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Program Report Form

Work group:  IIIP



Today’s Date:  15 August 2008
Person preparing this report: Dawn Tommerdahl
Dates of Report:  July 1, 2007 – June 30, 2008

Factor(s) Being Addressed


 
√
Improve attendance/behavior in school
√
Improve functioning of children with 

(
Child & family health 



ED or SED diagnosis


(
Participation in illegal activities

(  
Improve permanency or family 

√
Child development




stability/family functioning
√
Organization, community, systems change
√
Decrease need/demand for later 

√
Other prevention and early intervention

intervention
(
Experiences of abuse or neglect (improve child safety)

(
Other (please list):  ____________
  

PART I:  DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF CHILDREN SERVED

According to an informal survey conducted in fall 2007, the Dilworth-Glyndon-Felton school district had 4 children using IFSPs (Individual Family Service Plan) and 5 had IIIPs (Individualized Interagency Intervention Plan.  Clay County schools in the Lake Agassiz Special Education Cooperative (i.e. Ulen-Hitterdal, Hawley and Barnesville) had 21 children on IIIPs and no IFSPs.  Co-op director Norma Altmann-Bergseth noted that most (more than 90%) of the IIIPs were for preschool students and that this is due to the software the co-op used at one time.  Moorhead schools had 60 active IFSPs and 31 active IIIPs at the time of the survey.


PART II:  OUTCOMES
Definitions:

Goal:  A specific statement about direction; what we want clients to attain; the change we’re working toward making
Input:  Resources the organization puts in:  people, money, facilities, time, technologies (knowledge, information technology, medical/therapeutic technologies)

Output:  Output is about “us.”  It measures the activities we engage in, for example: number of clients served, number of sessions, number of service units, etc.

Outcome:  Outcome is about “them” -- the change experienced by the client.

	Program / project goal
	Input
	Output
	Outcome

	Increase the number of families using IIIPs by providing training and training materials to parents and professionals.
	3 – 4 trainers and their time
training space

training materials
	no training was conducted this fiscal year
	


Narrative 

No training was conducted this year because the IIIP work group agreed to be a host site for an evaluation project sponsored by MnSIC (Minnesota System of Interagency Coordination) and funded by the Minnesota Department of Education.  Five projects from four counties are part of the evaluation project (Beltrami/Bemidji, Clay, Dakota, and Hennepin/Minneapolis and Hopkins/St. Louis Park/Minnetonka).  The purpose of the evaluation project was to document how interagency work was functioning around the state so that a list of “Best Practices” could be compiled and shared in areas where there was little formal interagency work.  Carolyn Strnad and Dawn Tommerdahl served as project leaders.
The purpose of the Clay County evaluation project was to document the perceived effectiveness of the IIIP process and document.  A survey was developed and sent by mail to parents whose children have a IIIP and electronically to school personnel and other community service providers who work with children who have IIIPs and are therefore part of IIIP teams.  Findings from the survey will be used to modify training in the future.  

Four main themes were apparent in the survey results:

1. Respondents perceive that the success of teams depends on two factors:  parent involvement and the commitment of professionals.  The following survey response is typical:  “What really matters is that all team members come together and can work together.”

2. Several professionals observed that the IIIP encourages parent involvement.  This observation is confirmed by results in the parent survey – that parents feel that their ideas are heard at IIIP meetings.

3. A challenge that was mentioned numerous times by both parents and professionals was feeling too rushed at meetings to adequately complete all portions of the IIIP document.

4. The following aspects of the paperwork required for a IIIP also received numerous comments:

a.  Duplication – that agencies still use their own plans in addition to the IIIP

b. Access to the document

c. Relevant data is not contributed to the document in a consistently timely manner

Based on survey results, the following recommendations were made to the IIIP work group for their discussion and further action:

1. All team members should know the process and hold each other responsible for following it.

a. Meeting length:

i. Ensure that annual IIIP meeting is scheduled for a reasonable length of time so that the process may be successfully completed.

b. Meeting agenda:

i. Make enough copies of the agenda so that everyone attending the meeting has a copy.

ii. Include the definition of IIIP at the top of the agenda (something like “IIIP is a coordinated, interagency plan to address the needs of a child that utilizes the child’s strengths.”

iii. Add the following questions to the agenda:

1. Does the plan address the needs of the child listed on the family page and core description?

2. Does the plan utilize the strengths of the child?

c. Core description:

i. Recognizing that it is time-consuming to go through it every year, perhaps a quick update highlighting changes could be made every other year instead of going through all sections every year.

d. Follow-through/accountability:

i. Devise a plan for team members to hold each other responsible for carrying out the work toward the goals, including, for example, how to share quarterly or semi-annual updates on progress from outside agencies with the entire IIIP team.  A couple of suggestions:

1. Children with IIIP could be referred to wraparound so that the team could track progress on goals.

2. A semi-annual IIIP meeting could be scheduled according to the county’s timeline in lieu of a parent-teacher conference.  School case manager could represent the school (not all school people would have to attend).

2. Increase the commitment to interagency work on behalf of children with special needs by:

a. Ensuring that all staff (school, community service providers, county) and parents are trained in the interagency process and use of the IIIP planning document.

b. Conducting training sessions on a regular basis.

c. Revising training materials to include the following components gleaned from parent forums and surveys returned by professionals:

· Components and what it means

· Who’s responsible for each

· Basics about global goals – how to understand what teacher writes; 

· Integration of goals/objectives across agencies and home.

· Advocacy (e.g. school tried to schedule only 60 minutes for meeting but parent put foot down and now meetings are 90 minutes)

· Agenda – parent never saw IIIP agenda

· How to read IIIP to see where responsibility lies

· Acknowledge that everyone is intimidated by everyone else on the time and then remind people to focus on the best interests of the child.

3. Increase the percentage of eligible children using IIIP by ___% over the next year.  We can figure out the number of eligible families by finding out how many children receive county services (not counting Rule 79 or PCA as these children would not necessarily have IEPs).

4. Survey parents and professionals again next year to see if any improvement have been made in these areas.

The IIIP work group also revised the interagency agreement that the state requires.  The agreement that was in place had not been updated in several years.  The agreement awaits approval by the Collaborative’s Administrative Group and Governance Board.
Finally, the work group began working through a systems components matrix developed by Lola Jahnke (Minnesota Department of Health).  The matrix is designed to be used as a self-evaluation tool by communities to identify and target components of interagency work that need improvement (e.g. written policies, streamlined procedures, etc.).  Feedback from the work group will be forwarded to Lola as we continue to work our way through the extensive list of components.


PART III:  COLLABORATION

In addition to parent representatives, work group members represent the following Collaborative partners:   Access of the Red River Valley, Clay County Public Health, Clay County Social Services, Dilworth-Glyndon-Felton Public Schools, Lake Agassiz Special Education Cooperative, Lakeland Mental Health and Moorhead Area Public Schools.  A case manager from CCRI (Creative Care for Reaching Independence has also joined the work group.  

Since October 2007, Carolyn and Dawn have attended periodic meetings with the other participants in the evaluation projects listed above hosted by the representatives from the Minnesota Department of Education and the Minnesota Department of Health who oversee the evaluation project.


PART IV:  ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
The final report of the evaluation project is available on the Collaborative’s website:  www.claycountycollaborative.org – click on “Committees” and then “IIIP.”
The revised interagency agreement will also be posted there after it is approved by the Collaborative’s Administrative Group and Governing Board (late September 2008).
Budget

Training for professionals (2 per year) & parents (annual)
	CATEGORY
	AMOUNT OF LCTS FUNDS REQUESTED
	OTHER SOURCES OF FUNDING
	IN-KIND CONTRIBU-TIONS
	TOTAL EXPENDED

	Reimbursement to schools & Head Start for substitutes costs (1/2 day subs)
	$1500
	
	
	$0

	Parent stipends
	$400
	
	
	$0

	Photocopying
	$400
	
	
	$0

	Refreshments
	$150
	
	
	$0

	Other
	
	
	trainers’ time

host site
	

	Evaluation project
	
	$2000
	
	1,819.67 

	total
	$2450
	
	
	

	carryover to FY09
	
	
	
	$2450
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