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Table 7: Supporting High School Improvement
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Poster Session Descriptions of Collaborative Efforts

Table 2: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	The Teacher Quality Initiative  

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	New York Comprehensive Center:

Jonathan Shrem

Adam Goldfarb

	What is the collaborative project?
	The collaborative project between the New York Comprehensive Center and the Teacher Quality Center involves, among other efforts, the third annual spring seminar entitled, “The Next Decade: Preparing and Retaining Effective Teachers for High Need Schools.” 

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	New York Comprehensive  Center,

Teacher Quality Center

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?


	The New York Comprehensive Center, in collaboration with the Teacher Quality Center, works to provide research and support to benefit the New York State Education Department and positively influence the practices of teacher preparation programs in the higher education community. We work closely with Deputy Commissioner Joseph Frey and Executive Coordinator Stanley Hansen in an effort to provide the most current and useful resources surrounding teacher quality. 

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 


	The purpose of this collaboration is to respond to the state’s policy questions as they arise with topical, cogent research and analysis.  This is accomplished by utilizing the extensive research expertise of the Teacher Quality Center in conjunction with the New York Comprehensive Center’s ability to synthesize, analyze, and apply this research to practice in order to assist the New York State Education Department. 

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  
	The New York Comprehensive Center and Teacher Quality Center have formed a coalition to help aid the New York State Education Department.

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	Challenges of collaborating have been accurately communicating needs and allocating sufficient time for the needs of other collaborators. Benefits of collaborating have been the sharing of resources, exchange of research, and the expansion of our knowledge base to better inform our response to New York State’s needs. 

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	The benefits of this coalition have been the strong professional relationship that we have formed and the mutual trust in the other partner’s capabilities, expertise, and responsiveness.

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	One challenge of this coalition has been bridging the physical distance between the partners.

	What lessons have you learned?


	Collaboration is a process that requires trust, patience, and the ability to understand and communicate one’s needs in a professional and timely manner. 

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  
	Next steps would include defining a stronger structure for our collaborative, perhaps involving scheduled teleconferences where we can exchange ideas on upcoming projects or issues of concern.

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	New York Comprehensive Center:

· Jonathan Shrem: jshrem@rmcres.com

· Adam Goldfarb: agoldfarb@rmcres.com


Table 4: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	Pacific Response to Intervention/Integrated Service Delivery (RtI/ISD)

	Name of Contact Person and Center completing request
	Caroline MaGee

Western Regional Resource Center for the RRC Program

1268 University of Oregon

Eugene, OR 97403

541.346.0352

	Name(s) of Poster Session Presenter
	Caroline MaGee, WRRC for the RRCP

Hilda Heine, PREL-Pacific Comprehensive Center

	What is the collaborative project?
	Pacific Response to Intervention/Integrated Service Delivery

	Names of Contacts and Centers involved in the collaborative effort? 

What stakeholders are involved?
	Caroline MaGee, WRRC

Caroline Moore, WRRC

Steve Spencer, WRRC

Paul Dumas, PREL

Marylin Low, PREL

Hilda Heine, PREL-PCC

Destin Penland, PREL-PCC

June DeLeon, Guam CEDDERS

Broad-based representation (from National and State leadership to teachers and resource specialists) from six Pacific jurisdictions: American Samoa, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands; Federated States of Micronesia (Pohnpei, Kosrae, Chuuk, Yap); Guam; Republic of the Marshall Islands; Republic of Palau

Stakeholder Representation (Pacific Leadership Team): Secretary & Minister of Education; Commissioner & Associate Commissioner of Curriculum & Instruction; Deputy Superintendents; Directors; Coordinators of General Education & Special Education; Advisory Council members; principals, teachers, school psychologists, assessment specialists, data coordinators, school area supervisors



	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?)
	Joint commitment as TA partners to model and foster general education and special education partnerships and assist with the implementation of an effective system of tiered interventions to improve service delivery for all students in the Pacific entities. Additionally, collaboration has allowed for the leveraging and sharing of resources and expertise.

	Brief Description of Collaborative Effort (e.g., target audience, topic, how it started, current status, next steps)


	Over the last several years, the WRRC and PREL have been working collaboratively with their Pacific TA partners (Guam CEDDERS, the National Center for Response to Intervention (NCRTI), the IDEA Partnership, OSEP, and expert consultants) to promote partnerships between general education and special education that will help integrate programs and services to educate all students in the Pacific entities. Systems assessments completed in each entity continue to provide valuable data in the areas of leadership, curriculum and instruction, professional development, assessment, and family involvement. Through a series of meetings and site visits, entity teams have worked to build consensus to adopt an effective system of tiered interventions that support the needs of all students. Current action plans and next steps identify the need to examine assessment systems, specifically the alignment of curriculum and instruction with summative and formative assessment practices. Additionally, entity leadership teams are in the process of reviewing and revising measures for universal screening and identifying pilot sites for the administration of and training on these screeners. The collaborative is currently following up with the entities on their identified next steps via on-site visits, webinars, and conference calls. The next joint meeting is tentatively scheduled for July, 2010 on Guam.


Table 5: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	Mountain Plains Desert TA Providers Collaborative

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Carol Massanari, Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center

	What is the collaborative project?
	This is an effort to ensure that the OESE and OSEP funded TA Centers serving states in the OSEP Region V

· Continuously identify areas where activities overlap;

· Identify a common or shared message to states;

· Identify activities where it is best to collaborate, coordinate, and/or communicate; and

· Support the work (initiatives) of each other even when not directly involved (i.e., share each other’s resources when working with states, help states make connections between the various activities of different centers).

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	· South Central Collaborative for Equity (Region VI)

· Midwest Equity Assistance Center (Region VII)

· BUENO Equity Assistance Center (Region VIII)

· The Equity Alliance (Region IX)

· Mid-Continent Comprehensive Center (MC3)

· North Central Regional Comprehensive Center

· Southwest Regional Comprehensive Center

· North West Regional Comprehensive Center

· Region V Parent Technical Assistance Center

· Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?


	The benefit is found at two levels:

1.  Internal—the members of the collaborative are more informed about each other’s work and mission; there is a growing coherence in assisting states to connect with the most effective TA provider.

2. External—the common clients (states and in some cases LEAs)  benefit from our ability to access each other’s expertise, help them connect their work within the state, and receive consistent messages about ED priorities in the area of equity and improved results for children.

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 
	This collaborative emerged from the early Leveraging meetings.  The members found it difficult to talk in-depth and learn about each other’s work during the meetings due to time limits and meeting logistics.  

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  


	For the most part, we are at the coordination partnering/norming stage.  However, because of our efforts to consistently get together, individual collaborative efforts have emerged within specific states.  Three examples include the following:   SWRCC and MPRRC worked collaboratively in one state to help it address data collection issues.  MC3 and MPRRC worked collaboratively to develop a protocol for a Shared Item Bank (SIB) for Alternate Assessments Based on Modified Achievement Standards (AA-MAS).  NCRCC and MPRRC are working collaboratively to develop a series of web-based modules to introduce the concepts of IEPs connected to the standards.

Currently, we have developed two theories of action to help us clarify our principles for working together.  One is an external theory of action to identify expectations for what it will take to extend states’ capacity to provide leadership in policy, practice, and accountability.  The second is an internal theory of action to identify expectations we have for each other if we are to function as a proactive, coordinated, integrated, responsive, accountable system of TA.  

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	Challenges are the follow through it takes between meetings to sustain the collaborative efforts and conversations initiated during the face-to-face time.

The benefits have been the growth in the number of times we are communicating, cooperating, coordinating, and collaborating with one another between meetings.  

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	· Commitment to the collaborative effort to provide quality TA to common clients

· Commitment to take the time to meet, plan and work together

· Commitment to share resources and the cost of the meetings

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	Identifying and maintaining collaboration efforts between meetings

	What lessons have you learned?


	Relationships make all the difference.  When we had new EACs funded, it was very beneficial to meet soon after to begin getting to know new players.   When there are personal relationships, it is not just better for cross-center communication; it builds trust among Center staff.  

It takes time to follow-up and coordinate meetings across the network.

Not all “collaboration” requires the same degree of intensity.  It is important to know when there is a need to communicate and coordinate in order to ensure the collaborative efforts are efficient and most effective.  

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  


	We have plans to finalize our internal theory of action.  We will be setting up a document (e.g., a spread sheet) that we can use to document efforts/activities by state.  This will be an ongoing updated document that will allow all of us to see at a glance the activities each Center has in a given state.  This will allow us to connect and identify additional collaborative initiatives without having to wait until a face-to-face meeting to share our activities and projects.  We are also committed to finding ways to increase our shared message around equity.

	Poster Session Presenter(s): 
	Carol Massanari, Mountain Plains Regional Resource Center


Table 7: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	Supporting High School Improvement

	Name of Contact Person and Center completing request
	Marilyn Murphy, Center on Innovation & Improvement (CII)

Chad Duhon, National High School Center (NHSC)

	Name(s) of Poster Session Presenter
	Marilyn Murphy, CII

Chad Duhon, NHSC

	What is the collaborative project?
	The NHSC and CII have joined forces to integrate the NHSC Eight Elements of High School Improvement and related indicators into CII’s Indistar system designed to support states, districts and schools as they implement improvement plans.  The emerging collaborative will include partnerships with a cohort of the CII pacesetter states and together NHSC and CII will facilitate a working group aimed at building the capacity of states to support improvement and turnaround efforts in states’ lowest performing high schools.

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?)
	The NHSC and CII will work closely with a small group of states to improve the capacity of individual states to support the turnaround of the lowest performing high schools.  Additionally, NHSC will build internal capacity to develop tools and supports for other states that are targeting the lowest performing high schools.

	Brief Description of Collaborative Effort (e.g., target audience, topic, how it started, current status, next steps)


	After working on the SIG Handbook with CII, together the NHSC and CII decided to work together to build state and district capacity to address the unique needs of their lowest performing high schools.  The NHSC is currently in the process of refining the indicators and sub-indicators that comprise the eight elements for high school improvement to align within the CII indistar system.  After building the high school improvement indicators into the CII system, the NHSC will convene a working group of states interested in using the system and targeting low performing high schools to build state and district capacity to support high school improvement.


Table 10: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	The Southeast Comprehensive Center (SECC)/Texas Comprehensive Center (TXCC) at SEDL and National Center on Response to Intervention (NCRTI) Collaboration: Statewide Implementation of Response to Intervention (RtI) in Two Southeastern States and Texas 

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Dr. Ada Muoneke, TXCC and SECC, SEDL

Dr. Tessie Rose, NCRTI, American Institutes for Research

	What is the collaborative project?
	RtI in Louisiana, South Carolina, and Texas

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	SEDL—TXCC and SECC

National Center on RTI (NCRTI)

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?
	State education agency (SEA) staff from Louisiana, South Carolina, and Texas

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 


	Collaboration between the SECC and the TXCC at SEDL and the NCRTI began as a result of RtI technical assistance requests from each state served by this collaborative project. Through the collaboration, the centers were better able to provide the comprehensive TA services these states needed while avoiding duplication of efforts. The purposes of the collaboration are to 1) identify common issues in the states served by SEDL and the NCRTI; 2) gather and disseminate RtI information requested by the states that are served by the two centers; 3) provide states with technical assistance around the implement of RtI; 4) pool expertise and resources to support the SEAs’ RtI implementation efforts and avoid duplication of services; and 5) improve communications among SEAs, OESE Comprehensive Centers (TXCC and SECC), and the NCRTI.

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  


	1) Louisiana RtI work 

2007–2008: Coordination/Unifying/Transforming 

Provide the SEA with technical assistance in building RtI buy-in with various stakeholders across the state. IDEA Partnership at CCSSO was part of this work.

2009–present: Coordination Partnering/Norming Provide the SEA/RtI Task Force with technical assistance on development activities–RtI implementation guidance and RtI process guide for local education agencies, and RtI funding.

2) Texas RtI work

2007–2008: Cooperation/Storming 
Provide the SEA/RtI Coordinating Council with technical assistance on state’s RtI plan, development activities, and information requests.

3) South Carolina RtI work

2009–present: Coordination Partnering/Norming

Provide the SEA/RtI work group with technical assistance on planning and implementation of the state’s RtI professional development.

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	· Development of RtI policy and guidance for SEAs 

· Increased collaboration between SEAs and centers

· Increased capacity of SEA staff to support statewide implementation of RtI

· Leveraging of existing SEA and center resources (time, staff, expertise, funds) 

· Increased timeliness and breadth of TA to SEAs

· Broader dissemination of information of RTI

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	· Sharing resources and expertise

· Sharing the work rather than duplicating

· Building relationship between SEDL and the NCRTI

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	· Sustaining collaboration activities as SEA priorities shift 

· Managing contextual factors (e.g., political atmosphere, structure) within each SEA/state that impacts collaboration

	What lessons have you learned?


	· Creative problem-solving

· Clarifying roles and responsibilities of individual centers in the collaborative process

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  
	SEDL and the NCRTI will continue to collaborate to support RtI implementation in states served by the TXCC and SECC.

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	Dr. Ada Muoneke, Program Associate, SECC and TXCC, SEDL

ada.muoneke@sedl.org 

Dr. Tessie Rose, Research Analyst, NCRTI, American Institutes for Research trose@air.org 


Table 12: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	Principal Preparedness to Serve Diverse Student Populations

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Elaine Mulligan, NIUSI-LeadScape

	What is the collaborative project?
	Partnership between Project Forum and NIUSI-LeadScape to develop a policy recommendation document.

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	Project Forum, NIUSI-LeadScape.  Stakeholders include university principal preparation programs, SEAs, LEAs, parent group representatives and school principals

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?
	The same as the stakeholders, plus school boards and other technical assistance providers.

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 
	This collaboration incorporated expertise and networks from the OSEP-funded TA center for supporting inclusive school principals to enrich the content of a Project Forum policy recommendation proceedings document. It was the result of knowing each others’ program so was indirectly related to the work that the TA & D network has put into collaboration.

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  
	Transforming – the document has been published, distributed , and presented at a national conference.

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	Challenges were primarily in schedule coordination.  A second challenge was learning and using the technology for virtual forum. Benefits have included merging of networks, as well as qualitative benefits for both partners, who often work in isolation and were able to work collaboratively. Other benefits include using each other’s knowledge and expertise to choose the right participants in the forum; therefore producing a higher quality document.

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	Increased access to SEA and principal preparation networks. Increased knowledge of how the other TA&D project works and how we might work together in the future.

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	Very few – mostly just scheduling across time zones.

	What lessons have you learned?
	There are multiple networks at work in addressing this issue.

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  
	Continued connection, openness to future collaborations.

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	Elaine Mulligan, NIUSI-LeadScape 

P.O. Box 870211, Tempe, AZ 85287-0211 

Phone: 480-965-8378

Email: Elaine.mulligan@asu.edu

Paula Burdette, Project Forum, 

1800 Diagonal Rd. Suite 320, Alexandria, VA 22314

703-519-3800 x335

Paula.burdette@nasdse.org


Table 13: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	TAcommunities  http://tacommunities.org 

	Name of Contact Person and Center completing request
	Cynthia Rosacker Glimpse, TACC,  cglimpse@aed.org
202-884-8203

	Name(s) of Poster Session Presenter


	Terry Jackson, OSEP, Terry.Jackson@ed.gov
202-245-6039

Cynthia Rosacker Glimpse, TACC

	What is the collaborative project?
	TAcommunities, a part of the Technical Assistance Coordination Center (TACC)

	Names of Contacts and Centers involved in the collaborative effort? 

What stakeholders are involved?
	See attached membership matrix

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?)
	TAcommunities expands and extends to work of the TA&D Network. The TA&D Network provides technical assistance, disseminates useful information, and implements activities that are supported by scientifically based research to promote academic achievement and improve results for children with disabilities.

	Brief Description of Collaborative Effort (e.g., target audience, topic, how it started, current status, next steps)


	TAcommunities provide resources and assistance to the states on issues that impact students with disabilities and also extend current TA (technical assistance) to the states through peer-led collaboration on such topics as the SPP/APR process. TAcommunities is the home for Communities of Practice (CoP) that are supported by the Technical Assistance and Dissemination (TA&D) Network, and the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP).
The purpose of the TA&D Network is to provide technical assistance, disseminate useful information, and implement activities that are supported by scientifically based research to promote academic achievement and improve results for children with disabilities.


Table 15: 


	Name of the Collaborative
	Kentucky Statewide System of Support (SSOS)

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Claudia Runge, Kentucky State Liaison, ARCC

	What is the collaborative project?
	Support Kentucky Department of Education’s (KDE’s) work to strengthen its SSOS

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	ARCC, CII, and KDE

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?
	KDE staff

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 


	Kentucky’s new Commissioner of Education was interested in having the Department engage in this self-assessment process to help inform restructuring efforts that are being considered.

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  
	Collaboration Merging

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	Challenge: Completing in 60 days a process designed to take 90 days. 

Benefits: Being able to rely on the experience and expertise of CII staff. I have phoned them on several occasions to ask for advice, to pass ideas by them, and to ask for clarification about location of materials and stages of the process.

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  
	A well-designed and tested process that is accessible and fairly easy to follow. Additionally, the availability of CII staff to support our work. 

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	Not applicable

	What lessons have you learned?


	A self-assessment process requires flexibility on the part of the facilitators. Sometimes, even with a structured process, things do not always go according to plan. 

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  


	KDE has requested support from the ARCC to facilitate future KDE SSOS efforts. In addition, KDE is considering an online tool for tracking and monitoring district improvement efforts; one of the tools being considered is CII’s Indistar. 

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	Dr. Sharon Harsh, sharon.harsh@edvantia.org
Dr. Kimberly Good, kimberly.good@edvantia.org

	Name of the Collaborative
	Building a High-Capacity Statewide System of Support (SSOS) in West Virginia

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Jeannine Branch, West Virginia State Liaison, ARCC

	What is the collaborative project?
	The ARCC collaborated with the Center on Innovation and Improvement (CII) to build the capacity of West Virginia Department of Education (WVDE) staff on issues surrounding establishment of a statewide system of support.

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	ARCC

CII

WVDE

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?
	WVDE staff

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 
	The purpose of this collaboration is to provide expertise to the WVDE as it revises provisions for supporting low-performing schools. This work was inspired by materials that were initially disseminated at meetings with various WVDE staff. Following review of those materials and discussions with ARCC staff about an SSOS, ARCC requested additional assistance from CII in providing technical assistance to the WVDE.

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  
	 Collaboration merging: working together to implement, monitor, and evaluate the plan

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	Challenge: Finding time to work together because both WVDE staff and CII staff are very busy

Benefits: Having the expertise of CII staff, who have provided feedback to WVDE on work in progress; planning together to move the work forward 

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  
	Work progresses faster when all stakeholders can carve out time to talk and work together.

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	Time has been the biggest challenge.

	What lessons have you learned?
	All stakeholders have learned that one has to be patient when doing such high-impact work.

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  
	Continue with the collaboration because the work is not complete.

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	Dr. Sharon Harsh, sharon.harsh@edvantia.org
Dr. Kimberly Good, kimberly.good@edvantia.org

	Name of the Collaborative
	Virginia School Improvement Collaborative

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Keith C. Smith, Virginia State Liaison, ARCC

	What is the collaborative project?
	Work in collaboration with the Center on Innovation and Improvement (CII) and the Virginia Foundation for Education Leadership (VFEL) to provide technical assistance to the school improvement staff via the Virginia School Improvement Initiative.

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	CII, VFEL, and Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) staff

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?
	VDOE Office of School Improvement staff, VDOE consultants who work directly with schools and conduct training for leadership teams in low-performing schools/LEAs.

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 
	Assist VDOE in reconfiguring how they work with the increasing number of persistently low-performing schools and their LEAs and how the pool of SEA assistance providers can be expanded and receive adequate training.

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  
	Coadunation/ Unifying/ Transforming



	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	Challenges:  Scaling up the skills and resources (people and time) to address a systemic initiative that embeds change that is supported from the Virginia Board of Education to the schools and classrooms have been major challenges. 

Benefits:  Trained leadership teams are in place and continuing to use the tools and training necessary to sustain school improvement.

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	The collaborative partnership of the VDOE, ARCC, CII, and VFEL continues to build a synergistic planning and delivery model.

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?


	Being able to cultivate the depth, quality, and quantity of leaders who deliver the training for the mentor coaches who, in turn, train teachers and leaders in their geographic regions and in their own schools.

	What lessons have you learned?


	An effective collaborative must have strong leadership at the SEA, build capacity based on research, have a way to monitor the implementation at all levels, use technology to continually interact with LEA and school staff, and the collaborative partnership must work well together in planning, implementing, and refining an evolving process.

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  


	The collaborative must continue to grow and become more sophisticated in diagnosing and targeting differentiated assistance that uses technology to expand and sustain systemic improvement.

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	Dr. Sharon Harsh, sharon.harsh@edvantia.org
Dr. Kimberly Good, kimberly.good@edvantia.org


Table 18: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	Center on Social Emotional Intervention for Young Children (TACSEI) and Center on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early learning (CSEFEL) Collaborative

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Barbara J. Smith, TA Center on Social Emotional Intervention for Young Children (TACSEI); Center on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning (CSEFEL)

	What is the collaborative project?
	TACSEI and CSEFEL have been partners for 8 years in our efforts to provide training and TA nationwide on social, emotional and behavioral competence in young children. We share a common conceptual framework (the Pyramid Model), shared language, shared vision and values, training materials, and state planning scale up and sustainability models.

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	TACSEI, CSEFEL; States, state agencies, local programs, state training and TA providers, administrators, families; National professional associations

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?


	Between our two centers, 13 states are receiving intensive TA to establish, scale-up and sustain professional development systems that ensure the high fidelity use of the Pyramid Model for Promoting Social Emotional Competence in Young Children and the evidence-based practices associated with the model. With this state work, there are hundreds of trainers trained, coaches trained and supported and close to 100 demonstration programs. In addition to the intensive state work, our web sites have a wealth of free downloadable training and TA materials and policy briefs, webinars, and other resources. Finally, we partner with 10 national professional associations that use our resources, link to our websites and have us present to their members at their annual conferences. Through this partnership we reach well over 100,000 professionals regularly.

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 


	TACSEI and CSEFEL have been partners for 8 years in our efforts to provide training and TA nationwide on social, emotional and behavioral competence in young children. The goals of the collaboration were and still are to provide an efficient way to reach all stakeholders, and to provide a unified message about what works. Additionally, by partnering we are able to focus on certain stakeholder groups for each center and yet reach all of them…Head Start, Child Care, Public Schools, families, etc. We share a common conceptual framework (the Pyramid Model), training materials, a National Training Institute (NTI), and state planning, scale up and sustainability models. Our faculties problem solve together as well as plan new initiatives and approaches together. We work intensely with building systems in states using a similar framework and share with each other what works and what doesn't. 

We also have national professional association partners that have worked with us for up to 8 years (NAEYC, DEC, NHSA, NACCRRA, IDEA 619 and Part C Coordinators, PACER Center, NASDSE, NASMHPD, NABE). The association partners have a collaborative work plan and we provide a partial reimbursement for the costs associated with this partnership. 

Finally, the intensive work in states for both centers represents a collaboration with a state level interagency team that we work closely with to develop a professional development system to ensure that people at the local level can implement the Pyramid Model with fidelity. We work with the team to establish cross agency trainers, coaches and demonstration sites. We work with them to ensure that all these people can implement the Pyramid Model and practices with fidelity and are collecting child, program and system data to that effect. This is a very time consuming but effective way to partner with states.

This collaboration was not a result of a Leveraging meeting

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  


	We are in the most advanced stage: the Coadunation/ Unifying/ Transforming stage in our collaborative efforts. We have unified our work, resources, models, philosophy and values. We have transformed our work based on our partnership and we have continued the partnership beyond the original plan.

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	The benefits are innumerable: cost efficiency, reach of  impact, unified message and approaches to the field about what works, shared approaches with states who are then able to share with each other, shared language and values, and synergy that goes well beyond the two centers.

The challenges:  When we began our cross-center collaboration 8 years ago, there was less support from the federal agencies. We even tried to establish a shared web site but agencies were reluctant to support that approach. The second challenge is the cost associated with a collaboration that is a true transformative partnership. There is time and travel involved if partners really plan and problem solve together. This joint planning results in a very efficient sharing of faculty and resources, one center focuses on materials for certain stakeholder groups while the other one does so for another stakeholder group. However, this transformative partnership takes lots of shared time, travel to meet and extra effort.  Effective collaboration is built on relationships and a commitment to make decisions together and that takes face to face meetings and problem solving and opportunities to create shared values, language, new ideas and models of doing business. Collaboration is not just hard, it takes resources! This needs to be recognized in the work scope and budgets of centers.

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	Everything…shared values, shared resources, shared conceptual model, efficiency, effectiveness, visibility, unified messages and approaches and resources, shared expertise, synergy; but most of all a commitment to collaborate for the benefit of our stakeholders: EC programs, personnel, families, state agencies

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?


	The challenges:  When we began our cross-center collaboration 8 years ago, there was less support from the federal agencies. We even tried to establish a shared web site but agencies were reluctant to support that approach. The second challenge is the cost associated with a collaboration that is a true transformative partnership. 

	What lessons have you learned?


	There is time and travel involved if partners really plan and problem solve together. This joint planning results in a very efficient sharing of faculty and resources, one center focuses on materials for certain stakeholder groups while the other one does so for another stakeholder group. However, this transformative partnership takes lots of shared time, travel to meet and extra effort.  Effective collaboration is built on relationships and a commitment to making decisions together and that takes face to face meetings and problem solving and opportunities to create shared values, language, new ideas and models of doing business. Collaboration is not just hard work, it takes resources! This needs to be recognized in the work scope and budgets of centers.

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  


	We hope both centers will be refunded after the next 2 years. If they are, we will continue our shared National Training Institute, build on our shared conceptual model and expand our intensive work with more states. Between the two centers we will have worked with 17 states to help them establish a professional development system that supports the high fidelity implementation of the Pyramid Model and practices to address children’s social, emotional and behavioral needs. If  both are refunded, we will at least double that number of states.

	Do you plan to share this information at the poster session?  If yes, who will do the sharing?  (include name and contact information).


	Not sure


Table 20: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	Building State Capacity to Improve Student Outcomes Through Collaborative Technical Assistance

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing this information
	Catherine Fowler, National Secondary Transition TA Center

	What is the collaborative project?
	4 Centers funded by OSEP have co-sponsored meetings, institutes, and follow-up technical assistance in states since 2006. The poster will present a timeline of these activities, including lessons learned and strategies implemented to enhance the collaboration for “seamless” work with States

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	IDEA Partnership at NASDSE, National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities (NDPC-SD), National Post-School Outcomes  Center (NPSO), National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC)

Primarily state departments of education

Additionally families, institutes of higher education, adult service agencies, local education agencies

	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?
	Primarily state education agencies focused on secondary transition including data/ monitoring staff, program staff in secondary transition, and dropout prevention programming staff at the state level

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 


	Purpose: The major activity of the collaboration is an annual co-hosted Institute. The Institute’s purpose is to provide multidisciplinary teams from States with professional development on school-completion strategies, other secondary transition education and services, and post-school outcome data collection and use within a continuous improvement process, including tools for analyzing data over time and across priorities. It provides professional development on four capacity building strategies: (a) data-based decision making, (b) professional development, (c) policy analysis and change, and (d) technical assistance that may assist States as they implement and scale-up evidence-based interventions to improve school-completion and other secondary transition education and services, resulting in better post-school outcomes. “One of the most well organized, focused national meetings I've been to in a long time that was jammed with rich, useful information. A special strength was the plethora of research based, authentic transition knowledge available…. (and) a recognition from the TA centers that issues with transition are not separate.” (quote from evaluation of 2009 event)

Additionally, the collaboration among these TA Centers has included 

· regional meetings to assist states in their Part B Indicator data collection and use

· cross-center technical assistance in states, focused on reforming secondary transition and education through mini-grants to states

· cross-center professional development through other colleague centers and organizations (e.g., the National High School Center, PACER Center, the Urban Special Education Leadership Collaborative, Southwest Educational Development Laboratory)

· cross-center development of resources

Motivation: 

The charge of the NDPC-SD, NPSO, and NSTTAC from OSEP include a focus on improving state performance on Part B Indicators. In 2006 these 3 centers provided a message with OSEP that measures regarding secondary transition services in the IEP, dropout, graduation, and student outcomes were related. There was a recognition by these Centers and OSEP that States needed to be provided resources in a manner that was manageable.

The addition of the IDEA Partnership’s Transition Community of Practice in 2007, was again an effort to provide a common audience (state education agencies) with a coordinated set of resources and opportunities for technical assistance. While the charge of the IDEA Partnership is not the same as the other TA Centers, our work has intersected in states and coordinating this work has been in the best interest of the stakeholders and our Centers.

The Leveraging Meetings have given us opportunities to consider our collaborative efforts and to expand those with other transition-focused Centers including PEPNet and the National Consortium on Deaf-Blindness. Additional and significant partners in the work described have also included the National High School Center, the Regional Resource Centers, and the Technical Assistance ALLIANCE at the PACER Center

	What stage of collaboration are you in?  
	The four centers submitting this are now somewhere between the coalition and collaboration/ merging stage. 

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating?
	Scope creep. 

Better resources for consumers and greater depth of resources for us as TA Providers.

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	A willingness by all Centers to be flexible and recognize one another’s individual “charges”. A mutual respect across the Centers for the capacity that each group brings to the task. 

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	Meaningful planning and consideration of issues on tight schedules when coordinating across many locations and people.

	What lessons have you learned?
	Good to clearly articulate expectations and limitations early 

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  


	We don’t know how NOT to work collaboratively anymore. 

The work with States is entering new levels (e.g., moving past data collection issues to data use and program improvement). Our resources will continue to develop to meet those needs of States and other stakeholders.

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	Sandra Covington-Smith, NDPC-SD

Jane Falls, NPSO Center

Catherine Fowler, NSTTAC

Mariola Rosser, IDEA Partnership


Table 21: 

	Name of the Collaborative
	North Central RTI Collaborative:  Projects in MO, WI, and IL

	Name of Contact Person and Center completing request
	Linda Miller, Great Lakes West Comprehensive Center

	Name(s) of Poster Session Presenter

(no more than two)
	Donna Richardson (Missouri Project), Anna Koelln (Wisconsin and Illinois Projects), Percy Bates (North Central Collaborative)

	What is the collaborative project?
	The Collaborative supports state specific projects across the eight-state region.  In the Illinois project, collaborative members reviewed district plans to help the state identify professional development needs. In the Wisconsin project, collaborative members facilitated a meeting of the state’s newly formed RTI Communication Council. In the Missouri project, collaborative members assisted the state in expanding by region the awareness and use  of it three-tiered intervention model.

	Names of Contacts and Centers involved in the collaborative effort? 

What stakeholders are involved?
	· Great Lakes East Comprehensive Center – Barb Youngren

· Great Lakes West Comprehensive Center- Linda Miller

· Mid-Continent Comprehensive Center- Belinda Biscoe

· North Central Comprehensive Center- Anne Tweed

· North Central Regional Resource Center- Mike Sharpe

· Region 4 Parent Technical Assistance Center- Jan Serak

· Region V Equity Assistance Center—Programs for Educational Opportunity – Percy Bates
· Region VII Midwest Equity Assistance Center- Charles Rankin

· National Center on Response to Intervention (NCRTI)- Darren Woodruff

· Center on State Implementation and Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices (SISEP)- Dean Fixsen/Michelle Duda

· IDEA Partnership- Joanne Cashman

· Center on Instruction (COI)- Angela Penfold

· Technical Assistance Coordination Center (TACC)- Michelle Rovins

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?)
	This collaborative is built upon a commitment to working together to leverage resources that will benefit the states we serve. It is based on the assumption that our collective ability to assist SEAs and LEAs with the implementation of RTI will be more effective, coherent, and accessible than if we worked individually. 

	Brief Description of Collaborative Effort (e.g., target audience, topic, how it started, current status, next steps)


	· Audience:  The North Central Collaborative’s target audiences include the SEAs, districts, and schools within the eight-state region of the North Central Regional Resource Center.

· Motivation for collaborating:  Collaborative conversations began as a result of the first Leveraging Conference in Spring 2006.  A speaker (State Superintendent) at the conference stated that TA centers should coordinate their efforts and not bombard SEAs with duplicative offers of support.

· Stage:  Early Collaboration

· Benefits:  The states have received services that could not be provided by one TA center alone.  Additionally, members of the Collaborative have a better understanding of the roles each member of the collaborative can provide. 

· Challenges:  It is sometimes overwhelming to clients when they are asked to work with a collaborative – it’s not their typical way of working.  Developing structures that will support decision making within the collaborative is critical to its success. 

· Lessons Learned:  The centers do not have the same type and availability of resources due to contracts and cooperative agreements.  Planning with a collaborative involving many members takes time, especially when it is done through consensus.  Shared leadership helps build commitment.  Different federal priorities affect how members deliver services.

· Next Steps:  Continue learning how to make this Collaborative best serve its clients.  Also, develop a formative evaluation plan and gather data to answer the question, “Are we providing better services through this Collaborative?”


Table 23:

	Name of the Collaborative
	Early Childhood Technical Assistance Consortium

	Name of Contact Person and Center providing information
	Martha Diefendorf, National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC)

	What is the collaborative project?
	A Consortium of early childhood TA projects with a national focus working with state systems. Goal is to increase communication and coordination and decrease duplication of services.  Consortium communicates by regularly scheduled calls and in person as opportunities present themselves.    (http://www.ectaconsoryium.org)

	Which centers are involved in the collaborative effort? What stakeholders are involved?
	Funded by US Department of Education

· National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC)
· Center for Early Literacy Learning (CELL) 

· National Personnel Development Center on Inclusion (NPDCI)

· The National Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) 

· National Consortium on Deaf-Blindness

· Technical Assistance Alliance for Parent Centers

· Regional Resource Center Program (RRCP)

· Technical Assistance Center on Social Emotional Intervention for Young Children (TACSEI)

· National Professional Development Center on Autism Spectrum Disorders

Funded by US Department of Health and Human Services
· National Child Care Information and Technical Assistance Center (NCCIC)
· Center on Social and Emotional Foundations for Early 

· Learning (CSEFEL)

· SpecialQuest Birth to Five 
· National Infant Toddler Child Care Initiative @ ZERO TO THREE

· Early Childhood Comprehensive Systems (SECCS) Grant Program
· National Technical Assistance Center for Children’s Mental Health

Funded by Foundations

· Building Early Learning Systems in the States (BUILD) Initiative

· National Smart Start Technical Assistance Center 



	Who is benefitting from this collaborative effort (i.e., the targeted recipient of TA support)?


	All of these TA Centers have a national focus and work intensively with states to improve systems, programs and services for young children (birth to five) and their families so that all children participate, are engaged and are supported in their communities.

	What is the purpose of collaboration (i.e., what was gained?) What motivated or inspired this collaboration? Was it the result of a previous Leveraging meeting? 
	The purpose of the consortium is to coordinate the work of various early childhood TA efforts working with states to avoid duplication, share knowledge, and improve delivery and impact of TA. The work of this group has been taking place for eight years and is not related to previous  Leveraging meetings.

	What stage of collaboration are you in?
	Collaboration/Merging

	What have been the challenges and the benefits of collaborating? 


	There have been multiple benefits of this collaborative effort.   TA projects have teamed in providing TA to states, bringing their own perspective and resources which has enhanced state progress.  Additionally, projects have worked together to develop similar processes for state selection, planning and evaluation. The end result has been better processes, greater efficiency, and more consistency working with states, reducing their confusion about the services of multiple TA agencies.

	What has worked well for you in this collaboration?  


	Having the opportunity to meet in person at least annually has worked well for members to get to know each other, develop trust, and explore mutual interests.

	What are some challenges you’ve faced in collaborating across projects?
	Everyone is incredibly busy with their own project responsibilities so finding the time for this extra work has been challenging.  We would benefit from financial and/or technical support.

	What lessons have you learned?


	It takes time and effort to collaborate effectively but it is definitely worth the effort.  It is built-in staff development for TA project staff.  The commitment of members is key for success.

	What “next steps” are you envisioning after participating in this collaboration?  


	This collaboration is intended to be ongoing. In the future, projects may choose to apply jointly for new projects or share staff as is currently being doing in several cases. Stronger collaborative work in states is anticipated.

	Poster Session Presenter(s):


	Martha Diefendorf   919-962-7368   martha_diefendorf@unc.edu 

Carol Trivette             828-432-0065   trivette@pucket.org 

Jullie Shuell                 703.279.6297       jshuell@nccic.org



