be that rural prov1ders
4/// "are-subject to much'the*same set of stress*inducers as educagors everywhere,
: Participants were asked to Tist techniques they have developed for
coping with stress. As indicated by the following summary of partic1pant-

T

-generated suggestions, projects‘go.to great lengths }o "Tighten up" the‘work
: environment. : ‘ . : o . '
2 Hold montnly mileage contests.; _:' .
. ° Give 1itt1& gag gifts. . |
° Play games atJiunch. ' A
° Meet monthiy for lunch _
° Initiate a Friday afternoon sociai club . - ' ' {
. ° Maintain a crazy atomosphere ) |
° Play practical jokes on the director
¢ Conduct Bridge tournaments.at Tunch o o o
o Hold staff potiucks ; -
A e Share jokes . | . " ,
| ° Give humorous awards and memos )

Many projects recognized the benefits of mutua] support 1n combating

stress. These ideas were of(ered-

=39
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. communication open . o~ \ _ N )
* o old weekly inservice meetings- o .
> Send staff to c_onfere'nc‘es‘ ‘ - IR
' ° Encourage involvement in ‘o"rofessional ass'ociations . . ~ T
° Allow staff to leave office to’work,._elsewhev;e when tension is high . _
. Participants seemed to/real"iie'., along with Perras, that only so much :
stress can be relieved*by tinkering with the work environment. One ke.y B
to professional longevity is the ability to-Teave work behind in the interest
of a balanced life. Severat participants urged colleagues to: L D
. ° Socialize with non-educators . e |
" Coeave work at' the office . T - ,
° Do something icompletel y,d’ifferent ) p
° ,ldin an organization totally unrelatgd to work ‘ o,
T e Take vacations . ’ ~. . o . . V‘
° ,Go“on retreats  *  ° - o | . '
° Schedule family time . ‘ 48 - \ ‘
Vo, o .Y : .ok

. S e .
° Reinforce each other for accomprtﬁwneptr . —
’ L4

»

° Talk a lot, share a Tot_- - - 7

.

° Try to be a good listener "m ;oo '

® Work to keep morale high and humor {up, -
, \ .
© Let staff ventilate L

N -

*

__° Share perspective and keep-long ran§e in mifd \
K Let each staff member cope in his/Qer \own way and style
° : Try to be accessible?s an _administrator ,
Several preject administrators shared thei\r methods for containing
pressures that lead to-stress. , . \ ‘
0 Plan carefully so that the is used eff1c1ently
° Hold weekly staff meetings and child staffings to_keep




Fina]ly, exercise, hobbies, and various other forms of recreation were
promoted as important ways to take the edge off the day-to day, Dut there
in rural America, tucked away in the folds of the HCEEP Network, one of joﬁr
colleagues is out to.beat stress by:

° Running/jogging )
®  ° Fishing a lot -

.o ;iPlaying basketball
°:§unning'a chainsaw

. , ° Smacking racquet balls .

0

Driving a pickup truck < -

o

Taking Tunch time walks

° Holding another job

> O

Shopping a lot : : g;.

. “
' - .
’ -

Topic: Establishing Community Comnunication and Awareness,-

Presenters: . Bi™ Sadka, Meridian, Mississippi -
David Kurtz, “University of Tennessee, Nashville, Tennessee

Chairberson. DaVid Gilderman, WESTAR
-~ ; Suggestions and strategies for establishing awareness within a local

LY

- community and faCilitating communication among community groups and agenc1es
‘ was the topic of d1scussion’dur1ng this sess10n. ‘ ‘
Bill Sadka, fnpm proJect S.T.E.P. in Meridian, Mississippi, outlined
several general purposes fon copmunity awareness. ~They are: e
i' '° to find children . . , - . s
. ‘°’to provide servioes to’chi]d}en and‘famiiiesﬂ
° to s¥licit heip and support
o seeure continuation funding

to promote replications =




as!"ih..\ o . .
. et . - , ‘ - i
- :Sadka offered an array of strategies for reaching the/commonity with
© a'message: (1) the use of media (e.g. television and radio spots, talk shows,
| newspaper articles, brochures placed at’ strategic locations or mailed); " ’
" (2) ddsplays or booths (at fund raising events, political rallies, and shopping
- centers); (3) f]fers and’posters placed at popular locations (community stores,
banks, chirches); and of course (4) personal contact. He urged working through’
and with diverse commun1ty arganizations such as churches, commun1ty clubs,
retarded c1t1zens organ1zat1o « health departments,. the food stamp off1ce,
Head Start Qenters, mental he3lth agencies, feheral housing proJects, and the
PTA. Sadka cautioned against some pitfalls in community awareness activities.

Among them were poor literature, weak or negative presentations, undesirable *

personal contacts, and becomlng affiliated w1th jssues having a strong

~

persona1 or po11t1ca1 impact.
David Kurtz has had, exper1ence in commun1ty awareness through two programs:
the Regiona] Intervention Program (RIP) in Nashv111e Tennessee, and the HICOMP

7 program at Yniversity Park, Pennsylvan1a. He descr1bed his experience with

-, e -

S :‘threexapproaches to establishing commun1ty commun1cat1on and awareness w1th
parents. The first approach used mass media to increase parenta1 knowledge

of local resources, 1ega] rights, child development, and the project itself.

g

s oo After a three-mohth concentrated effort, a pre/post survey of sixty parents

é , _1nd1cated that their campaign had had virtually no 1mpact on parents in terms

s

" of 1ncreased know1edge.

R

The second approach Kurtz described was aimed at 1ncreas1ng parents'
knowledge By providing-them with group 1nstru8¥1on. The group instruction
pproach prov1ded for extended and direct commun1cat1on with parents. This :

approach.was much more effect1ve ln 1ncreaslnthhe knowledge of parents who‘g

A . * . 45
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attended. Participants expressed a high degree_of satisfaction with the

~instruction, The difficult part of this strategy is getting the parents to

» .

‘q
. attend the meetings., —-— . .
E The third approach centered ;round a deve]opmenta]rscreening program.

With the help.of an intermediate education agency, a census list OF 191 pre-
“school children was compi]ed}\ Letters were sent-to parents inviting them to
-bring their child for a deve]opmenta] screening at an assigned time.

._/'\
‘Screenings were he]d in a shdgping center, a church, and at the county fair.

y -

. A telephone procedure a]]owed for : ow-up and adjustments in appointment

times. The\Penver Deve]opmenta] Screening Test was used and re-screening was =~ ./"
recommended for any child who faiied or whose resu]ts were questionabie.

Forty percent of the parents contacted brought their children to the

screenings in response to the letters ‘only. Another 20 percent participated

after a follow-up phone ¢all. A]though the approach was successful in T

f» encouraging'parents participation, 20 percent of the parents whose children . .

did not pass refused re-screening. While requiring con”ﬁderable organization
« \
.and manpower, the deve]opmenta] screening approach is advantageous in that it ’

~

reaches many parents; focuses on all, not ;ust handicapped, chi]dren° requires
Jno prior Judgment by parents regarding their chi]d's normality, and produces

a high.degree of parent satisfaction.

’e

i e T . T o b
Topic: «Securing‘Funding for Rural Programs .

- » ‘ . e

_Presenters:’ Barbara Smith - CEC GovernmentaT Re]ations, Reston, Virginia .
Art Moreau -.Peoria,I11inois ‘ ' "

~

22, Judd ‘Wallace - Washington, OC° . ,

L

- . '

Chairperson' *T31 Black, TADS . o /-,I

N [

"’, Funding avai]abiiity, and finding and securing funding Were themes ’

ﬂ!;.

for this session, with the, ! three presenters providing différent perspectives

n the~genera1 topics.
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cT < From her position in the Council for Except1ona1 Children's Governmenta1

Re1at1ons Un1t Barbara Smith spoke to f1nd1ng and securing funds from the
'pub11c sector. She discussed funding sources at the federal, state, and
Tocal levels, including information on how such funds are dispersed;e éarbara
'echoed a recurring workshop theme, stressing the need for political action
on the part of those interested in seeing that young handicapped children and
l’\ni;their fami]ies are served. In Smith's view, pofitical activity consists .not
only of 1nf1uenc1ng those who contro1 funding and policy, but also of becoming
aware of how funds come'.into a state or local area and how they are dispersed.

She rEcommended'a pEC:iub1ication as;being very useful for identifying poten-" ,

tial sources of funddff Getting the Buck to Stop Here: A Guide to Federal

°

Resources. for Special Needs (stock 198).*
Exploring and securing funding in the private sector was the focus of

. Art Moreau's -presentation. He reflected upon the wisdom of d1vers1fy1ng
.

4 a program s fund1nq base. According to Moreau, pr1vate sector fund1ng sources,

S

~ such- as various types of foundat1ons, corporat1ons bequests, and 1nd1v1dua1

i/

Yoo benefactors, are a huge'and 1arge1y untapped resource for early childhood pro-
iy°,’ grams for the hand1capped He offered many useful suggest1ons and strateg1es o 5,

@; for 1dent1fy1ng and approach1ng thesé}fund1ng sourc'

in your program rather than a hand-out. Moreau also recommended The Foundatton

Genter as an exge]lent resource for 1dent1fy1ng potentiaJ foundat1on resources. -

~ The Center has two locations: 888 Seventh Avenue, New York, NY, 10010, (212/ '
< l N
489-8610) and 1001 Connecticut Avenue, NM, wash1ngton, DC, 20036, (202/331-1409).

-

.
€ ’ - b
’ .

« * The pub11cat1on can be ordered from CEC Pub11cat1ons Sa]es, 1920 Association
Drive, Reston, .Virginia, 22091 The cost is $19.95 ($16.96 for CEC-members)
and must be, prepaid. ) : ' 2 .
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Jud;*g%;li;e, who helped in the planning of the Nationa] Seminar on Rural

Education (see Keynote speech), identified several organizations that are
] - - . )
working to improve funding opportunities for rural education. She recom-

mended that rural servtce providers become proactive both in informing
themselves of the activities of these various groups and organiiations, and

.in supporting their efforts whenever possible. A directory of resources for

HCEEP rura] proaectsazompwled by Wallace was prov1ded to all participants.

Tt

wf

(See Appendix E)
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Topic: Assessing Parent Needs and Planning Intervention Programs

h

Presénters: Vicki Dean, Tazewell, Tennessee‘ .
Judy Adams, Murray, Keéntucky

*fﬁEirperson: Joyce Jackson, WESTAR

4
The deve]opment of intervention strateg1es based on parent needs is a

task often faced by proaects. Sess1on,part1c1pants heard two presentations .
on this’subject and then broke into small groups for discyssion. |

'Vicki Dean of the Clinch Powell Education Cooperative in Tazewell,
Tennessee, out]ined general questions to ask when including parents with-
in an educational program. She first identified. issues re]ated\to assess-

ing parent needs that should be considered, such as: (1) What are your

- overall program goals. for parents?; (2) What functions should needs assess-

ment serve (e. Ges provide a descr1pt1on of the current situation, identify
1ntervent1on strateg1es as we]l as needs, and co]lect data for subsequent
Progrgn eva]uat1on)?; {3) what areas do you want to assess (e:g., socio-
economic needs of the fami]y, parents’ stages of acceptance in the.grieving
procéss‘after:the birth ot a nandicapoed child, parent attitudes, etc. )?

Next Déan d1scussed factors to keep in m1nd‘when p]ann1ng 1ntervent1on

| objecttves and strateg1es for parents. She recommended the use of regu]ar'

P '
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data collection and task analysis in setting and revising plans. She

emphasized the importance of looking at the family interactions involved

™ -

in work1ng with a hand1capped child and of determ1n1ng the adult
/ re1nforcers which can be used- in program management. L=
Judy Adams, the second speaker, presented her phi\osophy on the use

- of needs assessments with parents. Adams d1scussed a needs assessment in-

x

strument deve]oped for lse in the Project for Ear]y Education of Exception-

~al Children (PEEEC), a cehter- and home-based prOJect located 1n Murray,

oo

Kentucky. eTh1s 1nstrument was devised to aid 1n deve1op1ng a comprehens1ve

1nd1v1dua1 program for each child by determ1n1ng the needs of parents. The

PEEEC. teachers have four goals for working with parents: (1) tp assist the

parent in recognizing and understanding the chi]d's‘handicaps; ‘(é) to assist

the parent“in meeting'the basic.needs of the child and family; (3).to facili-
~ tate movement touard'"acceptance" of the chi]d- and (4) to estabiish appro-

priate 1nd1v1dua1 fam11y object1ves for part1c1pat1on in the child's educa-

“tional program and to ass1sI the parent in learning and ut111z1ng 1nterven-

wr

o . N T . .
1nto\severa1 specific obJect1ves in the.assessment 1nstrument. " After assess-

Y

ing the parents' progress toward meeting the goals in these areas, the teach-

~

er can then formulate individudlized objectives to meet the~needs of each
; X parent, In addition, profiles of parents can be compijed to\show group”’

trends and needs. These profiles can oe.used to help cluster parents for

‘f ’ joint activities. - . “ o

.

2

*" Pparticipants broke into’ small groups and discussed the"fo1lonin§ three-

f .

'topids' A1) building family support systems.both within and outside the

.

-

; family; ..£2) he1p1ng 1mprove parent to-parent ifteractions; and (3) dea]L

ing with problems of parent isolation from services, from other parent, and

-

%, ) . from~exper1ence with hand1capp1ng conditions.

3 . C . . S
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L t1on strateg1es with the child. Each of these goals has been broken down . = -
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. Topic: What Other Fields Have Learned About Serving Rural Clients

Presenters:

’

Chairperson:

‘A panel c?mposed'of representatives from a vakiety of ‘human service ' .

Jon-Peters, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee

Joylean Sampson, Tennessee State Univer51ty, Nashville, Tennessee
Richard Couto, Vanderbilt University, Nashv111e, Tennessee

Dorsey Na]ker, Section, Alabama

' Y
Harris Gabel, George Peabody College of Vanderbilt University

*”®

organizations active'in rura] areas was assembled for“the topical session.

Presenters from the fie]ds of social services (Sampson), health (Couto),

the church (Walker), agr1cu1ture and adult education (Peters) shared the

perspectives- of their fields on serving rural clients.

Joylean Sampson, Director of the Human Services Research Unit at

Tennessee State University,-indicated that socia] work in rural areas has

seen periods'of expansion and contraction. Today, social welfare is viewed

+

"as an institution which provides continuous support to rura] c]ients; rather.

than intermittent crisis intervention. This current thihking requirés

, v
P A A VAN

the social worker to/ﬁprkras a generaJist, making efficient use of all

'available resources. - o - ! Y
%' a Sampson recomenfied that peop1e working in rural areas carefully consid-
? : er the ialue systems of the community,and seek sanction by the community

of any proposed serv1ce. Sampson str!SSed that rura] people must be in-
"volved in po]icy-makinguin order to accept innovation. ” )
FJon Peters, from the Adu]t Education Department at the University of

. Tennessee, drew upon research in adult education that views the rura] client
as an adult learner/problem-solver. He observed that the methods adults ‘
use to_solue:problems max often be out of phase with the expectations of“

educators or other helpers. To accept help willingly, an adult Tearner

: -47-
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must first see a need. _ Secondly, thé\gdult 1earner must rec0gni;e.that the
prob1em cannot be solved by drawing d::::iersona1 experience. Only at this
point is the adult 1earnEr'ready to turn to "outside" sources. Peters stated
that educators often fail to bring people to this stage of readiness before - o
prov1ding help. He emphasized the importance of?being sensitive to the

. prior experience of rural peop1e in order to understand their "readiness"
for the help being offered. One examp1e of deve1oping "readiness" in a com-
'munity was dr/wn from the work of a county agricultural agept. In introduc-
ing new agricuituraﬂ techno1ogy; one person in the communit is identified "
as being willing to try the innovation. His success is obseypved hy others,
and they, in turn, become "ready" to acknowledge a need fo; eafning about
the new technology. Peters suggested that this strategy mightnaJso be ap-
p1ied to intervention with families of handicappqﬂ children... . o

Richard Couto, Directoraof Student Project Hea1th Services at Vander;

i . bilt UniverSity? proposed that the concept of "community" is an important

%w?“' ‘ key to estab1ishing a successful servtce program. .While the concept of '

community 1; rural areas is under severe stress from internal and external )

pressures, introddcing.services can'catalyze a reassertion of.coméunity ’ .

spirit. It,is essentia] to iocate'and invo1ve"1eadership within the com- '

. .munity in ordEr to be successful. Couto recommended seeking out those * . °

R T

persons hav1ng histories of involvement, strong economic bases, and effec- .3

t

”

: tive communicatiop networks. S - ‘ .. T~ -
? o Dorsey Walker is the lexzder of the United Methodift Cooperative Minis-- ™

i try in rural Alabama. wa1ker observed that in rurak areas, clergy are often T

) seen as authorities and thereby have an open-door connection to most parts




? 3

+ v - i
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{ of the community. Walker noted that because gr this' status, the clergy can

r

heip serv1ce-providers become acquainted w1t community. ieaders, identify the
needs and vaiues of a community, and organiz meetings to introduce service

programs to the community. He stressed the 1mportance of approaching rural

3+
- communities first as friends, and second as service-providers.

\4 ! . .
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. . , £ < -

Topic- Infiuencing Decision-Makers .

Presenters: Lillie Bogan - Ochlocknee, Georgia

. Floyd Dennis S\Vanderbiit University, Nashville, Tennessee
Louise Ph1111ps - Magnoiia, Arkansas

-, Chairperson: Mike Woodard . e

ax

" Three types of dec1son,makers (1eg1s1a§ors private and public agency )
. B
. ~leaders, .and pubiic schooi personnei) and the principles for 1nf1uenc1ng
N these and other dec1sion-makers were the topics of this session s d1chssion.

Fioyd Dennis of Vanderbilt University focused on 1nf1uenc1ng 1eg1s-

- [
-\q."h

1ators, He stressed the 1mportance of becoming familiar w1th the policies |

ERIE R ety

TR

and preferences of‘key iegisiators, including 1dentify1ng and estabiishing
reTationships w1th the 1egis1ators' "significant others.“ He described_the

» © use of an eco\ogical map system for out11ning who these people are.. Dennis
. < “
suggested that" it {s important to (1) share recognition “for successes, (2)

N
s <

'recognize that 1eg1s1ators -are busy wdth many constituents and accept what

% .' they do (or. don t do) graciousiy, and (3) communicate in the. 1eg151ators

»

tion 3argon. - E J T
' Lil1ie Bogan dealt. with inf1uenc1ng public and\pri!a;e/agencies (e.q.,
Society for Crippled Children, departments of family and-chi1dren 's serv1ces,

megtal heaith agencies, Lion's clubs Jaycees, and medicai c11n1cs)

iy [

‘e ~ s 4 e,
N
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1anguage, taking time to iearn their vernacular and to explain spec1a1 educa-.

vy

]

. Q recommended a probiem-analysis approach to infiuencing other agencies that ,;f
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included ident1fy1ng spec1f1c prob1ems, determining the d1screpancy between
current status and future goals and deve]op1ng strategies that resu1t in
1ong ~term 1nput and 1nf]uence. Bogan madé the following. recommendat1ons.

1. an]ude personnel from other agenc1es on your project advisory board

: 2, Make~your project vjsib]e to agencies by providing opportun1tes_for-
. observat1on. 4

# 3.° Seek out opportun1t1es for exchanging resourcés with other agencies,

° ‘e . -~ .
. .

such as inservice workshops.

A' nd &

4, ldentify one contact person in each agency and talk with that person

e

on a regu]ar basis. .o ) - .

kel

L]

o

Lou1se Phillips addressed her attent1on to 1nf1uenc1ng public schoo1

personne1. She believes that school systems are the agency-of choice for

'contihuing a demonstration program because public schoo]s have taking power, -

|

state support, and offer continuous: superv1$1on to programs. She_ descr1bed

- -

the busy -world of superintendents of schoo]s, noting how 1mportapt it is to

make appointments at the1r conven1ence. Ph1111ps encouraged deve1op1ng a

L]

posﬁt1ve attitude toward supertntendents and other public schoo]ldec1s1on=

.

makers, the large majority‘of whom "want to do what is needed." -Phii]ips o

.strongly recommended invglving public school personne1\at the ear11est pos- :

s1b1e stagé of program development. "Talk with them beforexyou wr1te pro-

' posaTS. tet them. have 1nput at all-levels, .and every year, if you expect to

< - - - ‘ P

. move your program into the pub11c schoo]s, or acqu1re their 1ongaterm support.'

Keep in m1nd that pub1ic schools bften plan three, foir, and f1ye years 1n

advance. Be w1111ng to work along w1th them so you'r inc]uded in the1r

- -~

1ong term plans."” Ph1111ps went further to-g1ve the fo11ow1ng suggest1ons* ‘

1. Be sure you know and can explain how your program: fu1f111s a ~- ‘
. \ i
vital community need. o : .

P

2, - Know your program. costs and be able to communicate them in a

way ‘that shows the costs to be reasonable.

h - A -50- - 5é
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Use parents effectively in fnfluencingzdecision-makers; enlist
the support of parents of non-handicapped children as well as -

handicapped.

Seek to.influence people in your commﬁ???y before going on to

-

. the state Tegislature..

@ -«

'Iopici Cost-Effective‘Delivery Strategies

'

Presenters: deil Schortinghuis - Portage, Wisconsin
. Dale Gentry - University of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho
Tom Clark - Utah State Un1versity, Logan, Utah

v

Chairperson: Tal Black
o The‘purpose of this session-was to‘present some examples of servige
. delivery strategies;and the eosts of those strategies. The presentatfons '
lalso ident1f1ed several }ssues‘related to ana1yz1ng theccosts of service
*de11very ‘models, inc]ud1ng_separat1ng model-development costs from actual

(Y

serV1ce costs and calcu]at1ng cost- per-ch11d ratigs. g

Netl Schortinghuis compared the costs of two Portage Project service.”
de11very strateg1es a center-based program and a home v1s1t1ng program.
Thé center-based classroom serves 25-30 ch11dren four days pef week The
;'f1fth day. 1s‘used for plann1ng, afternoon home visits are made once ewery
two weeks. The . yearly coSt of the center-based program is $2 525.- $3, 031 i
‘per ch1]d depending upon the number of ch11dren in the c]assroom. .The‘
home-based program- prov1des 36 home visits per year to 45 children. %he°
cost per child for the home-based program is’ $1,553, The Portage ProJect
found no. signifieant differences in the progress of children between the
home-based and center-based programs, but the difference i costs is obv1oUS.

-

One major factor contributfng to the higher_cost.of the center-based pro-

. -51-
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gram was the inclusion of home visits to ensure parent involvement. Schor-

~
4

N

benef1ts ‘ ,h -

Da]e “Gentry from Moscow, Idaho, ° a]so /presented cost f1gures compar1ng

Center-based and home-bas, His analysis compared

e11very strategies.'

the hourly costs per child, and included only direct -service time to.the
N . J'p /, . i) .

child, planning time,.and travel time. AdminjstratiVe and other indirect

costs were not inctuded in the analysis. Gentry fourid the costs for home-

besed programs ranging from $13.58/ to $32.zaf5€; hour, with-travel and
The:center-based

-

program -- with no transportatign costs, but some variability in planning

planning time variability accounting for the spread,

‘time -- cost from $8.46 to’ $12.71 per hour.
for‘the children was $10.86 per hour. ) g , ‘
. Tom Clark, whose Sk1 H1gh project at Utah State Univ@rsity is a state-
wide program serving hear1ng 1mpa1red infants and preschogiers, presented
a strategy for home based 1ntervent1on. The Ski-High Program serves about
.80 ch11dren across the State of Utah_at an average cost. osﬁgl 475 per ch11d

per e]eyen-month year, or about $25.48 per visit. These figures accpunt

2

for aHl -the costs.of the: program, ipcluding audiological éxaminations,.pur- .

tinghuis"notedithat the magor cost of both programs was staff salaries and

The cost,of follow-up services-

-

. chasing and maintaining hearing aids, training and supervising home visitors

) throughout the state, and other adm1n1strat1ve support costs.

¢

The hiring of part-t1me home y;s1tors through a contractual arrangement

—

’ rather than emp]oy1ng fu]] t1me staff, is the principle reason th1s model

is so cost effective. When a child needing help enters the Sk1-H1gh pro-
gram a qua11f1ed person in or near the child's commun1ty is 1dent1f1ed

hired throligh an engzizhg contract," and tra1ned to prov1de—home “instruc-

The home visitor is then paid on]y for the

tion to the child and parents,

time aCtually spent working for thezprogram.

> . t - '
E -52-
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Since the home visitors are
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not salaried employees, the cost of. fringe benefits such as retirement,

) health insurance, and paid vacations are avoided More importantly, the

' fcost of paying for staff ‘when they are not actually proViding services is

" Topic: .Recruiting Staff for Rural Areas ’ o -

+

virtually eliminated. Another advantage of the model_is that home Visits
are scheduled whenever mutually convenient for the home visitoraand the

family, .even if that means-evenings and weekends. -+
_ : , ’
Clark reported that home visitors are paid according to the following

schedule: $14 per home visit, $6 per hour travel time, $7 peér hour consul-

tation, $18 for a half-day inservice training, and $34 for & full-day in-
& = . , . «
serrjce training. \

» S EN

Presenters: Sandy Hazen - QSE :

- Glen Casto - Utah State University, Logan, Utah
Taylor Cook - Lewisburg, Tennessee
Richard Cleveland - Columbia Tennessee

Chairperson: ‘Steve Threet, Columbia Tennessee

'kecruiting and keeping staff in rural areas is a problem for many pro-

Jects, and was the topic of disoussJon during this session. Sandy Hazen

from QSE identified factors contributing.to staff dissatisfaction and furn-
over in rural HCEEP programs, including Tow wages, geographic isolation and
lack of cultural stimulation. Since the early childhood/speCiql education,

professional is typically female, a maJor source of staff instability re-,

sults from wives leaving their»positions to follow their "primary wage earner" -

" husbands. Hazen suggested that we develop resources other than our tradi-

¥

tional institutions of higher learning - to eliminate the shortages of quali-

"o Fied personnel in rural programs.

Glen Casto, director of a multi-state outreach project based in Utah,

has found that recruiting personnel with qualifications, interests, and

' attitudes consistent Wlth rural lifestyles lessens the likelihood of.staff

R T
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being dissatisfied and unsuccessfu] in their Jjobs. . He tr1es to assess a

prospective empioyee s strengths’and‘needs in terms of the fo]]ow1ng criteria:

P

r.

acceptance of rural cu]ture o

‘ T ‘ . . ,
rural interests . . . : . L. e .
socially appropriate behavior .

. =~

personal,satisfaction with. rural act1vities

knowledge of Tocal history, geography, politics

abi]ity to.adapt to new; Strange, and different conditions

Tocal and long-distance™support systems .

~ Using this approach,“Casto has been a61e to identify those cand1dates

(

who may never be:able to accomodate successfu]]y to 1ife in’a small, rural

community.' The assessment a1so identifies moderate]} Mat-risk" candidates;

o]

perhaps 1ts greatést usefu]ness istin a1erting’these persons to personal p

“and cultural points of vu1nerab11ity With the project's assistance, the

emp]oyee sets goa]s and plans activities intended to he1p'him or her over

‘the rough spots of the transition. Ongoing support of staff in remote areas

. . o / N
s a major concern_ of the Rrojegt Casto feels that technical assistance,

-

and the project-wide communicatiops system are helping prevent the incidences

“of staff "burn-out." * .

currently based in rural. areas. -ﬁie% shared several of their techniques for ~

1

International and General Elgcteic Qorporation; respectivei}; Both men dre

_ Taylor Cook and Dick Clevgland are executives with Hospita] Affiliates

B

* .

’
!

o o

_~ -recruiting and maintaining personne1:ECQoE3s most successful approach is | -

N

topfind and train local people.- He often findsncandﬁdates_by contacting.

reaitors? civic clubs, welcdme nagons and persqnnel directors of local

businesses,

“

frequently unemployed spouses of husbands who are moving in to take jobs ~--

and contacts them. His methods for retaining emp1oyees are effective. - Career

Y -54- , O _ o

v LT ‘.

N ' - .
Through these spurces he identifies persons new.to the community --



gea]s are identified, and addressed by on-the-job training and continuing

educat1on. Performance is rewarded by incentives and primot1on upward

-
Ty

mobility in the organization is strong]y encouraged
While General Electric has an adequate pool of cand1dates within its

organizat1on, the corporat1on makes extens1ve efforts to attract emp1oyees .

to rural areas and to facilitate the actial move to the new Tocation, said
presenter Dick Cleveland, Candidates, and often spouses, are flown to rural
sites‘Where'they are wined, dined, and generally introduced to_the joys of
cbuntry 1iving. ‘pnce a decﬁsion;to re1ocate‘is made, p.E. is generous in
its financial and personal support to -the moving fami}y. The corporation

assumes the cost of the move, 1nc1ud1ng incurred furnishing needs like new

v

- ’

. carpets and drapes. Currently G.E. is. subs1d1zﬂrg the d1fferenCe(1n mort-

gage ratés between the old and new homes. Ass1stance is prov1ded to he1p

a . oa [N “e s

the family f1nd the services they need 1n the new commun1ty.

»
. ) . "
- .
. .
, ,
:
‘

. Topic: Interagency Coordination' Best Practices'

ﬁresenters" Harr1s Gabel, George Peabody College of Vanderb11t Un1vers1ty
’ - Jim Fitch, Owensboro, Kentucky
Steve Guedet Rockford, IMjinois

Chairperson: 8111 Woodrich, Macamb, Illinois -

S Thi;”session.focused on praét%ces which‘hive been fhund’to be effecttve
in fac111tat1ng 1nteragency coord]nat1on. Recognizing EE% importance of

;bta1n1ng cooperat1on in rural areas where resources are scattered presenters

"agreed on the basic.principles that are necessary for successfu1 interagency

cooperation. These techniques includéd: maintaining visibility and credibility;

generous use of the "perspnal touch;" preference-for "win-win" strategies

when dea1ing W1th other agencies; prompt fo11ow-up, and openness of communication

. . 55— 61
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All presenters stressed theéimportance.of fo]]owing/these principles

“ ~ - - chahnels.
X

. " from the beginning of the proaect

L

|

l

i T ‘ Presenters also discussed proJect implementation as a stimulus to ﬁnteragenéy

i; coordlnatlon placing partlcular emphasis on the use of mutual training act1v1t1es

| 'as a vehicle for coordlnatlon . Among the side benefits of sbared tra1n1ng
experiences are: (1) information exchange between’ agenc1es about referra]s,
services; personnej,‘and eligibiTity criteria; (2) information and coordination - ,
regarding indiridgajccase management; and‘(3) community organization in terms of

3

planning future services to children.

»

Topic: Interagency Trou51eshooti_gf

( Presenters: Rena whee1er, B1111ngs, Montana - )
‘ Bi11 Hoehle, Fatgo, North Dakota
Chr1st1ne Bartlett, Augusta, Maine

~r

°

Chairperson: Patr1c1a Hutinger, Macomb, I]]anIS
Even agencies with the best of intentions can encounter'problems when '
they attempt to coordinate their services. Pather than focusing on trouble- .

< sheoting problems after they arise, the presenters instead offered suggestions

<. + for avoiding potential probiems 3

-

. - Rena wheeler of Project Sunrlse dlscussed three-types of problems that
block interagency coordinatxon at the local 1eve1 (1) money; (2) differences

1n ph11osoph1ca1 and theoretlcaJ perspectlve and (3) “ego“ prob]ems.

“

- wheeler advocated ch0051ng the path of least resistance in resolving philo-

v

sophical dlfferences, saying that the goal of cooperation is usually far more
. ®

important than the promotion of one's: own po1nt of view to the exclusion of

others. She suggested minimizing potential ego and turf-prob]ems by referrxng

clients to other agenc1es with a nof"say1ng who referred them, documenting

6. 6:2
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" positive exchanges with individuals at other agencies, writing Tetters to

supervisors in other agencies citing the cooperatdveness of their staff,

.

cultivating mutua1 support systems, and match1ng staff -from different agencies
) toyget spec1f1c jobs done . 3 )

* Wheeler feels that project staff need to be good sa1espersons of not
'just'their own-'but other valuable services in the community. ,She encouraged
c1ar1fy1ng the who, why and how of various services, as we11’as deve1op1ng
a "mutua1 admiration soc1ety" with other agencies in the cemmuriity.

'Bi11 Hoehle from Ch11dren s"Services addressed four areas of concern:

(1) “what to do to- prevent problems; (2) case'management;‘

(3), medical- educat1ona1 1nterface and (8) university‘cooperatjon. For

0

Hoeh)e, the critical first step is defining child and family needs. Foi]owing

- a definition of needs, a referral system is estab1ished. At Children's

.o,

Services, progress reports are <sent euery six months to the referring agency,

-1

- addressed specifica11y to the individual who made the referral. As for inter-

agency case management Hoehle recommended us1ng memg$!hda agreements wh1ch
spec1fy step -by-step the serv1ces to be prov1ded and by whom. Medical-educational

1nterface can‘be accomp11shed through common staff meet1ngs, personal contact,
l'_ - ‘ . . ) .

feedback and fo11ow-through Cooperation with a university can provide

1

tremendous resources for a prOJect. Spending‘a sma11‘amount_of~time‘in -

superV1s1ng students can net a much greater return in terms of direct services
C e - ¢ ' °

and resource ass1stance.'

-
-,

=L Chr1st1ne Bartlett, director of the State Imp1ementat1on Grant 1n Maine,

di'scussed how to avoid problems at the state level. ’She emphas1;ed the 1mportance
* . #of knowing state/and 1oca1-po1itics, and of having a proactive rather than
reactive perspective. ' She strongly urged familiarity with the structures of

the ‘state legislature, state administrative office, governor's office and

. (9
o staff, and state departments. Bartlett suggested learning the key. people in

}

-
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;
"each structure, their histories, and the pressures with which they are con-
- tending. She also suggested thinking .about the state s readiness for inter-
" agency agreements in terms of comm1tment from 1oca1 and reg1ona1 staff, )
1n1tiat1on points for agreements (state, regiona], or local), realistic time-
lines-and opt1ma1 strateg1es for deve10p1ng interagency agreements
The presenters urged projects to get to know their contac&\persons well,
see from the othégiperson s perépective; keep project staff informed of state

and local pol1t1cs, and be cautious about generalizing an individual's response

into that of an agency. -

Topic: Rural Child Find: A Poster Party

Presenters: Judy Adams, Murray, Kentucky
. . Barbara Hanners, Columbus, H1ss1ss1pp1
Corinne ‘Garland, Lightfoot, Virginia
Vicki Wozniak, Alpena, Michigan °
Tom Miller, -Alpena, Michigan

Chairpersons: Pennie Andgrson, Macomb, Iineis
' " Mary Strode, Macomb, I11inois )

Presenters displayed print and’audio-visual materials used by their
projects in successfu] rural child find efforts Staff were on hand to
answer participants' questions. Many of the pr1nt mater1a1s are ava11ab1e
‘on request from the fol]owlng HCEEP proaects

-- Macomb 0-3 Proaect. A Rura] Child/Parent Serv1ce ‘ )

27 Horrabin Hall
Western I11inois University

Macomb, I11inois 61455
(309);298-1634

-- Prbject for Early.Educdtion of Except1onaL.Ch11dren (PEEEC)
‘Special Education’Building )
Murray State :‘University
Murray, Kentucky 42071
(502) 762-6965

-- TELSTAR
1691°M 32, West
Alpena, N1ch1gan 49707
(577) 354-3101

. == Child Development Resources Qutreach Proaect (CDR)
)/ P. 0. Box 299
Lightfoot, Virginia 23090 64
.(804) 565-0303 . _
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Topic: Evaluation of Parent Training and Education Programs .
in Raral- Areas - i % ' ‘ ‘

sd

’ Presenter Bi11 Hoehle, Fargo, North Dakota .
f

‘Chairperson: Joyce Jackson, WESTAR

P

The purpose of,this session was to present a nuts-ang-boits approach
‘ to evaluation, emphasizing that complex and)sophisticated statistics are
not aiways necessary. Bill Hoehle, Director of Chiidren{s Seruices at-

:. Southeast Mentai"Heaith and Retardation Center, Far&o, North Dakota, pre-
sented the-goals and objectires of the evaluation of the Comprehensive ‘ -
Preschooi Program for Rural and Nonurban Areas. This program was recently

validated by the Joint Diﬁsemination and Review Panel. Some of the
goals of this program's euaiuation included gathering information on the

¥ e

impact of the program on parents and children, yfacilitating model develop-
» 5% e

ment (materiais_for dissemination); and documenting the effectiveness of
the program. “ | )

. The specific program component presented was the evaiuation of Parents
and Children Together (PACT), a parent education program. This program
i prov1des a frigh degree of parental 1nvoivement (parent attendanCe was main-
tained throughout the program), enhances learning of content uwteriai con-
cerning deyeiopmentai areas, trains parents to 1mp1ement successfuiiy behavior -
- change progranms, ad increases parents' positive attitudes toward their childreén.
‘ ' Evidence of programfeffectiveness of the PACT Program_consists of (1)bi o
the number of'PACT groups conducted, (2)" the number of parents:and‘chiidren”

served (3) the frequency of attendance, and (4) pre /posttest score

- cpmparisons on the contents of the learning packets. In order to assess

. the direct effects of parent participation in PACT, on chi1dren s behavior,

.a singie-subject design was used to evaiuate behavior management projects that -

~




_were undertaken by_parents Parepts co]]ected he data on the PACT groups,

;-. U with the PACT staff occasiona]]y erforming re 11ab111ty checks. ", ‘

The data presented showed that T Progran maintained a h1gh rate of

parent attendance. Add1t1ona11y, the data 1nd1cated a positive ga1n in the
cogn1t1ve skilis of: parents as revea]ed 1n the pre-/posttest compartsons .
'The tra1n1ng was successfu] in teach1ng parénts to des1gn and carry out {f
behav1or change projects for the1r own chi]dren in the home - In add1txon to

these successes, a pos1t1ve increase in parenta! attitudes toward their

children was noted.

Topic: Transportation Problems

x -

Presenter: Jim Groen, Michigan Department of Social, Services

,Chairperson£ Mike Noodard; TADS ~©

I

Transportation can be one of the major probfems faced by rural human

. . F AT En et et R

serv1ce organizat1ons Jim. Groen, from the Hichdgan Department of Social

. Serv1ces, addressed several transportat1on 1ssues, 1nc1ud1ng 11m1t1ng costs,
federal and state 1n1t1at1ves, fund1ng sources, and 1nteragency efforts

& A federal task force, the Rural Transportat1on Initiative Task Force,
‘was formed in 1979 and 1nc1uded representat1on from Public Health HEW, the

Deparﬂnenﬂlof Transportatxon, and the Department’ of Commerce. The focys

f

of the task foree was. to fac111tate the coord1nation of. human servrce agency

L]
. -

transportat1on w1th pub11c transportat1on Four issues were cons1dered

4 o

insurance, existing systems 1mprovements, railroad branch rev1ta11zat1on, and -»

y 2 r1deshar1ng Groen presented task~fgrce«recommendat1ops 4n these areas ang °-°

-

. descr1bed 1nnovat1ve practices.' He suggested that more efforts should be,

— f

* [

v d1rected to 1nteragency cooperation,. with human serv1ces agenc1es mov1ng

= . away from»serv1ng categor1caL popu]at3ons. w1th d breakdown ‘of the’ present

1 - W .

' .
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“exclusive service" attitude.in transportation, avenues of cooperation may ,

—_— w

be opened..

- v

Groen identified some currenflyr?easible methods for transportation
planndng, includdng' (1) picking up clients of'many agencies, plus develop-
:1ng general publ1c or S1ngle-route runs; (2) obtain1ng mileage re1mburse-. AR
ment for agency7spec1f1c~veh1cles hav1ng an open door pol1cy, (3) apply1ng
' to state departments for m1leage re1mbursement, (4) d1rect1ng main l1nes
. of public transit sys;ems via major population descinat1ons, notably human

service agencies; (5) building newvagencies on transit main lines;_and . 5.

- (6) negot1at1ng r1de shar1ng with the pr1vate sector.

7

asked to l1st‘ (1) spec1f1c factors contr1but1ng to transportat1on problems T

‘o

faced by his or her proJect and (2) solut1ons developed by his or her prOJect

to meet transportation problems. The rural transportat1on problems fhat emerged '

.‘ * . > . a3
follow. o '

' \ c0 _ K b ,, YT T e
1. Distance _ o ’ : v

. 2. <lack of public transportation ) ) o

- 3. Cost T . L : e
- .4 Parents' inability to transport the1r children )

5. Lack of support from publhc schools-and;other service agencies' ~

<

4 -

6. Poor roads and rough weather . s ﬁ K
: ¢

The number and var1ety of solutions developed to meet local transportat1on B

needs once aga1n reflects the d1vers1ty and creat1v1ty of HCEEP prosects. All

9

¢ solutions supplied by part1c1pants are reproduced here'

PECrCeTraarrany
res
-

° Use UMTA (Urban-Mass Transit Authority) XVIB2 mohey through local
ARC for bus purchase :

\ R / . <
o ° See some families biweekly instead of weekly.
. . ° Ask social workers to transport individual children.
g‘_ ) ) ) n -
-61- fn _
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e Check to %ie if publie schogls will transport a child if a bus ses

- {
LY g
_° Check bus regulations} the ‘county school bus will_ let a 4-year olds o
ride with supervision of .his older sibling. -
° pay parents $.12 -a mile to use their own cars. (Parents report that o
, they are now losing money at thlS rate ) . C .y S
° Ask a local car dealer to donate car for just the cost of insurance ‘_
and licensing ‘ . ‘
“° COnsolidate various bﬁs runs’, adapting time schedules to the special
serv1ce. ‘ . .
M ‘{'~ . ‘ M 4 - - ,V
° ,ffer several different pick-up Tocations whére parents can drive and :
1 eet other transportation. _
F *
° Ask staff to use their own cars to transport parents and children to >

sedinics. s ) :'

éue child live w1th foster parents close to the school during the
week-and go home on weekends. -

° Ask teachers to car pool when possible. - .

7o Encourage families to use Medicaidvtransportation when’ possible 'f‘J .
and appropriate. R : p

.° Suggest that parents carpool to clinic operations. . R, ‘

° Contact March of Dimes/Easter Seals to get financial help fo: parents °
. (e.qg., gas. costs or volunteers). ' 'S - "o

. Contact other agencies in town who are willing to transport on.,r:/' <.
volunteer basis (Senior Citizens _Groups). P T

the. child home and parentssride tbo. - s.'\ . .o
° As% teachers in same area to pick up children. ‘ i o ' B
e Use "fOSter grandparents"‘as aides on buses:c - 'i’-“w ' : ”
° Oontract ‘with 1ndiviE;aTTy’§;l;;tea‘commgters who take, children,home ‘
after their shifts for a set free. . r; o ~

° Contract pith a;loc.a/l *Dial-A-Ride.” | -
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During the concurrent small group presentations, -specially designated

' note- takers were askéd to record quest1ons or prob]ems that were of high in-

terest to the audience and appeared to be issues for rural service proy1ders

This section of the document presents'the issues which surfaced. AJthough
individual sessions addressed a var1ety of topics, 5he 1ssues generated and ~
recorded fe]f into the fo]]ow1ng six categor1es' (1) d1rect service delivery;

(2) interagency coordination; (3) funding and policy decisions; (4) training

. . L . )
and staff-related concerns; (5).pareqt/familx_invo]vement; and (6) working in

"~ the rural community.

P .
The issues are simply listed by category. No attempt has been made here"

¢ d . o . .
to address or comment on these issues. Some.issues were addressed directly or .

indirectly at the workshdp and are <included in the synopsis section of this®

document. ‘ ' ,‘ . , .
\' -

P

-«

DIRECT SERVICE

DELIVERY . Issues

Within-the~category of
direct service deljvery,
the issues can be divid-
ed into three separate
subcategories: methods/
types of service™deliv-

,ery, cost effectiveness
of delivery strategies,
and establishing commu~
nity alareness. Cost
issues surface more of-
ten.than other's in this
category.

A\

Methods/Types oY Service Delivery -

: ' f
°How can programs in rural areas accomodate
a variety of handicapping conditions?

°How do we deal with subcultures?
°How do we obtain support dervices? -

°How do you capture some of the non-child-
related benefits of the project (e.g.,
" day-care function freeing the mother for
work)? -
°How do we improve follow-up of services
after screening by volunteers? .
: . I S v

Cost Effect1venes§’of De1/very Strateg1es

- ‘°Nhat alternatives are ava11ab1e for serv-
. dng children in qural*areas,_ given.the
. . ) ‘ rapidly 1ncreas1ng costs of transporta-

. tion and the anticipated decreasa in the
ava1]ab1]1ty of gaso]ine?

P . '65' ) '7“
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INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

The issues ment1oned
which dealt with inter-
agency coordination re-
< volved around methods of
establish1ng interagency
cooperat1on/coord1nat1on

-~ with other unspec1f1ed

programs. -Specific is-
_sues dealt with the need

L

for establ1sh1ng cooper= .

ative channels with med-
ical and other fealths
freIated agencxes 5 well

* as with transporta jon

agencies, . The .issue of
"other agency resistance
was also. discussed

o
» Ay

&

>

Issues

°How can demonstration projects separate
out the tosts of delivering services .
~ from the costs of model development?

°What are some strategies for est1mat1ng
the payoff of early intervention (e.g.,”
educationa)] savings as-a result of ear]y

- 1ntervent1on)?

' SHow does one ascertain the total service
cost to a’child, including services other
than those offered by a project?

°How can projects determine what is the

the most effective method of reaching
people in terms of project time, product1-
.vity, and cost?

iEstabljshing Community Awareness

]

°What are ‘some effect1vs;means'of fostering
community awareness ang’ gathering informa-
tion-about the .community? -

-

2How do you facilitate long term coordlna-
tion after the demonstration period ends?

°what are some techh1ques for developing

j and improving relationships %ith medical/
pub11c health<?ersonne1?

°How ‘does_a projéct determine what shou]d
be documented concerning qnteragency re-

1at1onsh1ps? g

°When does other agency resistance.reach

Ya critital point, and what strategies

. would be helpful-in d1m1n1sh1ng resis-
tance? . Tl

°Aré there models for 1ntera?ency coop- J

eratives in transportation (i.e., public

schools, -Senior C1t1zens, day care, "ride

shar1ng")? :
H




FUNDING AND POLICY

DECISIONS

Issues in the area of
obtaiping funding and in-
fluencing policy decisions
reiterated the need for

informed action.

»
4

TRAINING AND STAFF-RELATED .

_ CONCERNS. ~

The range of issues which
fell into the category of
training and staff-related

concerns included quality
of staff, inservice acti-
vities, management/staff

communication, and recruit-

_ing difficulties.

Issues

. T .
. °What are the hoy-tos df getting continued

funding after demonstration?

°How can we increase aur know]edge of
funding sources?

°What are the funding ‘sources for rural
transportation? :

. °How can we become more politically aware

and active (e.g., keeping lawmakers in-
formed about our projects and our future
needs)? .

°How do you work with legisiators that are

negative? What are some positive methods
for working with ledislatures? When is a
good time to begin communication with 1e-
gislators? © - . N

. Issues ‘

°How can we upgrade salaries and benefits
for rural professiona]s?

* °How ¢an we attract good people and retain .

them?

°How do we develop new methods of training .
professionals which serve the needs of
rural areas?.

~ °How do we find qualified persons to do

inservice training? .

°Where do we get training resources after
project funding ends?

How do we improve communication between
administrators and staff?

-
f

T e,

~‘:677’
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*PARENT AND FAMILY °
INVOLVEMENT..

The numbexr and variety of
issues’ related to parent
and family involvement
reflect the importance of
this program area to HCEEP

projects in rural areas.

A 3

’

%

1

" WORKING IN THE RURAL
COMMUNITY

.

°How can we increase the sensitivity of .

Issues

°How do we' get parents to participate in’
planned activities?

°What do we do when parents are insuffi-
ciently educated?

°How can the isolation of parents be al- .
Teviated?

_°How can we measure the extent to which .

parents use the information they learn

. in.our projects and’ parent group meetings? .

°How can we inform parents about available .
services, 4including fees and financial
assistance7 .

. °How ctan we enhance fam11y support systems’

“°How can we help parents accept the1r hand1- )

capped chi]d’

" °How can we help parents understand their

child's hand1cap7 : -

‘°How can we m06111ze the support of the

extended fam11y7

°How canpwe support parents of term1na11y d
/¥

A1 ch11dren?

°How can we 1nform parents of their child's
educational rights?

&
-

other agencies to -the ‘family situation?

Issues

. °How can.major gaps in 'social services in .

rural communities be filled?

°How can we get rural commun1t1es to accept
what we have to offer? -

°How can rural-communities be mobilized to.
-support the handicapped child and h1s

family?
73

-68- . .
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Summary

It appears that workshop part1cipants share a number of common concerns.
Many of these were addressed 1n this workshop; others await answers which may
be provided at future HCEEP ruralgworkshops. It is interesting to note the
frequent concern about transportation. Apparently this issue has implications
for severa] aspects of rural program functioning. The 1ssues‘11sted above may

guide future rural workshop planning.

PR A
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\4‘, VA
e o
g ‘ C g
NN S S )
X o . N N T
by v } | |
ol B ' -
g . |
& . ’ ’ o ' -
5 | ?
L2 ;
. | ‘!
{ .
. A ] |
FEN .
. ~
23 ' |
v * . ’
V: | ) ) - +
& ‘ . |
& | |
¥ .. '
i .
. ’ |
. ' ) . ‘
. : ’ |
( &
. ' ‘ .
| | ‘ | l ..
*
- 4 |
+ i |
M
B | |
et *
e
.
. _ , | ’
- A : B |
7 -
| . ] -
Sy ° \ | | |
. - N ‘
| »
‘ ’ "
3 \ | | "
y
| | | | . . ‘ oA
. - - | i |
¢ - : HCEEP RURAL 'r / |
L’ - WORKSHOP EVALU '
3 ATION
SIS | | | A
11 ‘
o ) | '
S ‘
I3 ‘ ‘ . “
s - ' |
! }. | | '
N - B g |
2, | —
; ‘ . . . R
2 . | | |
3 | | . ' . . . . . L
v e | ' .- ‘
‘,‘/‘ " | | .
e .’ | | |
% . | | x A
¥r * ‘ |
% o % | | ‘
o | | | | )
Fvd | | . . ‘
PN ' | ’ .
3 l | | A‘
- ‘ ] . , ;
Fre | |
& ’ '
{Y“ | | | | N - . B
ﬁ::: ‘ J . v o Y
f:::f : , ) - 0 . N . ki
AR ' | | |
) 4 | |
el . ' . ' :
L . ' . ‘
e . : . | | - L ‘
- | o e . © oz
}‘gi | | | | | ) . . LA
2 ‘ \ | | ‘
Qﬂ;‘ﬂ " g - v - : LS
i:i?": " . , . )
s o f “ {
s {ﬁ: ™ ) z’ ) ) | ‘ A‘ a}
e . . ‘ | . ‘::
g N | | J
2A ) | ‘ ‘ :
B2eryt T ‘ |
' ‘qi .‘ )"g;
7 ) . . ) R
‘ | “ FARLS
| | | | . :e-w
- |
. - » v . . v - ' ‘ ‘ ’ | ;
: .&J
f . . 3
. . I3 L » | | | i‘
‘ . ) Ly
‘. ' . . | | 3
A N . . : ! ! ‘ | | | ;Jd
AT ‘ ‘ | :
[ ‘ ) |
| : | | o . . 'y
“ o . . . o
| ) . %
“ s * ' ) :
. - Loy ;_4
. . . \l' ';
. A
. e




Participants were requested to evaluate the workshop at the

1
v

close of the neeting. Fifty-one of the 104 worhshop participants
completed ‘the evaluation questionnaire (See Appendix F). Respon-
dents described their overall satisfaction with the meeting and
rated the extent to which each workshop purpose was met. Sessions
-« - .were evaluated in terms of quaiity and usefulness. 0pen-ended
questions assessed strengths and'weaknesses of the.meeting as well
as interest in fnture rural workshops. Additionalkcomments con-
cerning'the value of the meeting; and_location, organization and .~
accommodations were elicitéd. This chapter summarizes the re-

'sponses concerning these workshop'components.

~;_.‘\

'OVERALL SATISFACTION. Participants rated their ovérallisat-
‘ isfaction with the workshop on a 7-pointvsca1e, with 7 as the high-
est rating. The mean, based on 48 responses, was 6 02 This'posi-
tive rating indicates that the workshop provided a very satisfac-

tory learning experience for the participants. R
e

i
+

- PURPOSES OF WORKSHOP ACHIEVED. Participant responses suggest

. that all workshop purposes were well achieved (see TabTe 1) The

and "to facilitate communication and cooperation among rural HCEEP

. projects" recefved the most positive ratings.

“ , 'j, -73- ,”7-,6,

workshop objectives "to identify isgues and needs of rural projectsE*N\hd
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TABLE 1
Extent ‘to Which-Workshop Purposes = -~ ~

Were Achieved "\(~\\\

'Purpose - N Mean

A. To identify issues and needs of
rural projects. - . 50 6.06

‘\\\\ B. To facilitate communication and

cooperation among rural HCEEP
projects. g 51 6.02

C. To exchange information and
ideas on best practices. 51 5.69 ’

D. To identify new developments
and perspectives from other
fields serving rural areas. "~ 47 . 5.15

Notg. Ratings on a. 7-po1nt scale, with 7 being the most
positive.

©

*QUALITY AND USEFULNESS OF SESSIONS. Sessions addressing 14
topics of’interest were rated for their quality and usefulness.

As can be seen in Tab]e 2, participants gave most sessions very -

' posit1ve ratings. The means for both quality and usefulness of’

11 of the sess1ons were above 5.0%on a 7-point scale. "Success~

ful Practices for Secoring Funding”, and "Stress on- Rural Service
7

" Providers" received particulquy high ratings in both areas. In

genﬂral ’the ratings 1mp1y that the sessions were we11 presented
j‘ei‘g_.

and that their content was appropriate 1p terms of its u$efu1ness

~'and applicability for participants,

L The
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TABLE 2 ‘
“ Qua11ty and Usefulness of Norkshop Sessions_ .
; o ..Session ‘ o - Qua11ty Usefulness
' N Mean N Mean -
1. Suecessful Practices for Secur1ng Funding - 7 6.85 - 7 ..6.85
2. Stress on-Rural Service Providers 26 6.61 25 6.52.
3. Establishing Community Commun1cation and . .
Awareness 18 5.83 17 6.18
4. Securing Funding for Rural Programs . 17 5.82 17 6.11 -
5. Assessing Parent Needs and Planning
~ Intervention Programs . 26 5.88 25 5.92
6. What Other Fields®Have Learned 15 '5,93 15 5.86
7. Influencing Decision-Makers - / 16 5,62 .16 5.75
. . 8. Cost-Effective Delivery Strategies 28 5,50 ------27
9. Recruiting Staff for Rural Areas 16 5,37 15 5.33
) 10. Interagency Coordination: Best Practices 12 5,58 12 5.16
2 11. Interagency Troubleshooting 9 5,33 8 5.12
i 12, Rural Child Find: A Poster Party 14% 4,78 ;14 4,7
- 13. Evaluation of Parent Training and H
Education Programs ) 19 3.57 19 3.89
14, . - Transportation Problems - ‘ 16 4,06 15 -3.66
“ - / - ' - ‘ ’ '.
L Note. Ratings on-a 7-point scale, with 7 bejng the most positive,
:.;i Q\. . %. ; "
- K . i A ) . .
SYNTHESIS OF WRITTEN COMMENTS * .
L. OVERALL WORKSHOP . |
. Part1cipants unanimously 1nd1cated that the workshop was «a
N WOTERW hi]e investment-of time and effort. Many 1ndTV1dua1s thought
the most pos1tive aspect of the meeting was the sharing of informat1on .

with others who provide serv1ces in rural areas.‘ Several respondents

2 believed the d1vers1ty of 1nd1v1dua1s gathered <$eogether to focus on
gf common prob]ems and the interaction among part1¢ipants and presenters
i were strengths of the meeting. - Exposure to different viewpornts and
; .’ga1ning new-perspectives were- also mentioned as aspects which contri-
. ~ buted to the usefu1ness of the workshop g \ N
i : L 'R ' P .
L - '7,5' : 78% N
: , . e -

-

5.55
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. INDIVIDUAL SESSIONS b . ' P
Close to one-fourth of the respondents stated that the utiiity
of the information presentéd in indiriduai sessions was the most posi-
.tive aspect of the norkshop. A few others mentioned the variety of
topics.addressed during the meeting as its greatest strength Severai.
> 6X<participants be1ieved that including experts from outside the HCEEP .

Network enhanced individua1 sessions and provided the broader inSight

’tha% they felt was essentiai to the success of the workshop.

-
Most comments on particular sessiens were complimentary in na-
“ ture, ﬁne-third of the respondents specifically mentioned "Stress on
Rural Service Providers" as a very informative_presentation which ‘
s

should have been held more than once. Many participants praised the
excellent presentation and usefui information of ”Seeuring Funding
for Rural Programs.", Others compiimented.the organization and use-
- .fulness of "Assessing Parent Needs and P1anning Intervention Programs"
| and "Recruiting Staff for Rural Areas.”

\ .

»

‘ ; ."Weaker aspects relating to individual sessions‘nere also men-

.on the part ‘of particuiar presenters, unrealistic suggestions, and . =

an overemphasis-on probiems rather than soiutions. Another weakness

specific to the speaker s project and therefore not always app1icab1e |

’

) to the audience. . ‘ //,,;)- .
v,j I [
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tioned in the responses. Among those cited were poor organization SRR

 of certain ‘sessions deaTt with the presentation of information too ' v
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_ORGANIZATION .
Many comments praised thé manney in which the workshbp was:
organized. Participahf§ believed the schedule was wef1'pa6éd and\full

but allowed adequate time for interactipn among participants between

) session periods. A few individuals thought there were too many con-

cu§rep¢ sessions, Timiting the number which could be attended. Some
‘people indicated certain topics were repeated too often, whereas
athers were'nof offered often enough. A;fgw individuals commented
that sessions were too short for adequate particip;nffpresenter dia-
ldghe,. Howevek, most reipondenté(compl}mented the effdrts of TADS, |
WESTAR, and the Ruré] Conso;tium in organizing and pondhgting the
Rural workshbp. Several participants commended the workshop organi-

zers for providing information on social activities.

——

v

L ]

| LOCATION/ACCOMMODATIONS
Tﬁe location and HoteT accommodations were considered excel-
lent by qgst participants, A few indivfdugl; thought'the hotel should
have been located"ne&ref—to_dawnionéwﬂé§ﬁii]1PM§“d otheréﬁindicated

-

the hotel costs were prohibitive. o,

1

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE WORKSHOPS ° ¥

L

-Many individuals suggested further communication among ruralz

HCEEP projects and specifically req@ested fUture.meetiﬁbs of rural

service broviders. These 1ndivi@ua1 topics were specifged:
“, H * 7.-

- . . -

v




s,
hf.,

@ R
) °Expansion and follow-up on the 1980 sesw‘ topics
C °Research on rural services ' -
oL °Activities of other nonurban professionals, including heal;h care
- providers . v \" .

°Best practices among rural early childhood special education \

3 i progfams ' 3
3 °Problem-solving relating to rural issues ] : . .
°Dissemination tech_piques for rural programs h | ] .
°Stress on service providers, especially as it affects the recruit- ¢
- ment of staff L g . [
‘ ; °N:rki ng within a "r‘l!ralwcwu‘lntu‘re"' - - .
Y °public and private funding so.urces
- °Effecting change in-public policy .« e S
; '%f °Time management . .
¢ " othild advocacy T R
A - _ °Parent assessment and’invo]v;ment‘ o ..
‘ . °Child assessment ‘ | -
Vot 1 oL, 94-142 L
" . °Transition into public‘school's‘ ) ’
T ﬁk‘f‘[ﬁ%ﬁsportation problems |
v e o - . -
: C sUmmmyY '
S e N .

-

. A

-
*

. Horkshop evaluation results indicate that workshop purposes were more -than }deq'dately:
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met and {ﬁat most participants found- individual sessions of u};\and of 0

high quality. It is evident from ciuantitative data, and writtenjcomments

-

that the 1980 HCEEP Rural"Workshop was su.cceégful in promoting the s

sharing of information andc’déaé among those who pr:ovide services to

] ha
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young, handicapped children in rural areas. : -
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. MEMORANPUM : !
. . - . O 4 “~
TO: All HCEEP Projects - on
FROM: .. . Tal Black, Associate Director, TADS S, A i
Karen Morris, Assistant Coordinator, WESTAR : T h

A workshop for the HCEEP Network on the general topic, servmg young handicapped children and
families in rural areas, is now being-planned by TADS and WESTAR. It will be held March 12-15, 1980
in Nashvilfe, Tennessee. Participants wnll atterd at their own-or pro;ect s expense.

v+ Many projects have expresed mterest ina workshop that focuses on the unique problems and con-
cerns rural América faces in providing early education for the handicapped. A consortium of rural projects

is assisting in the planning of.this workshop through a committee chaired by Harris Cabel F IT Project,
Nashville, Tennessee

‘The purposes of the workshop'are' / - " o
a, to |dentify |ssues and needs of rural projects ,
b! to facilitate commurication and cooperation ' - -
¢. " to exchange information and ideas on best practices
d. to identify-new deVelopments from other fields. o ' ) ”
LY - , -
But who are the HCEEP projects serving rural areas? What are their eoncerns? What are their ‘
streng18?° Enclosed is an interest survey designed to let us know the topics that are of high interest to
HCEEP projgcts and who. is considering attending the Wor@op The responses will ‘be used in planning
., thé workshfp agenda. A sum‘mary report of the results will be shared with those mdlcating an interést,
Please fill odt the enclosed questionnaire (it's .not as long as it looks!) and return it to TADS by
October 12 1979. Even if you do not plan to attend the workshop, please. fill out ‘Part | and return it to .
TADS. A self-addressed stamped envelope has been provided. Moref detailed mformatlo,n on the workshop
**will be sent to those who request it later in the fall - . m
. - Thank you for your help in planmng this workshop k e n , -
. Planmnq Committee Meimbers: .
* Louise Phillips, Magnolia, Arkanm s . % IR * S
. Patricia Hutinger, Macomb, lllmols - L _ YIS - ¥
Corinne Garland, W|Il|amsburg, Virgima - . ) ' -
“Steve Threet, Columbia, Tennessee - C e ) TN

, - Harrig,Gabel, Nashville, Tenne_gqe
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. Project Name: ‘: : . T
Address: _ i .
' “ . ro - 'l‘ 'l\ . )
. ) ‘\ 1 — ‘
- | 4 N
: ‘ W S
) 1. R -
L .
% \\ ' - - ;
¢ Phone: .- . : . \‘ . )
’ Name and Title of person(s) cofnpleting this questionﬁ'aire: il : v o
. . | D
Please complete the following questions: ° !
. PARTI e ' : a 2
. 1. Do you consider your project to be a rural" project? y‘(es 2 No
- Why? —_ . : al '
i §
- \ * !_
‘; » $ —— -
oo : > . . . ‘\
; V4 y i - ~ - FJ .;
e 1 R
- L . | .
L ‘ o ; I3 . . U
. o . i * ‘ Lo s L y
2. Do you now or do you intend to work with projects, agencies, or. fﬁmilles inrural areas? - .
. . o > . . ' . 4
© = yEs no . : o .
~ . Lo L., ] ’ \\'
« 3. Do you and/or other membegs of yeur staff plan to attend the rural \é(orkshop? e
a' . . B g . B ’ - ’
) «— V€S e iNO maybe S? . | B
: .- - .o B
S ' ‘If yes, how many? B | .
;o .8 - ' |
2 If you do not plan tb attend the workshop, you need not complete Parts Ll and’ Hlx Please retum in the
1 enwlope provuded Thank you. N oL v
¢ , - L
ORI A - \
. : : \ .
E‘? = [ ” ;» . 1]
Vi ) , ) ¢ ) { . -
© -84- T
RN v - ‘ , ‘,
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RURAL WOR KSHOP INTEREST SURVEY "

PART 1 (Cgmplete only lf interested in attendmg the workshop) ", ST _ b .

Following is a list of potential topics for workshops, small group discussion, and presentatlons idéntified
by the Rural Workshop Planning Committee. Please indicate your level of interést in each topic by circling

the appropriate nurhber ) "o R ‘ .
e Suggested Toplcs . , . e o : " Level'of Interest )
Lo T ' High = Moderate.  Low
1. Transportation _problems ;““ ; . ' ' ;‘5 4 3 2 1
2. Securing funding for ru[:al programs 5 4 3 21
(3.- Interagt'ancy coopération A 57‘ 5 4 ’ 3'° - 2 1
4, Reachmg geographically lsolated' clients , b 4 ' ‘ 3. 2 1
5 Recruiting staff for rural areas . : ’ 5 4 # '3 2 .1 -
6.. Establlshmg rapport/trust with rural clients . 5 .4 3 2 T
7. Influencing decision-makers ~ ‘ 5 4 3 2 1 .
. 8. Rural child find . R .5 4 - 8 2 1
9. ;?ecruiting_'support services staff, e.g., OT, PT, ébeech L 5 74 3 2 1
10. Stresses on service providers, i.e., understaffmg, travel,” i A . )
home visitor burn-out - . ° 5 4 3 2 1
11. Working with public schools - | T Y R T R )
.. "12; post effective delivery strategies - . 5 4 3 2 1
. o
*13. Working with the exte,nded family . 5 4 3 "2 ';'1 ]
14. Establishing commumty commumcatlon and aV\;arenes "5 4 3 2 1
.15, Servmg rural mmo“ntles and cultural groups _e.g., migrants ' .5 _ 4 .- . 3 2 1
16. Obtammgdtagnostlc workups ) -5 4 .3 ‘2 ¢ 't *]
17. Easing home/based fi)’center/based transitions . 5 4 3 ‘ 2 1 '
18. Tfa’!ning personn-el to work in rural areas T = 5 4 - 3. 2 ‘ 1
19. C;,;atting your rural experi:ance,into print ‘ 5 4 3 2 1 . -
20. Tran;ition from project to public ,s'c.hpols/agencies ‘. ' 5 4 3 ‘ ;2 1
21. Using univer'sity’resources : 5 -4 3 2. 1 ‘.
22. Getting parent involvement ‘ 5 4, . '3 2" 4 )
23."¢Wor1kiﬁg;1rural cultuifes . I 5 N 3 20 1
24. Working with rural politics ' o 5 4 3 2 i
25 What other fields have ieamed_ IS 5 . 4 3 2 1 '
. \ﬂ) {:&\ g ) 1 )
B -85- < \"\' R L
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. RURAL woaxsuop mtenesr SURVEY ‘ '
' PART n (Complete only if interested in monding tho workshop) 2 i
N 1. Can you list other topics i addition to those listed in Part I above?

Please list:.—_ : - : - —
. : [
oo ~ 2. Whatdo you think are the three most critical issues faced by rural service providers?
‘ g N . d
- . s " .
L 2 - . -
- . [} 2' é
- > . . r2s N
i p 3 < ’ '
:
- 3. Whatdo you think are three most citical Issuss faced by families of handicapped children in rural |
o el , - ‘
1.
‘ w
2 ' =
. : ‘ c -
, . - - . —s
g . 3. _ \\JL
. 4. &llﬁl‘; some ynique strengths of rural communities in serving young handicapped children and their
) A ] |e‘ . < L -
e ’ ] .
" ) - :

Pleae list by topnc number

) ' , Other Stredgths:

5. Which topic areas in Part 1t do you consider to be smngths in your project? > -

L Y e - . B .
z ’ e - - 4 7
2 - P - . " N
’ . 6. WOuld you be willing to contrlbute to the worknhop program in one of your strength arsas? .
- —ve no - . ' '
5 . .0 ~ . . . ‘ﬁ\ . ' - - 3
S o If yec,.whicﬁ areals): i : . s . .
. N . * ’ 4 ' ) - ‘ Rt
b ' , - * N |
sti ¥
) . N - * St ) b = :
: v . 7. Can you recommend uny other resources (pmom, publications, programs) that might be usefu! in .
o « Planning and conducting the workshop T R . .
+ . . Nemeand Address of Resource A Topic Arsa P
' . . i . - - A - N Ll
; T L
N " . . " “ RN
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. HCEEP Rural Workshop
’ Maxwell House Hotel ' . E - -
T Nashville, Tennessee .
March 12-14, 1980 . ~
~ ' 'AGENDA 3 ' s v .
Wednesday. March 12th : PR .
130-‘ 430 Rural Coqsonium Task Force Meetings
&30-8:30 Registration  ~ -
.800-930 Opening Session - Cos k -
Welcome - Tal Black * . ~
HCELP Rural Consortium - Harris Gabel . @
* BLH Presentation - Sandra Hazen - * . : -
Keynote - Special Education: The Broader Context of National Rural Policy - Dr. Jerry Fletcher < “
$30-1030 .., Socidl e »
. s ' ) , S
. Thursdsy. March 13th
~. 8:00:9.00 Coffee and Danish
- . t
+900-945 General Session . .
- Workshop Overview and Announcements - Joyce Jackson
Prescntation of HCEEP Rural Projects Survey - Tal Black * . -
. 945 10.15 Break .y )
10:18 - 11:48 _Concurrent Sessions - . o s
-*a  Securing Funding for Rural Programs - Art Moreau, Barbara Smith, Judi Wallace, Chairpersqn: Tal Black .
3 - b.  Assessing Parent Needs and Planning Intervention Programs - Vicki Dean, Judy Adams, Chairperson: Joyce Jackson |
i " ¢ Inflaencing Deécision Makers - Louise Phillips, Floyd Dennis, Lillie Bogan, Chairpersgn: Mike Woodard
. *d. Interagency Coordination: Best Praotices - Harris Gabel, Jim Fitch, Steve Guedet, Chairperson: Bill Woodrish
< - . . » . . e ‘
1200130 Lunchéen Session -

1:30:3:00 |

‘

Announcements and Introductions - Mike Woodard .
Rural Consortium Update - Harris Gabel, Louise Phillips, Patricia Hutinger, Dale Gentry
“Dialogue wijth Jerry Fletcher . . J

v -

Concurrent Sessions . ' v . ‘ *,
a. What Other Fields Have Learned - Jon Peters, JoyLean Sampson, Richard Couto, Dorsey Walker, Chairperson: Harris
Gabel v . - .
*b. Recruiting Staff for Rural Areas - Glendon Casto, Sandra Hazen, Taylor Cook, Dick Clevelend, Chairperson: Steve
) Threet . - s ’ ’
¢. Cost Effective Delivery Strategies -Fom Clark, Dale Gentry, Neil Schortinghuis, Chairperson: Tal Black
* »d. Evaluation of Parent Training and Educatiop Programs in Rural Areas - Bill Heehle, Chairperson: Joyce Jackson

v ’
Break . o - -
. A I .

. &
Concurrent Sessions .

*a. Rural Child Find: A Poster Party - Judy Adams, Barbara Hapners, Cortine Garland, Vicki Wozniak, Tom Miller,
- Chairpersons: Pennie Anderson and Mary Strode ’ . Y
b. Interagency Trouble Shooting- Rena Wheeler, Bill Hoehle, Christine Bartlett, Chairperson:-Patricia Hutinger .
¢ Establishing Community Communication and Awareness- David Kutz, Bill Sadka, Chairperson: David Gilderman
d. Cost Effective Delivery Strategies (see Thursday 1:30-3:00) - .. T 2 .

- ‘
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A e ® .
: - . AGENDA
. Page 2
«  Fnday, March 14th .
" 8:00-9:00 -  CoffecandDanish -+ e .
. oo
9:00- 10°15 Concurrent Sessions
. . *a. Stress on Rural Service Providers - Donald Perras, Chairperson: Tal Black
.. .- b. Assessing Parent Needs and Planning Intervention Programs - (see THursday 10:15- 11 45) N
- ) ¢. What Qther Fields Have Leamned - (see Thursday 1:30 - 3:00)
- d. Cost-Effecuve f)ehvery Strategies - (see Thur*ay 1:30-3:00) . . .
- 10:15-10:45 | Bresk )
10:45- 1200 Conc}mnt Sessions '
’ *a. Transportation Problems - Jim Groen, Chairperson: Mike Woodard .
- & *b. Successful Practices in Securing Funding - Corrine Garland, Jane Weil, Chairperson: Tal Black,
~ c ‘Establishing Community Communication and Awareness - (see Thursday 3:30- 5: 00)
lnﬂuencmg Decision Makers - (see Thursday 10:15 - 11:45)
12:15-1:30 Luncheon Session - ’ “ : : .
Workshop Evaluatmn and Closing. . . LI .o .
. . Closing Speaker - The Honorable Wes Watkins o " t‘.’ )
1:30-4.30 Rural Consortiym Task Force Meeting ' Vo . ) ", g
- « + * ‘ 4. - R
%o« - 4 . - }"
: s, .
. ‘ / .

(4
° .
. |
* -
. '
e o
' ?, N -
Y ’ -
s,
%
. s
2 ‘
H ~
1 - .
.
% - -
i, , .
e
o '
B
&
?}“ . O
ot :
h2E .
Z’« 4 \)‘ O °

153
P
luw

'3

iy

Ux

||m Provided by ERIC

lC : e " .90-

-
pos
|.,
i)
-

,&
i




Mron g Aty

'
&)

: ) ]
< .
r "
‘ —-$
> ! - » ) ‘
N \ ¢
|-
b
L4
Appendix C _ )
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. List of Rural Workshop Participantg
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Sheila Sp1vey

Area of Special Educat1on

PO ‘Box 2592

University, AL 25486 .

Marion Smith
Project REACT
Tuscaloosa, AL 35402

Marge Ford
1020 1 Strat
Ancliorage, Alaska

Don f. Perras
1635 Central Avenue
Bridgeport, Conn. |

Lillie Bogan
Beth Eckels
C-FzC Project

OchYocknee, GA 31773..

Dale Gentry

Department of Special Education

University of ldaho

Moscow, Idaho 83843 _

Pennie Anderson
Mary Strode

== BI11 Wdodrich

Macomb 0-3
Macomb, IL 61455

Stephen Guedet
Project RHISE/Outreach

"650 N, Main Street

Rockford, IL 61703

Pat Hutinger

" 27 Horrabin Hall .

- Western I11inois Unfversity

. Macomb, IL 61455

- Developmental Training@enter

Willia Dean Propst
Project LEEP

JAMP Dianosti¢ Center
Route™

Karnak, IL 62956

Gen Shelton

253 East Tenth Street
Bloomington, IN 47400

Carol Lé&tand

Kavin Rumold
Children's Services
Box 451

Colby. KS 67701

Vickfe Cochrane

‘Baptist Day Care

Box 104
€L Doradc,‘" KS. 67042

49502

»

/ kl
I. Participants and HCEEP Resources

Janelle Mulvenon -
3023 Canterbury
Salina, KS 6740)

® o
Sarah Osborn .
Punkin' Patch ‘
1602 Glenellern
Garden City, KS 67846

Judy C, Adams .
Jerri Millican .

Bob Kibler

PEEEC

Murray State Un1versity -
Murray, KY 420N

Dianne Flynn
Diane Murphy

. Nancy Severns >

PEEEC
Fredonia Elémentary, Box 177
Fredonia, KY 42411

Gina Palmer
Jo Allard

- UCPB Child Development Cent\er_

465 Sprihghill Drive
_Lexington, KY 40503

~ *

James Fitch
Brescia College Hearing Impaired
Project
Owensboro, KY 42301«
—r
Christine B, Bartlett
Department of Education

+ , Augusta, ME 04333 | .

Raymond ‘Bryant . N
. 211 Bakley Street . .
Cambridge, MD 21613

Ann Usiendik . >
* 212 Maryland Avenue
Cambridge, MD 21613 -

Vicki Wozniak

Tom Miller
Telstar

1691 M32 West
Alpena, MI 49707

»e

Wil)iam J. Sadka
1015 - 25th Avenue
Meridian, MS . 39301

Barbara Hanners

Project RURAL

MVW Speech & Hearing Center
PO Box W-1340

Columbus MS  39701%

Genora Halloway

Lisa Romine

Projéct RUN/Outreach .
PO Box 967 -
Oxford;.HS, 38611

v
L4 ..

-93-

- Access to Mainstream

William F. Hoehle

Diana'J.“Patteﬁ )
722 'S. Jefferson .
Springfield, MO 65801

Rena Wheeler ' ,‘

- Project Sunrise

Eastern Montana College |
Billings, MT 5910T - .

)
Kathy Koop -3
Nebraska Ch11df1nd
2507 South Canterbury
Ligeoln, NE' 68512 °

Sharon an'lmer ) /
Nevada Dept. of Education .
State Mail Room

Las Vegas, NV’ 89158

Mary Morse .
Infant Model Project
Concord, NH 03301 -t .

Ramona+E. Patgerson
Humiston Building
Notthern LakesRegion Special Serv1ces
Meredith, NH (3253 :

- ~

Richard J. Minogue
Tecler Diagnostic Center
11 Liberty Street
Amsterdam; NY ,1291 0

g

Maureen Sullivan .
St. Lawrence BQCES
Outer State )
Canton, NY 13617
s .
Ralph Conn w
“1-Can/Will Do It* Project
Appalachian State University-

-

- Boone, NC 28608 o T

Constance E. Holt %
Route 1, Box 335 e
Colerain, NC 27924

Children's Services
Southeast Mentals Health and
' Retardation Center

108 8th Street South
Fargo, ND 58103

Refca Zuleski

Vinton County:Schools
Vinton County Early Intervention Project
McArthur, OH 45651 -

.
-

Ruth Schennum .

Early Childhood Center .
_Chepachet School * ' .
. Glocester, RI 02814

D
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" Jackie Seat . ) Beverly.D. Taylor Steve Myers
Vivian Correa '~ 231 Riverwood Drive Bpx 874 °
Marsha Heiman ~ Hendersonville, TN 37075 - Spokane, WA 99210  ".
EHngeth Gerloc ° . : . ’
« * . Judy Davis - " Sumner County : Patricia McMillan
- Mary Porter . . Pupi) Services Dept. . .9 Route 1, Box 36
+ Maria Donofaro - ' - ,Wx 1148 Union, HV 29483
, Cecilia Andrews o . Gallatin, TN 37066 7
s 7 Vaughan ‘Stagg . - Nancy Punkore
Rick Lane Bettye-J. Berry . . General Deljvery
Harris Gabel : TN State Dept. of Education P Brooks, WV 25957
'FIT Project T Nashvitle, IN 73RV T o ~ '
Peabody College ) Henry Lynn
PO Box 15 - i Janet Coscarelli Barbara Lynn
Nashville, TN 37203 = Jo ¥on Nieda ° . PO Box 330 .
' . v " 110t - 17th Ave., South ‘Union, WV 24983
Brenda Peden Nashville, TN 37212 S Lo T L
Jan Bothwell . o - Neal Schortinghuis
Pam Frakes , ' . .Barbara Dévaney - . T 812 Slifer -
* Carole Nettles . Barbara Fiechtl ° “Portage, WI 53901
- Steve Threet : Linnea Harrison’ °* - ®
Susan Woodfin P . Matthew A. Timm - Sue Treb '
++ ¥ The Early Lifestyle Project - Regional lntervention ogram CeSa #6
’ King's -Daughters’ School 2400 White Avenue & L "725 W. Park Avenue
412.West 9th Street- - Nashville, TN 37204 . : Chippiwa Falls, WI 54729
o Co’lumbia ™ 3840Y ’ - - 7 .
. Jennifer wr - . _Awilda Torres
Pau?a Goodroe t. ) Community vices Office , . Departmgnt ‘of Education °
. Benita Collins -~ <~ “Ttover Bottom Developmental Center Program of Special Education
Box 66 . . Donelson, 37214 < . Hato Rey, PR 00919
Peabody Coltege.. . Y . e
Nashville, TN 37203 - VMicki A, Dean . ___.
N - ‘ . s * B . hd
Kathy. Joyner T Joyce B, Weiler -7 . - . ) ’
‘7132 North Main ‘ Box_279 :
Child Development Center - * Clinch Powell Ed. Coop. 2’
.= Shelbyvilley, TN 37160 Tazewell, TN. 37879
- Mary Jane Adams = - Jimmye L. Gowling
Route 1 Y, 845 Parsons Drive - T
Lewisb\lyg, TN 37091 - Béaumont, TX 77706 .
i. + Ann Hatley ‘ Mary McGongel ' " e
; Marshall County Board of Educat%on Project Transition . .
- Route-] - i 2501 punstan . ) -7
“ Lewisburg, TN ~37091,. _ .cm- - Houston, TX 77005 . ‘
. Cyndi Murrell Jamie Tucker . * ,
Hampshire Pike .Box 4179 .
. Forrest Acres . Texas Tech University PR
Columbia, TN 38401 . Lubbock, TX 79408 - i
. - Jom Ford . : Glen Casto . . ‘ ] ‘
- TRoute 2, Osborn Lane * Debra Tolfa |, d )
Hatertmm, N . Exceptional tHd Ccenter . . “
» ; UMC 68 ‘ - - . -
— Leanne Tatum Utah State University’ LR
RO Box 1084 . e —toganm, T 8432 - . = 7 ’
<. Columbia, TN 3§40? R ' } v S -
Co. . - Tom Clark - “ N RIS
... Pamela Ddxsey Dept. of Communication Disorders . ot RO
’ 3704 Richland Aventie Utah State Utiversity- . oo
‘ Nashville, TN 37208 . Co- Logan, u'r 84322 . - . ‘-.,;',,
M o - )
. Rutheima Warf - ) N Gai"l and L .
x - 102 Poplar ; .
v Dickson, TN 99 : -
. fog)t VA 23090 2
©  1da Sue Westerhan g ) : _
: Dickson County Board of Educa 'ogr.ﬁrie Gaasholt ) - .
Charlotte, TN ' PDAS Suite 225, U. District Bldg. - . .
7 1107 NE 45th C .
., Seattle, WA 98105 .
- s
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‘? Dick C'Ieveland
General Electric Company
Industrial Park :
Columbia, TN 3840)

Taylar Cook

- 11. Other Resources

Jim Groen

. Michigan Department of Social
Services N

Medical Services Admini stration

300 South Capttal - ®

-Lansing, MI 48926 °

¢

- -

Hospital Affiliates Internation : - -

Lewisburg Comnunity Hospital
-Lewisburg, TN 3709

Richard Couto e
Center for Health Servicls
Vanderbilt University
Station 17 4
NashviTle, TN 37232 °

Floyd Dennis
1502-17th Avenue, South
Nashville, TN 37212

Jerry Fletcher .

P. David Kurt®
University-of Tennessee
Box 9044
“Nashville, TN 37209 -
¢ Art Moreau .
** Box.B2 <

. Peoria, IL 61650

Jon Peters

. School for Continuing Education
University of Tennessee
Knoxville, TN

"~ JoyLean Sampson

Human Service Research Unit
Department of Social Welfare
Tennessee State University
3500 Centennial Blvd,
Nashvitle, TN 37203

Barbara Smith -
CEC
1920 Association Drive
Reston, VA 2209} *
Dorsey Walker
PO Box 97
Section, AL 3577

= Judi -Ha'llacé

1771 T Street, NW
Washington, DC 20009

. The Honorable Wes Watkins

1212 Mariner Way .Louise Phillips 424 Cannon House Building
Apartment 2 , PO Box 428 . . Washington, DC 20515 .
Tiburon,,CA " 94920 Magnolia, AR 71753 . . ' o
"y Jane Weil
e Ny — - - -— Box 22 -
P < Stueben, ME 04680
oo ' 11. TADS/WESTAR Staff .
\ S Tel Black ° g ¢ - Joyce Jackson
: ‘.' Mike Hoodard pavid Gilderman
' TADS - © WESTAR . ' C
: . 500 NCNB Plaza " 1107 NE, 45th Street L.
iy Chapel Hi11, NC 27514 Suite 215 =
-— { - Seattle, WA 98705 .-
3 ) " -
f: 1V, BEH ¢ )
L, X - . .
it M Sandra-Hazen ! . .
; ) * Dffice of Special Education
. - U.S. Department of Educafion .
’ . 400 Maryland Avenue, SH
.6th and D Street .
. s Donohoe Building, Room 3120 -
. Washington, DC 20202 ¢ » ’
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.
+*Menbers of Congress Warlang for Rural Ammca‘ .

U S. House of chresenmwes . 309 House Office Bmldmg, Amnex #1 o Washington®8:C. 20515 e 202[2?3»5630

Executive Committes

Wes Watkins {D-Ok.) Chdrmm Jacnos T. Broyhili (R N.C ) Vice-Chsleman . . . Ed Jones (D-Tenn } wc‘:-c»..&m .

8 Alexander {0-Ark 4 - .. ' leaAuCoin (D Ore) 2 ' - GWis Long {D-La} .
Gunn McKay (D Utah) ' * John Pawt Harimerschmdt (R-Ark.) ’ ° . Richard Notan (D- Mm)

: . Frank G.Tswifas - Dlrocto' P F ’ (.,
. il . s - 2 > - o
SUBJECT m‘r‘ﬁm LR RALQ C0S WEMBERSHIE — NPT

i R - ; .t y p .

* ~ . - o 7 ! . - ' ' AR -
: L e Te1e-a Room.| .~ o7 2 “Tele- Room .
- Name, . "~ -. phone No. * _ Name - " phone " No.

- Abdnor, James 9) A 55165 1224 Campbell CarroH A., Jr (S€)56030 172%#

~ e

’ A]hosta, Do?nald Joseph (MI)’ 53561 1318 | Carter, Tim Lee ‘(KY) ', 58601 2267 -«
ATexander. Bill. (AK) ' 54076 220f Chapge'l'l: Bi'ﬂ dr. ’(Fj_)~ N $54035 2353
Andrews,,IRe (NC) T :;',_s 51784 2446“ @@ sen, Don H. (CA) . '5'3‘311'1 2536:"“ ,

o Andrews; Wbk (NOY © . 52611 12186 | Clinger, Wil Tan F, , . “PAT.sE1Z1 1221
%'.; k Anthony, Becyl. Jr., (AK) -'537,72 7806 | Coelho, Tony (CA)" “ 86181 216
e Aspig, Lés WD & e “cotenan, E. 4homas (o) ° Y sion s, | -
L mCoin,.Les (oR) T s o3 | Oaniel, -Dan’(VA) 5711 1308

° ¢

Ba1dus, Mvm (WI)» . 55506 1\224. : Dav1s, "Mendel, J. tsc) & 53176 2161
- ' ) . & . ~_~' , o
s~ Bedell, Berk]ey (1Ay - w5406 %05 | pérrick, Butler (SC)", & 55301 1337 -

Bereuter, Doug}as K. (NL-:) ”54806 1314 " Eckhardt, Bob-(TX) - sao;n 141 s

Bethune, Ed (AK) ’ _‘ 52506 1339“"2” English, Glénn {0K) . ésbes 4109
Bevitly Tom (AL 7 548Ts 2305_ Erdahl, Arlen (M1) © 7 s22rT 1017
“Bollings R1chard cmo) . $as35 .,%365 " “fazio, ¥ic (cA)_ R ssfs s

}-eovf;n, avid R, (M) * 755876 2821 | Fighian, Flogd 4. (W) ., 55777 2 "

J

Breaux, JohnB (LA)- + 52031 2159, n,ppo, Ronnie G, (AL) | ,54801

. Brown, Geroge E., Jr. (CAY’ 56161 2342 7 Fo'ley, Thomas s.(AYTE . 52006 1201
. Broyhﬂ] James T.. (NC) 52576 2340*- Fountm, |_ 4. (NC)‘ - 54531 2188

-

»Burton, Jahn L 6CA) ) 55161 1714" Gmn, Bo (GA) \‘_,:‘7:" g 55831 ) 3]21

Burtom Pln’ﬁip (CA) ’ 54965, 2304 Gore, Al bert Jr (TN) 542'31., 141«7 -

.'r

:EKC!yron, Beverly B, ‘(MD) " s2re] 1216 | Grass!&y, Cha.NEsE (1A3 - 53301, 1227, .

> . - . - I

- " : N = . D ‘ - 2, . . :
[y i . : ° . . =99« 7. ; . . <
.
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- . -2 X /
Y Tele- Room ’ ' .Tele-  Room
N Name _phone No. Ngme phone _ Mo,
.Gudger, Lamar (NC) : 56401 §é§ “Neal, Stephen L. (NC) 52071 3
Hagedorn, Tom (MN) 52472 ’440 -Nichols, Bi]] (AL) 53261 2417
Hamilton, Lee H; (IN) + 55315 2476 No]an, Richard (MN) ‘52331 . 214
Hammerschmzdt John Pau](AK)54301 2160. Oberstar, James J. (MN) 56211 323
Hance Kent (TX) - 54005 1039 .Obe:l, David R, (NI) 53365v 2_230’
Han]ey, James (NY) 53701 239 | 0'Neill, Thomqs'P., ar.“(ﬂA) §5111 2231
Hairkin, Tom (IA) 53806 403 | “Panétta,-Leon E. (CA) " sosel 431
H{ghtdﬁer, Jack (TX) ’ 55706 120 ’Prey;r, kichardson (NC) 53065 2344
Ho11and, Ken (¢) 55501 - 103 | Price, Melvin (IL) 55661 2110
Ho:pk:’insl,,Larry J. (KY) 54706 514 | Rahall, )HCk Joe, IT (WVA) 53452 408
%;‘Hubbard, Carro(l, Jr. (KY) 53115 20? Richmohd{ Frederick R.‘(NY) '55936 1707'.
“+ HucKaby, Jerry (LA) © 52376 228 | Rose, Chanles (NC) -’ 52731 2435
iju‘tiq, Earl (FL) 54136 -4598 quhv, Toby (WI) ‘ 55665 1008
Ichord, Richard H: (M)~ 55155 ésoé° Runnels’, Harold (NM) 52365 1635
8 gJeffords, James M. (vr) 54115 ‘1510 Santini, &im (NV) 55965 1007
- Jenkins, Ed (GA) ‘ : 5521(j- 2;7, Schroede}, Patricia, (CO) : 54431 2437
Jenrette, John W.., Jr. *(SC) 53315 240 gLarp, Philip R. (IN) ’53021 1421
“Jones, Ed (TN) L 54714 104 | Shelby, Richard C. (AL) | 52665 1408
Jones, James R. (0K) 52211 203 Shumway, Norman D. (CA) 52511 1228
Kﬂdee, Dale E (MI')‘v g 5361'51 3.14 Shuster, Bud (PA) - ° 52431 2455 ‘
Kogovsek Ray (CO) o 54761 501 | Simon, Paul (IL) ' . 55201 227
Leach C1aude (Buddy) (LA) 5277;‘ 1229 Skelton, Ike (MO) ~ 52876 1404
"' Lbng, GﬂHs N ’“(LA) 54926 2445 ‘Smith‘, Neal (Iowa)' . 54426 2313
gott, Trent (MS)‘ i{""’ " 55772 2400 Stégd, Tom (OK) 56165 2405
~ LdndineﬁxSténiey;ﬂ (Y} 53161% 430 | Stenholm, Charles W. (TX). 56605 1610
McCormack, Mike (wA) 55816 2352 | Stump, Bob (AZ) . 54576 211
-Mcﬂugh, Matthgw, ﬁ.,(NY) ’56335 336 Synar, Michael Lynn (bK) 52701 . 133%
McKay, Gunn (UT) " 50453 2209 | Tauke, Thomas J. (;A) | 52011 319 .
53371. 2187 | Traxler, Bob .(MI) Nl 5206 2448

IToxt Provided by ERI

, . .
| I:RJf:“rp y John M.- (NY)

-100- , 97

\

\ .
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‘ - Tele- Room .. Tele- Room
_Name | _phone _ No. _ Name __phone - No.
Uliman, A1 (OR) - * 65711 1136 | Williams; Pat (MT) 53211 1233
Watkins, Wes (OK) 54565 424 | Wilson, Charles (TX) 52401 1214
Weaver, James (OR) 56416 1226 | Won Pat, Antonio Borja (Guam) 51188 2441
N . - - P
White, Richard C. (TX) 154831 2266 | Young, Don (AK) " 55765 1210
z ’
Whitten, Jamie L. (MS) 54306 2314 \
4
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Appendix E
HCEEP Rura]-Resource_Directory
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e C HCEEP RURAL RESOQURCE DIRECTORY '

»

- ; -

- This directory is composed of a list of nationai organizations,
individuals, and representatives of agencies concerned with rural "
development and revitalization. ) . .

The purpose of this directosy is to provide a reference to.in-
dividuals~and organiZations with/rural interests sensitive to the ;
needs' of' early childhood special education. This directory is by no-
means. complete; there are additional persons and organizations con-

. cerned with rural issues that are not inc]uded

Organizations

°Academy for Contemporary Problems

: 1501 -Neil Avenue ,
‘ Columbus, Ohio 43207 - S
1614-421-7700. ¢ . s

Rucal,fo¢us: The academy carries out research and policy studies

in order to identify.economic .and social changes in the nation and

their potential impacts on the various regions, states and communi-

ties; and to.develop alternative approaches.

Publications: Public Services in Rurdl Areas (1973);,

Ruralism.and Réalism (1974)

°Center for Community Change - v .

1000 Wisconsin Avenue .-
- Washington, D.C. 20007 S ' . .
’ 202-338-6310 L T

Rural focus: The center's projects include researcn Qn rural educa-<
- tion, technical.assistance, intervention, and pubtic inforMatidn ac-

- tivities

’

v °Center for Rura] Studies ‘
" ‘1499, Potrero ' ’ ,
San Francisco, California v :
415-648-2094

L] : A . (‘"

! lkurai Focus: This public interest research group delves into all
» aspects of rural life. _ _ ..

°Congressional Rural Caucus .
¥ Frank Tsutras, Director - .- . R
309 House Annex Building ) ) Co
T Washington, D.C. 20515 ~ )
- . . 202-225-5080 ; .

4‘Chairman Wes watkins Oklahoma o ) . .
o Ct ’

Ke

(RTTAN 1 Y R

. . .
* . . . . . 4
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‘Rural focus: This bi-partisan group of U.S. Representatives is i
dedicated;3o the orderly growth and development of Rural America. - -
Prior1t1e§ center on issues of education, health, public works, < . '
agriculture, and so forth. . .
°ERIC Clearinghouse on Rural Lducation (ERICrCREss) T
‘Box 3AP, New Mexico State University c } :

Las Cruces, New~Mex1co 88003 y ’ . :
Everett Edington,. Director , . , v
505-646-2623 : > v
Rura'l focus: Education - .

_ Funded by the National Institute of Educat1on, (ERIC CRESS) pro-
vides ready access to exemplary programs, research, and development
efforts and 1nformation related to education in small schools and
rural areas. :

. °National Area Deve1opment Institute .
—— “P.Q. Box 967 . .

- Rockport, Texas 78382
512-729-6878 _ ) . .

Rural. focus: The 1nstitute publishes a newsletter which focuses on
legislation, programs, and recent pub]%cations of interest to rura1
development practitioners, .

Publication: Financing Rura1 Development

°Nat1on2l Association of Counties
1735 New York Avenue, N.W. ~ .

. Washington, D.C. 20006 N - N . . <
202-785-9577 . . o
‘Rural focus: The assocjation adopted a Fair Share Program for Rural

' Counties with positions in rural development, education, hea]th
welfare, and social services.

?ub]ication *County News

°Nationa1 Conference of -State Legis1atures o .

~ 444 N, Gapitol Street _ ! .
Washington, D.C. 20001 - = : ‘ . !

~ B

Rural- focus: The Committee on Rural Deve1opment presents rural issues,

- IncTuding those which deal with the full implementation 6f Rural Devel- .
3 opment Act of 1972 ’

°Nationa1 Governors Association i " -'_ , :

- Jackie Use11is&- Education Liaison '

444 N, Capitol Street . ) ,

Washington, D.C. :20001. . o . g . i ' ’

202-624-5300 - _ .- K «
| ) . . . L.

. ‘ Y
0. 102 '
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A Rural focus: The Committee on Community and Economic Development B
is primarily responsible for rural affairs.

°National Rural Center (NRC)
1828 L Street, N.W. .
Washington, D.C. 20036 :

. - 202-331-0258

Rural focus: A1l aspects of rural development and revitalization
are covered, inc]uding.education3 health, and community economic

- . - development. The NRC was created to deve]op policy al®ernatives
to provide information which can-help rural peop]e achieve full
potential.

°Rural America )

1346 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. -
Washington, D.C. 20036
202-659-2800'

Rural focus: This non-profit membership organization was established
"*to meet the need for continuing national advocacy on behalf of rural

peopTle.

Publications° Rura] America Rural Community Development News]etter

Ty

°Rura1/Regiona1 Education ASsociation
- ' Director, "Lewis Tamblyn '
. 1201 16th Street, N.W. L C . o
Washington, D.C. 20036 ' _ , . '
"Rural foéus: The association serves as an advocate organization to
- aeveiop appropriate educationaJ _programs for rura]/regiona] use.

. °The Rural -Coalition : -
’ Barbara Rose, Executive Director ‘
' 1828 -L. Street, N.W., Rm, 902 ) _
) v Washington ? C. 20036 _ _ ‘
‘ ( - . .
Rura] focus: This coalition of 50 1oca1, state, and national organi-
— zations is aimed at influencing public policies and processes to
benefit disadvantaged rural communities. .

u , ‘e r

Additionai _Resource Advocates

<

°American Associatipn of School Administrators >

- Walter Turner . . )

1801 N. Moore Street , )

Arlingtan, Virginia 22209.
' 703-528-0700 .

A\

’ ' -]09“'




-

- : °Assoc1ation for Childhood Education International
‘ : 3615 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W.
: Washington, D.C. 20016
)' 202-363-6963 ' : .
®Association for Supervisﬁon and Curriculum Development

) 225 N. Washington Street

Lo _ Alexandria, Virginia 22314 {
v vma— 703=549-9110

°Center for Rural Education of Small Schools
College of .Education
S 5 Kansas State University . S
== 7 ™ 292V ArborDrive 5 A
b " Manhattan, Kansas 66502 ’ '
: .913-539-0555 ' e )

) °Nationa1 "Association of State Boards of Education’
444 N, Capitol Street

~ 526 Hal)l of the States
Washington, D.C. 20001

°National Center for Research in Vocational Education
Ohio State University

1960 Kenny Road ,

Columbus, Ohio -43210 . .

°National Rural Project .

Center for Innovation and Development
Murray State University

Murray, Kentucky 42071

°National School Board Associatjon L
1055 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W. *
Washington, D.C. 20007° Co
202-337-7666
Director, . James Mecklenburger
,°People United for Rural-Education
Rural Route .
Latimer, Iowa- 50452

* " °Rural Development Center’
University of Missouri-
Columbia,‘Missouri 65201

°Rural Education Project
Education Commission of the States
300 Lincoln Tower
1860 Lincoln Street

- Penver, Colorado 80295 o <

.- ) i ' . o A .
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) °Norman E. Hearn '

- -Bureau-of-Elementary and Secondary Education ~ -~

- Natiqnal Institute of Education

. washington, D.C.

.

Resource Persons

°Frank Fratoe . . -

-Sociologist -
.Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture PRSIV S

—_— P -

washington D.C.

Special ASsistant to the Deputy Commissioner

U.S. Office of Education
Washington, D.C.

—t

°Stuart Rosenfeld : ~
Senior Associate o
Program on Educationa] Policy and Organization

washington D.C. . .

°Peggy Ross

-Research Analyst and Sociologist

Economics, Statistics and Cooperatives Services

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Washington, D.C. . , .

°Tom Schultz, Co-chairman

Research Associate

Program on Educational Policy and Organization
National Institute of Education

°Jonathan Sher . :

OEDC-CERI o : : .

2 Rue Andre-Pascal ' < .
75775 Paris ‘ - ‘

CEDIX 16, France

°Jim Swiderski

House Agricultural Committee
1301 Longworth Building
‘Washington, D.C.
202-225-0418




Lt

" Bibliographit Information ‘ s

cer

Cornman, J.M. & Madden, J.P:;  The Essent1a1 Process for a~Successful
. 'Rural Strategy: A Policy Statement- Following a National Evalua--

tion of Title V of the Rural Deve};pment Act of 1972, MWashington,

D.C.: The National Rural Centef, 1977,

| This 42 page report exanjines the potentia] of Title V as part of
a broad national rural strategy, )
“Rural Commun1ty Devel;pment, Rural Public Tran;gortation, "and Rural
. Health News g;ter. Washington, D.C.: The National Rural Center.

- These three newsletters contain reports of information gained in
the course of the center's program activities. Rural Community.
Development addresses general community development in rural

S areas, - Rural Public Transportation and Rural Health Newsletter

" are written for technical, specialized, rural practitioner aud-
iences. The publications are mailed out four to six times an-
nual]y and are free of charge. | . . -

- Resource Guide for Rural Development: Handbook for Assessing Govern-
: ment and Private Funding Sources. .(A National Rural Center Pub-
' ‘ “Tcation) - - ‘ !

<L Sher, J. Revitalizing Rural Education: A Legislator's Handbook.
4 National Conference of State Legistators, September, 1978.

R Carter Administration. Small Community and Rural Development Policy
. - Act. December 20, 1979, .

©




Appendix F ,

Rural Workshop Evaluatidn Qhesfiongqire

.




HCEEP RURAL WORKS HOP

' Nashville, Tennessee ) .
IR . : “March 12-14, 1980 - IR

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE e S

This questionnaire is*designed—to gwur—ﬂnﬂuwjmgg the @ity

and usefulness of this workshop. We will use the information yo provide~to—._ -
determine the effectiveness of this meeting and to improve future meetings of
this kind. We appreciate your most honest and objective opinions. THARK YOU.

Please 1ndiqgte your ﬁ@ofessional affildation:
HCEEP Demonstration Project (East). " SIG

HCEEP Demons tration Project (West)

HCEEP Outreach-Project (East)
HCEEP Outreach Project (West)

-

TA/BEH Staff
Former HCEEP Project
Other (please specify)

4

projects.

B. To facilitate communicatfon and co-
operation among rural HCEEP projects.

.C. To exchange information and ideas on
best practices.

spectives from other fields serving
rural areas.

Lo

<

II. The workshop agenda was structured so
among several toffics of hfgh interest
rate sessions t

-

D. To 1dentify new deveiopments and per-

7 6 5 4 3 _2 1

7 6 5 4 3 2.1

[

7 6 5 &4 13y 2 1-
—— Rl .

that participants could choose

to rural HCEEP projects:  Please

at you attendéd in temms of both quality and usefu]ness.

/' WEDNESDAY, March 12 ‘ '
. \ ngjity Usefulness
e - ‘ A Very Of Some - Not .-
Session Title . , Excellent Avg. Poo Useful Use . Useful .
Keynote Address . 76543210 7654321
- ' . . r 4 N ’ = N
. . . - -, , —
' | .li)eg P
Aol ' -115- ‘

I. To what extent did you perceive the workshop to have achieved its purposes?
(Please c1rc1e the ~appropriate response for each item. ) . . —
o ‘ o Very ’ Not at: i
. . “Well Adequately all »
9 t* As To Jdentify issues and needs of rura] '




R . I ’."- &" t:‘l
2 - - N
b v Ve
_ THIRSDAY, MARCH 13 , <.
\ L - . Quality Usefulness >
Ve e . Very Of Some Not
Session Title Excellent Avg. Poor Useful Use. Useful
Securing- funding for rural 76654321 7 6.5 43 2 1.
. programs D7 , . ‘ . 8
"“Assessing parent needs & plan- 7 6°5 4 3 2 1 7654321
» ning intervention programs . \ _Jz%s;*. :

. Inf1uenc1ng dgc}§jon makers 765 43 21 7 6 5,4 ?fffg) 1
Interagency troub]e shooting 7 6 5°4 3 271, 76 56 43 21
What other f1g1ds hive learned 7 -6 5 4 3 2° 1 7 65 457
Recruiting staff for-rural 76543271 7.6 5/ 321

"t areas - . " W .o N
Cost effective délivery 7 6 5.4 3 21 "7 654321
strategies/1:30 p.m. « B . , »\‘“ .,
. Evaluation of parent training %7 6 5.4 3 2 1. 7 6 534 3 2 1
& education programs . : . Co '
Rural child find: A poster 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7'6 54 3 21
' party” ¢ : . ‘ T
Interagency v coordination: ° 76 5 4 3°2°1". 7 ef:zg 4 3°2 1
Best practices ' : - ,
Establishing community com- 7 6°5 4 32 1 76 543 21
munication & awareness .» AN . ‘ .
Cost effective delivery 7654 321 765473 2°1
strategies[3:3o_plm.v "1 -
- ' Y
FRIDAY, MARCH ‘14 SR
Stress on rural service 76 5 4 3.2°71, 7 6 5 4.3 21
providers . - < . "
Assessing parent needs and 7665 4-3°2 1 7654321
" planning intervention pro-~ - °. ) "
“grams _
What other fields have learned 7 6 5 4'3 2 1 765 4:3.2 1.
Cost effective delivery 7 6 54 3 1 7 6 5 3 21
- strategies ‘ , . o .
Transportation problems 6 54 1. 7 4.3 2.1
Successful practices. for 6 4 1. 7,6 4 3 2 1
securing funding . , . Co S
Establishing community com-- 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7654 3.2 1%
g munication & awareness - -~ S /.
Influencing decisfon makers 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7654% 21
N i
. . .1na- )
) e 109




3 -+ - “:,
' § ) ~ ) , e i
- - t
We are very 1nterested in your feedback. Please list any comments you wish "to
( make on individual séssions. (Use back of form, if needed.) ) .
Sessfon Title: , v . ’
Comments: —$ K
Session Title: - R -/ NI ’
.« 2 ac"' . 3
Comments:”, N
> :: R . " , -
S ‘ .

. - A . .‘
II11. Please respond to each of the following questions. Your answers wilT be
carefully reviewed and considered. .

1,

*

-
‘

exp]ain N B

- X _ ’

P . ‘%‘
t future HCEEP rural consort1um meetings and act1v1t1e§ What topics "
and issues do you be11eve shou]d be addressed? - .
ﬂ-. ' °
-~ i "‘/ :
) ) ’ .

[ -t ’ ¢ “
Do you feel this workshop was worth the timp and effort you 1nvested?
Ye. No -~ . ‘ ‘ o .
Comments: . : oo i

what\was the most pos1t1ve part of the workshop fo you’ P]ease

N

Please indicate your overa11 satisfaction with this workshop .(Please
circle appropriate response.) :

Extremely o Totatan o - -
Satisfied © . Satisfied .Satisfied . .
7 "6 5 4 3 2 1 S

‘ [} / -

v 11




[
5. In your opinion, what was_ the weakest component (or aspect.) of this
workshop?

¢

\

6. List any comments you would like to make concern1ng the workshop
© *'"location, organizatien, time of meet1ngs, accommodations, etc.

@ N

oy

-~ 7.7 List any other comments.

“ . .
[ T , ‘
. .

a

- Please return this questionnaire'before you leave the workshop, or mail it to:

David Gilderman
" WESTAR
~ - University Distr1ct Building, JD-06
. 1107 N.E. 45th, Suite 215
) ‘Seattle, WA 98105
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