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SECTION I: Internal Organizational Communication  

 

The effectiveness of a particular organization is due, in large part, to the communication among 

members.  Assessment of organizational communication effectiveness requires a multidimensional 

perspective ranging from the global to the particular.  Questions on the IPAC survey were generated to 

assess three dimensions of organizational communication: Organizational culture, Meetings, and 

Information Flow.  Taken together, these questions allow analysis of the overall communication culture 

of IPAC as it flows out of day-to-day communication activities and processes. 

 

Figure 1  Averages for Organizational Culture 

These questions assessed the extent to which members perceive that there is a positive culture within 

the organization.  Culture, as distinct from the day-to-day climate of an organization, helps identify 

enduring commitments, strengths, and areas for growth. 

Participants indicated their perceptions of organizational culture by responding to the statements below 

using a 1 to 5 scale, where higher numbers indicated stronger agreement.  Five of the questions, 

indicated with italicsΣ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ άǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜέ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ 

lower agreement. 

Questions    Agreement 
1=Strongly Disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Neither Agree or Disagree 
4=Agree 
5=Strongly Agree 

Average 

1.  Participants are direct and honest with each other. 3.60 

2.  Participants accept criticism without becoming defensive. 3.13 

3.  Participants publicly discuss points where there is disagreement.  3.27 
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4.  Participants resolve disagreements cooperatively. 3.80 

5.  The communication from teams back to the entire group invites full 
participation in the review of challenges. 

3.13 

сΦ  ά¢ǳǊŦ ōŀǘǘƭŜǎέ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-making.  2.87 

7.  Participants are cooperative and considerate. 4.33 

8.  Participants constructively confront problems. 3.80 

9.  Participants are good listeners. 4.20 

10.  Participants are concerned about each other.  4.20 

11.  A sense of competition exists among participants. 2.60 

12.  A sense of competition exists among the teams. 1.93 

13.  University participants dominate decision-making. 3.00 

14.  Community participants dominate decision-making. 2.40 

мрΦ  !ƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ǾŀƭǳŜŘΦ  4.00 

16.  The process for making decisions is clearly understood. 3.27 

 

Generally speaking, the pattern of results suggests that IPAC members felt that the culture was 

characterized by consideration and support.  None of the averages show markedly negative perceptions 

on any of the specific areas assessed.  The strength of the organization appears to be in the cooperative 

atmosphere that is fostered through good listening and a sense of concern for each other.  As with many 

organizations, ongoing areas for improvement appear to be in how disagreement and conflict is openly 

dealt with by the group. 

 

 

Figure 2  Averages for Communication Practices during Meetings 

In contrast to the overall organizational culture, questions about meetings assessed the extent to which 

members of the organization have productive group interactions.  Participants indicated their 
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perceptions of meeting effectiveness by responding to the statements below using a 1 to 5 scale, where 

higher numbers indicated stronger agreement.  For each of the questions, higher values indicate more 

positive perceptions.   

Questions    Agreement 
1=Strongly Disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Neither Agree or Disagree 
4=Agree 
5=Strongly Agree 

Average 

MEET1.  Decisions made at meetings get put into action. 3.93 

MEET2.  Everyone takes part in discussions at meetings. 3.07 

MEET3. Our discussions in meetings stay on track.  3.47 

MEEt4.  Time in meetings is time well spent. 3.33 

MEET5.  My opinion counts in IPAC meetings. 4.00 

MEET6.  Meetings tap the creative potential of the people present.  3.33 

MEET7.  There is an atmosphere of trust in IPAC meetings.  3.93 

MEET8.  I have a say in decisions that affect my participation in IPAC. 4.13 

MEET9.  Minutes accurately reflect meeting discussions and decisions. 4.20 

MEET10.  Meetings would improve if they focused more specifically on 
issues to resolve and updates were provided in writing. 

3.53 

 

!ǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜǎΣ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ-point of the agreement scale 

for each of the questions, indicating generally positive perceptions.  The most positive perceptions 

ǎǘŜƳƳŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƻƛŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ 

record of discussions are kept in the form of minutes; however, members also felt less strongly that 

everyone participates in discussions, as shown by the close to mid-point average on question 2. 

 



 
I P A C  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  C u l t u r e  S u r v e y  R e p o r t 

 
Page 7 

 

Figure 3  Averages for Information Received 

The overall communication of an organization can be assessed by comparing whether the amount of 

information received by members is commensurate with the importance of that information.  In 

situations where information is deemed very important but members observe that the amount of 

information received is inadequate, problems may results.  Participants indicated their perceptions of 

how important various types of information were by using a 1 to 5 scale where higher numbers 

indicated higher importance; they rated the adequacy of how much information is received by using a 1 

to 5 scale where higher numbers indicated adequate amounts of information received.  The graph above 

shows a visual representation of the differences between the adequacy and importance dimensions.  

Questions     
 

Adequacy 
1=Very Inadequate 
2=Inadequate 
3=About Right 
4=Adequate 
5=Very Adequate 

Importance 
1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

IR1.  Information about state and federal policy and legislative 
activity affecting mental health care.  

3.50 4.07 

IR2.  Information about IPAC policies and goals.  4.21 4.61 

IR3.  Recognition of my efforts. 4.14 3.29 

IR4.  LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ WŀƴŜΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ 3.64 4.28 

IR5.  Information about training and professional 
development opportunities. 

4.36 4.14 

IR6.  Information about accomplishments of IPAC. 4.50 4.36 

IR7.  Information about mistakes and/or failures of IPAC.  3.71 4.00 

IR8.  Information about challenges individual programs are 3.64 4.21 
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experiencing. 

IR9.  LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ Lt!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀƴding and how 
money is being spent.  

4.21 4.29 

 

As shown by the averages in the importance column, IPAC members perceived each type of information 

as important (nearly all of the averages were above 4.0 on the scale).  The chart shows differences 

between mŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŜǉǳŀŎȅ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ  !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǊŜ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜΣ 

questions 1, 2, and 4 appear to be areas where the amount of information received is not equal to the 

importance placed on that information.  On one of the questions (question 3), members felt that they 

received more information than might be necessary, as indicated by a higher adequacy average and 

lower importance average.
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SECTION 2: Organizational Structures and Committee Communication  

 

IPAC is an incorporated organization, with 501c3 status, governed by an independent Board of Directors. 

According to its adopted bylaws, IPAC is defined by the Board of Directors. IPAC currently manages its 

activities through committee structures. The membership of those committees is not limited to 

Directors, and the Chair of each committee is a member of the Executive Committee of IPAC, joining the 

Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary and Treasurer. The effectiveness of this organizational structure is 

dependent on the communication within cƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ Lt!/Ωǎ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ 

Directors and participating organizations.  

The following sub-sections provide summaries of how members of the various committees assessed 

communication, within individual committees.  Worth stressing is the fact that the averages reported 

reflect only a handful of respondents (see the Appendix for details).  Thus, specific conclusions drawn 

from responses for any particular committee should be tempered by the fact that the results may reflect 

only a few ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ   

For each committee two types of information were assessed.  Team communication helps determine 

the overall effectiveness of how the team communicates and with what effect.  As with the Information 

Received questions, the Team Communication questions were responded to with two scales, a 

satisfaction scale (a 1 to 5 scale where higher numbers indicated higher satisfaction) and an importance 

scale (a 1 to 5 scale where higher numbers indicated greater importance).  Generally speaking, questions 

where the satisfaction averages were markedly lower than the importance average may indicate areas 

for improvement.  Conversely, questions where the importance average is markedly lower than the 

satisfaction average could be areas where more effort than is necessary is being expended, although this 

Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ōŜ ŀ άǇǊƻōƭŜƳέ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ όŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 

effort in those areas could lead to other problems).   

The second type of information reported for each group involves the types of channels used for 

communication among group members.  Each channel was rated for both effectiveness (a 1 to 5 scale 

where higher values indicated greater effectiveness) and use (a  1 to 5 scale where higher numbers 

indicated greater frequency of use). 
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Membership Team  
 

 

Figure 4  Team Communication Averages for Membership Team 

 

Question Satisfaction 
1=Very dissatisfied  
2=Dissatisfied  
3=Neither Satisfied or dissatisfied  
4=Satisfied 
5=Strongly Agree 

Importance 
1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

TC1. The amount of communication among team 
members. 4 4 

¢/нΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ 3 4 

¢/оΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ of operation. 4 3.5 

¢/пΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ 3.5 4 

¢/рΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  3 4 

TC6. Trust among team members. 4 4.5 

 

Each of the satisfaction averages were above the mid-point on the scale, indicating that members of this 

ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ н ŀƴŘ р were areas 

where there was some observable difference in the satisfaction and importance averages, indicating 

possible areas for improvement. 



 
I P A C  C o m m u n i c a t i o n  C u l t u r e  S u r v e y  R e p o r t 

 
Page 11 

  

Figure 5  Communication Channel Averages for Membership Team 

In general, the Membership Team reports communicating monthly or less than monthly via the five 

channels assessed, with the most frequent being through email.  Telephone calls and face-to-face 

meetings where rated as the most effective channels by this group. 
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Co-Located Providers Team  
 

 

Figure 6  Team Communication Averages for Co-Located Providers Team 

Question Satisfaction 
1=Very dissatisfied  
2=Dissatisfied  
3=Neither Satisfied or dissatisfied  
4=Satisfied 
5=Strongly Agree 

Importance 
1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

TC1. The amount of communication among team 
members. 3 4.00 

¢/нΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ 2.67 3.00 

¢/оΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 3.67 3.67 

¢/пΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ 3.67 3.67 

¢/рΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  3.67 3.67 

TC6. Trust among team members. 3 4.33 

 

Members of this team rated the overall communication of the group as neutral in terms of their 

satisfaction levels, with the overall communication effort of the group rated at lower than the mid-point 

on the scale.  .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΣ άǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 
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ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ άǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎέ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

areas for growth. 

 

 

Figure 7  Communication Channels Averages for Co-Located Providers Team 

The Co-Located Providers team reported relatively frequent communication through email, telephone 

calls, and face-to-face meetings; those channels were also the most highly rated channels in terms of 

perceived effectiveness. 

 

Family Navigator T eam 
 

There were no participants that indicated membership with the family navigator team.  Thus, no data is 

available for this team. 
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Sustainability Team  
 

 

Figure 8  Team Communication Averages for Sustainability Team 

Question Satisfaction 
1=Very dissatisfied  
2=Dissatisfied  
3=Neither Satisfied or dissatisfied  
4=Satisfied 
5=Strongly Agree 

Importance 
1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

TC1. The amount of communication among team 
members. 4 4.75 

¢/нΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ 4.25 4.75 

¢/оΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 3.75 5 

¢/пΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ 3.5 4.75 

¢/рΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  2.5 4.75 

TC6. Trust among team members. 4.75 4.75 

 

Generally speaking, the Sustainability Team is very satisfied with the overall communication of the 

group.  The one exception to that conclusioƴ ƛǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ satisfaction ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ 

goals and objectives, which could simply be a reflection of the fact that this group has a more long-term 

objective. 
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Figure 9  Communication Channel Averages for Family Navigator Team 

The Sustainability Team reported nearly weekly communication by email and frequent communication 

through telephone calls and face-to-face meetings.  Email was rated as the most effective means of 

communication for this group, followed by face-to-face meetings and telephone calls. 
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Interdisciplinary Assessment Team  
 

 

Figure 10  Team Communication Averages for Interdisciplinary Assessment Team 

Question Satisfaction 
1=Very dissatisfied  
2=Dissatisfied  
3=Neither Satisfied or dissatisfied  
4=Satisfied 
5=Strongly Agree 

Importance 
1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

TC1. The amount of communication among team 
members. 3.67 4.67 

¢/нΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ 4.33 4.67 

¢/оΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 4.00 4.67 

¢/пΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ 4.00 4.67 

¢/рΦ aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  4.00 4.67 

TC6. Trust among team members. 2.67 4.67 

 

Members of the Interdisciplinary Assessment Team were generally satisfied with the communication of 

the group.  One question, trust among team members, had an average that was lower than the mid-

point on the scale and represents an area for growth. 
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Figure 11  Communication Channel Averages for Sustainability Team 

This team reports frequent contact among team members, with weekly emails, and at least monthly 

telephone calls and face-to-face meetings.  Those channels were also rated highest in terms of 

effectiveness. 
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Early Identification Team  
 

 

Figure 12  Team Communication Averages for Early Identification Team 

Question Satisfaction 
1=Very dissatisfied  
2=Dissatisfied  
3=Neither Satisfied or dissatisfied  
4=Satisfied 
5=Strongly Agree 

Importance 
1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

TC1. The amount of communication among team 
members. 4 4 

TC2. aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ 3 4 

TC3. aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 4 5 

TC4. ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ 5 5 

TC5. aȅ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ  5 5 

TC6. Trust among team members. 5 5 

 

The Early Identification TŜŀƳ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ   
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Figure 13  Communication Channels Averages for Early Identification Team 

This team has frequent communication using telephone calls and emails, with weekly use of those 

channels.  This team also reported having monthly face-to-face meetings.  Telephone calls were rated 

highest in terms of effectiveness, followed by email and face-to-face meetings. 
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SECTION 3: Organizational Outcomes  

 

vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ 

IPAC is accomplishing various tasks related to the mission of the organization.  For each question, 

members were asked to rate both the importance of that issue with respect to the mission of IPAC as 

well as the effectiveness of IPAC in meeting that need. Both the importance and effectiveness 

dimensions were rated using a 1 to 5 scale where higher numbers indicated more positive responses. 

Like other questions with comparative dimensions, the graph below can be used to identify 

άƳƛǎƳŀǘŎƘŜǎέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ  

 

Figure 14  Averages for Organizational Outcomes 

Question: Importance 
1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

Effectiveness 
1=Very Ineffective 
2=Ineffective 
3=Neither Effective or 
Ineffective 
4=Somewhat Effective 
5=Very Effective 

OO1.  Strengthen interagency linkages and consolidate working 
partnerships 

4.93 4.36 

OO2.  Improve access and availability of health and mental health 
services 

4.86 4.07 
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OO3.  Improve quality of mental health services 4.64 3.36 

OO4.  Foster the integration of health and mental health services 4.43 4.14 

OO5. Conduct research examining rural health and mental health 
issues 

3.54 2.62 

OO6. Provide educational and professional development to increase 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ 

4.36 4.36 

OO7. Utilize technology to improve health care delivery and 
professional education 

3.92 3.00 

OO8. Build community capacity for evidenced-based services through 
training 

4.14 3.31 

OO9.  Present and publish project outcomes  3.86 3.62 

OO10.  Improve campus and community relations 4.36 3.64 

 

In terms of importance, each dimension had an average that was higher than the mid-point of the scale, 

indicating that members recognize and affirm the multi-dimensional objectives of IPAC.  For 

ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΣ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΣ ά/ƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŜȄŀƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǊǳǊŀƭ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣέ 

received a rating lower than the mid-point.  Worth noting, however, is the fact that the research item 

ǿŀǎ ǘƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ άLƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ŎŀƳǇǳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ оΣ άLƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣέ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 

largest differences between the importance and effectiveness ratings. 

SECTION 4: Website Assessment 

 

Members responded to two sets of questions designed to assess their perceptions of the IPAC website.  

The first set of questions asked respondents to indicate the usefulness of and their frequency of visits to 

each major section of the IPAC website.  Both the frequency and usefulness ratings were provided using 

1 to 5 scales.  The second set of questions asked members to more globally respond to key criteria that 

can be used to assess the overall effectiveness of the IPAC website.  Respondents indicated their level of 

satisfaction with and their perceived importance of each criterion using a 1 to 5 scale. 
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Figure 15  Website Sections Averages 

As shown in the graph, members generally visit the website less than once per month despite the fact 

that several sections of the website were rated near or above the mid-point of the scale in terms of 

usefulness.   
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Figure 16  Satisfaction with Website Features Averages 

Each of the website elements were rated very highly in terms of importance, with all having averages in 

ŜȄŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ пΦлΦ  {ŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŀǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  hƴŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘΣ άǳǇ-to-

ŘŀǘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣέ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ-point. 
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SECTION 5: External Communication 

 

External communication refers to the messages and strategies used to disseminate IPAC information to 

external constituencies ranging from parents to health care providers and educators.  Members were 

asked to assess external communication by responding to 16 questions about communication priorities.  

First, respondents rated the importance of each priority using a 1 to 5 scale where higher values were 

used to indicate perceptions of greater importance.  Thus, in the table below, larger averages represent 

areas where members feel that IPAC messages should be focused.  Second, each respondent was asked 

to rank the top eight priorities. 

 

Figure 17  Communication Priorities Importance Averages 

Question Importance 

1=Very Unimportant 
2=Unimportant 
3=Neither 
4=Important 
5=Very Important 

CP1.  Regularly appearing column on mental health care in local news outlets 4.08 

CP2.  Quarterly newsletters that inform partner agencies of IPAC 
announcements, progress reports, and initiatives 

4.20 

CP3.  Public Service Announcements (PSAs) on local radio  3.77 
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CP4.  Participation on WOUB-¢±Ωǎ Health Vision 3.62 

CP5.  Advertisements in local news outlets 3.08 

CP6.  Targeted mailings to parents of pre-school and elementary school 
children 

4.25 

CP7.  Targeted mailings to local service/health care providers 4.25 

CP8.  Posters in primary care offices 3.69 

CP9.  Posters in pre-schools and child development centers 3.75 

/tмлΦ  tƻǎǘŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ h¦/haΩǎ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŎƭƛƴƛŎ 3.85 

CP11.  Posters in churches/parishes 3.38 

CP12.  Brochures for primary care offices 4.00 

CP13.  Brochures in pre-schools and child development centers 3.92 

CP14.  Brochures in churches/parishes 3.50 

/tмрΦ .ǊƻŎƘǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ h¦/haΩǎ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŎƭƛƴƛŎ 4.08 

CP16.  Booths in local health fairs 3.38 

 

As shown in the graph and averages, items 6 and 7 were rated highest by members in terms of 

importance, suggesting that direct mail is perceived as a key communication strategy.  Direct mail to 

parents and health care providers was followed by a desire for quarterly newsletters for partner 

agencies, a regularly appearing column in ƭƻŎŀƭ ƴŜǿǎ ƻǳǘƭŜǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŀƳǇƘƭŜǘǎ ŦƻǊ h¦/haΩǎ ƳƻōƛƭŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ 

clinic in terms of perceived importance.    

While the importance ratings provide meaningful information concerning potential future priorities for 

IPAC, ratings provide more direct evidence because they force respondents to rank items in direct 

comparison with other items.  In essence, summaries of rankings provide indicators of what priorities 

are most important when all priorities are considered in comparison.  One way to summarize rankings is 

ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ άŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƭŀŎŜέ ǾƻǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ priorities.  The first pie chart 

shows the proportion of first place votes received by each priority receiving first place votes.  As shown 

by the pie chart, a άregularly appearing column on mental health care in local media outletsέ and 

άvǳŀǊǘŜǊƭȅ ƴŜǿǎƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎέ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ǉlace 

votes. 

Looking only at the number of first place votes can potentially obscure other important priorities that, 

for whatever reasons, did not receive actual first place votes but were still highly ranked.  The second 

pie chart aggregates the number of άǘƻǇ ǘƘǊŜŜέ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōȅ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ  !ǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ōȅ 

the chart, targeted mailings to both parents and local service/health care providers were consistently 

ranked in the top three priorities by IPAC members.   
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Figure 18  Number of First Place Votes for Communication Priorities 

 

Figure 19  Number of "Top Three" Votes for Communication Priorities 
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SECTION 6: Transcribed (Verbatim) Responses to Open-Ended Questions 

 

1ÕÅÓÔÉÏÎȡ )Æ )0!#ȭÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÄ ÉÎ ÁÎÙ ×ÁÙ ÔÏ 

ÅÎÈÁÎÃÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ÃÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÃÈ )0!#ȭÓ ÇÏÁÌÓȟ 

please indicate how:  
 

 First, I want to express that I am humbled by how hard everyone around the table works to 
ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜ Lt!/Ωǎ ǾƛǎƛƻƴΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ WŀƴŜ ŀƴŘ WƻƘƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ōƻǘƘ ǿƻǊƪ 
tirelessly without enough credit for what they do. That said, one area for improvement in our 
meetings is that I would like to see all participants communicate their opinions. Some are more 
reserved than others and we need to hear from everyone.  Problems in smaller 
groups/committees should be addressed by the larger group when it could negatively impact 
the success and goals of IPAC. 
 

 I think university/community partner tensions still exist with my general perceptions being that 
university partners being less open about their organizational needs/etc. and more reactive 
ǿƘŜƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƻŎŎǳǊΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŜȄŎŜǇt I think it would help us to have 
more information about how each of the university clinics work and how community agency 
decision-making occurs.  
 

 I think board meetings have generally been informational meetings versus problem-resolution 
meetings. I donΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳκŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 
meetings and question whether or not members could reduce strong emotional reactions 
enough to group problem-solve a really controversial issue.  
 

 I think minutes/agendas/etc. are adequateτjust members are so busy they choose not to read 
ahead of time, etc. Nor sure how to change that.  
 

 Minimize team updates and use the opportunity of having the whole board present to problem-
solve or strategize. 
 

 Too often, individuals gripe about each other to third parties rather than the individuals 
involved. We need to practice what we teach others to do in our practice ς we need to be 
assertive and have difficult conversations with one another. Psychological health for individuals 
is not an absence of chaosτit is an ability to live within it and manage it. Likewise, it is not 
ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŦƻǊ Lt!/ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎ ƘŜŀŘ ƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άŎƘŀƻǎέ Ŏŀƴ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ 
us if we choose to learn from it. It is ironic given that many of us work in therapeutic contexts.  
 

 bŜŜŘ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƘŀǊǘ ƻŦ Lt!/Ωǎ ǘŜŀƳǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀȅŜǊǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΣ ŜǘŎΦ ! ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŀōōǊŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
and their definitions would be helpful! 
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 More written committee reports, so that more time in IPAC meetings can be devoted to 
problem-solving addressing pressing issues. Alternating committee meetings with full IPAC 
meetings would help ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ όŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅΤ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƴƻǿύΦ 
 

 Individuals need to feel valued.  The work is incredibly hard, and I think indiviŘǳŀƭǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ 
feel recognized, but more importantly, L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ how the work they 
do contributes to the overall product. In part, the product may be different than originally 
envisioned. As we struggle individually to produce per the grant the outcome may not be as 
originally planned. This seems to produce inter-personal struggles, and can become personal, 
instead of part of an organizational struggle.  
 

 The large meetings become less meaningful when we just review updates.  
 

 Everyone around the table works incredibly hard. The work is above and beyond our other full 
time jobs. ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƪƛƴŘ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΧŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΧΦōǳǘΣ ǿŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘƻƴŜǎǘ 
with one another, and that seems to be more of a struggle for us.  
 

 From my perspective is that we have a working board. The members on the board, who are 
actively involved in pragmatic activities far outweigh those that are not on specific programs. 
Those not involved are likely always struggling o create the context and likely feel what they 
have to contribute may not always be tapped, given are focused in detail on programs. I do 
believe the group still wants details however. There is a supervisory function of some of the 
more senior players that is very helpful. They will confront challenges and repeatedly reorient 
the group to the purpose of the programs, moving us from the detail to a broader mission. 
Because of actions are dominated by the grant, we do not spend much time tapping the board 
for strategic planning. Sustainability is the closest to that and the members of that committee 
are folks not buried in programmatic challenges.  
 

 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŦŜŜƭ άŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƻǇέ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ Lt!/ 
ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ΧƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭot more contact with each other outside of 
IPAC. I think Jane does a good job of emailing but that spontaneous, casual contact does make 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭΦ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ 
necessarily, nor do I have a solution.  
 

 

Question: In what ways do you think the website could be improved to best 

meet your needs as a member of IPAC? 
 

 More resources. 
 

 Login for providers or partners to access resources such as PPT slides, articles, etc. relevant to 
partners or professionals ς an IPAC library online. 
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 Community maps of resources/services. 
 

 To be more community friendlyτpictures of the IPAC partners and  2-3 sentence bio.  
 

 

 Utilize it for internal IPAC communication update regularly ς at least weekly.  
 

 L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳse it actively ς not sure.  
 

 Do we have a website? J.  
 

 We could post committee reports on it so that we can spend more time in face-to-face meetings 
problem-solving rather than just sharing information.  
 

 I would start using more if this becomes primary communication link, but it needs to be made 
more meaningful.  
 

 Figure out what would engage participants to interact with the site, send info for inclusion on 
the site, etc. 

 

 

Question:  In what ways do you think the website could be improved to best 

meet t he needs of external stakeholders (e.g., families, service providers, 

etc.)? 
 

 Update it regularly. 
 

 ²Ŝ ƴŜǾŜǊ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ǎƻ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜΦ 
 

 bƻ ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ ŜǾŜǊ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ǎƻ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƛǘΦ LŦ LΩƳ ǘƻƭŘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ something 
there, I will access it.  
 

 IPAC publicityτthat site exists.  
 

 Is there a way we can use the website to facilitate the sharing of medical records (in safe and 
secure way)? 
 

 Could consider member/non-member access points. Could create materials for families relating 
ǘƻ ƳŜƴǘŀƭΣ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƛŜŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǘƻǇƛŎΦ /ƻǳƭŘ ǳǎŜ ǘƻ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ ƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƻǊ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘǎΧƻǊ 
possible request a trainer. 
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Communication Priorities :  Are there other communication priorities not 

listed that you view as important? If so, please describe. 
 

 Schools ς because parents have kids of different ages. 

 

 Public libraries. 

 

 WIC. 

 

 Health departments ς help me grow programs. 

 

 Presentations at local parent meetings. 

 

 IPAC news included ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ ƴŜǿǎƭŜǘǘŜǊǎΦ 

 

 ¢ƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇΧL ǿƻǳƭŘ first do Network News to participants; poster and brochures re: IPAC 

programs, then ƴŜǿǎǇŀǇŜǊ ŎƻƭǳƳƴΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǊŀŘƛƻΧ¢± show on health, if it is the one I am thinking 

ƻŦ ƛǎ ŘǊȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ όǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǳǎŜύΦ [ƻŎŀƭ ŦŀƛǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƴǘ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜƳŜƴǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ 

approǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ όL!¢Σ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƻǊύΧōǳǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ Lt!/ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ 

informational outlets seem more appropriate than ads.  

 

 Main libraries and branch libraries in all communities we serve. 

Message Focus 
 

Question: Assume that after ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ȅƻǳ ƘŀŘ ŀ άƘƻƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘέ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƪŜȅ 
person (i.e., a person you know, a representative of an organization that you know of, a type of person 
in the community, etc.) and tell them what IPAC is and why it is important.  Take a moment to think 
about how you would accomplish that assignment.  Please answer the following questions: 

Describe the person (e.g., who the person is specifically of generally) in as much detail as you can.  You 
might know the exact person you would contact or may have a vague idea of a type of person you would 
contact.  Provide as much detail as you can. What would you say to that person about IPAC? 

 Medical health provider or pediatrician.  

 

 Local special education district coordinators (LDCs) who have responsibility for assuring that 

appropriate direct and support services are delivered to students with disabilities. I would focus 

on the benefits IPAC can provide to children and families and translate to success in life/school. 

A more effective and efficient service delivery system will promote success of all partners.  
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 I think parents in the community need to know more about IPAC. Specifically, local and 

university parents (emphasis on stay at home moms/dads), poorτmiddle class, the kind of 

parents who takes his/her kids to public library. Parents who care about, but may not realize, 

the extent to which professionals from multiple and diverse disciplines are working to improve 

the quality and quantity of services available for kids in this region. I enviǎƛƻƴ ŀ άIŜȅΣ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳ 

ƪƴƻǿ ŀōƻǳǘΧέ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ CƛǊǎǘΣ LΩŘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜ Lt!/ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ 

ǿƻǊƪǎΦ aŀȅōŜ ŀ ǉǳƛŎƪ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ Lt!/Φ .ǳǘ LΩŘ ǎǇŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōǳƭƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ 

focusing on what I believe is a HUGE selling point ς ǘƘŜ Lt!/ άŦŀƳƛƭȅΦέ tŜƻǇƭŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ 

incredibly dedicated IPAC professionals are. They need to know who the players are, where they 

ǿƻǊƪΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǇŀǎǎƛƻƴŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƻǇŜǎΣ ŘǊŜŀƳǎ ϧ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ 

community. Proximity and familiarity are everything in this area. Who you know, and who you 

trust, open doors.  IPAC professionals may be known in their other capacities, i.e., at their 

ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ  {ƻΣ ƛŦ L ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΣ LΩŘ ǘƘŜƴ ǘŀƪŜ it to 

the next levelτwhat IPAC needs to continue its mission. I think this is equally important for the 

community ς to know, but it will be meaningless unless work is done to make IPAC as known, 

trusted, and appreciated as possible.  

 

 Sorry ς having trouble with this section and I want to get it back to you. I may b able to generate 

some ideas talking with you. IPAC is seeking to bring a range of providers together to provide 

better service and eliminate duplication. In addition, we are seeking to raise awareness of the 

variety of services that are available to families and children. 

 

 

 9ŀǊƭȅ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ aw55 ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΦ Lt!/Ωǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ Ŧƛǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘ 

mission of MRDD.  

 

 Someone in the business community with abundant resources and who is influential enough to 

generate support ς financial and otherwise ς for IPAC. IPAC is dedicated to the most efficient 

ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 

for all children and their families in our community. 

 

 

 My constituentsτbroad range of service providers and clients. We are developing the ability to 

assess our most troubled youngsters in an effort to provide earlier intervention strategies, gain 

parent investment, and prevent future behavioral-emotional problems in children, and preserve 

the family in the process. To accomplish this, we are moving intervention services into primary 

ŎŀǊŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ όŘƻŎǘƻǊǎΩ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎύ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴΦ  

 

 A person with community interestτone who could reach many others through their job or 

community connections. IPAC is dedicated group of professionals and parents who want to 
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improve early childhood identification and treatment better than it is currently being done; to 

provide adequate services to our own community.  

 

 I think the people who most need to know about IPAC are parents who may benefit from the 

services. ASQ project ς uses a quality screening measure to help identify children who may have 

some areas of difficulties. If childreƴΩǎ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŜŀǊƭȅΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜƳ ƎŜǘ 

back on track sooner and with less intense intervention.  Assessment team ς this team attempts 

ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

recommendation can be coordinated, and integrated. One stop shopping.  

 

 IPAC is a network of individuals/agencies working collaboratively to improve the way of 

community delivers services to young children. As a group, we are dedicated to ensuring healthy 

development for all children. WE are committed to achieving this through a shared planning and 

integration of existing resources. 

 

 IPAC is not a direct service provider. 

 

 Participants actively define the direction of the network. Resources are shared and opinions are 

valued. The group has built a great deal of trust between the individuals around the table, which 

is slowly transferring to trust between agencies, and between the community and university. 

Parents are members of the Board of Directors, with equal authority. Leadership blends 

university and community voices, through a process that is transparent and genuine.  
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SECTION 7: Moderator N otes From July 2, 2008 IPAC Meeting 
 

The goal of this discussion was to generate member-driven communication priorities and shape 

communication survey to be distributed at August meeting. The discussion lasted 1.5 hours. The time 

was organized around break-out sessions where 4-5 individuals brainstormed the following: 

Communication priorities of IPAC (both internal and external); and, what IPAC stories need to be told? 

To whom? What messages need to be shared, when, how, where? By whom?  After each group 

brainstormed for about 15-20 minutes, the entire group shared reflections and ideas.  Key topic 

areas/suggestions included: 

The need for a Why Belong?  statement for home agenciesτMuch of the discussion focused on the 

need for this document to assist individuals as they approach home agencies to participate in dues 

structure. The groups approached this as the need to develop arguments about the value-added and 

unique/different nature of IPAC that would warrant a dues structure. Many of the following suggestions 

were integrated in the Why Participate? packet produced by John and Jane and distributed in August: 

a. IPAC enlarges net of care to include kids and families not currently served; 

b. IPAC is not exclusionary; 

c. There are limits to current school based identification and service provision ς schools 

ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƳŜŘƛŎŀƭ ǇƛŜŎŜΤ ǎƻƳŜ Ŧƻƭƪǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ 

comŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΤ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ǾŀǊƛŜǎΤ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƳŜŜǘ 

the needs of all students based on qualifying processes; 

d. Collaborative model of care; 

e. Model of care focused on families and not just kidsτfosters family empowerment; 

f. From UMA perspective ς IPAC facilitates quicker access to kids in need,  supports holistic 

work-up and gets results quicker; 

g. Parents see clear advocates in Family Navigator; 

h. Reduce barriers/access to care; 

i. IPAC members get access to: 

 Professional development/training opportunities 

 Exposure to grant-writing process 

 Cross-systems training 

 All of these activities build capacities of individuals involved but they also bring 

back expertise to home agencies 

j. Capacity building across systems; 

k. Need for άōƻǘǘƻƳ ƭƛƴŜέ numbers, arguments: 

 $$ for participating agencies ς additional referrals 

 Impact more kids with same amount of resources 


