Center Grant Meeting 5/6/03

Carol M., Shawn, Julie, Keith, Cody, Jeff, John, Kevin, Herb, Kate, Tom, Rob, and Tony by phone.

Rough timeline for proposal…
June 15’ish – each prospectus ready for submission to NIDA, NCI, NICHD

October 1 proposal deadline

B&P request likely to go to the board in July

Dissemination Core
Similar to MPY conference. Within the state, we could bring about policy changes.

Monitoring monograph will discuss national projects, but we can still focus more on changing Oregon policies.

Website

Best practices synopses

Media attention 

Speaking at conferences, etc.

Meetings with administrators, policymakers, etc.

Workshops (here and elsewhere) – trainings, e.g.

Staff would include science writer, web designer, policy liaison, events planner

Concern about being able to respond to the dissemination requests

We need to determine how we will be able to staff so that training and dissemination of best practices within/out of the state of Oregon

Web page might include training through the website. 

In addition to providing the information, we would provide the training and implementation (particularly in smaller communities that would not otherwise have access to training)

Carol has done work with communities and evidence-based programs – fidelity, administrative needs, etc. 

The Core could use this kind of information to provide what is needed. 

Jeff sees Dennis Embry’s ideas as ways to interest the web visitor, user. 

Pointed out the ability of webs to track the user and to gain an evaluation of our success in reaching target audience.

Effectiveness studies have been done, but not dissemination studies

How can the projects benefit from the Dissemination Core? How will it, and the other cores add to the projects (and vice versa).

Herb recommended contacted funding centers to determine how center grants are funded. (Mihalic papers will be helpful in this regard). 

Measurement Core (previously Assessment Core)

Key function is to have oversight on scientific/reliability measurements

If , two or three projects use the system, we would use it the same way. Discover gaps in measurements across different domains. SS, cognitive behavioral.

One scientist from each area should be involved with the Core. Should be able to recognize gaps 

Measurement Core could provide help with piloting measures for each project. Julie envisions this as helpful to all the projects; we could either have unique Core staff or could provide training to project staff on these issues.

Would look at differences that have not been tested before.

Create measures that are useful to practitioners. Refining, retuning them for practitioners’ use

Would work closely with Analysis Core. Would need expert on biology, and on measurement fidelity.

Tony—come together on clearer vision of adolescent development needs. In some areas, it is clear, but in others, a lot of discussion may be required.

Tom – this will fit nicely with the project needs

Secondary analyses of existing datasets. E.g., CASY data could have further analyses performed. Right now, it is difficult to do analysis with different measures.

Shawn – measures related to kids or measures related to other contexts

Kate – cross-cultural issues should also be considered in this Core. Get some expertise on those measurement issues. 

Tom – teachers tend to rate African-American males as more troubled – and thus culturally determine outcomes

Kate will come up with some names. 

Stanley Sue might be good possibility. 

Tom suggested: Anna Marie Cauce, Craig Mason, Nancy Vuckovich

Grantsmanship note: include substance use in the proposal 

Kevin – think also in terms of response cost, in addition to cost effectiveness measures. 

CBAS tracks cost of intervention to be able to do cost benefit and economic analysis. That is becoming more important in evaluating the costs of the program

Michael Foster, Steve Aoes (Washington Policy Institute)

Is part of this a goal of epidemiology? Tony feels we want a public health perspective on all of this – benefits not just to individual kids, but also to entire population. 

Good focus for measurement section would be the need to develop prevalence measures. Questionnaire measures with the range of adolescent outcomes, we are strong. No one is strong looking at the prevalence of deviant peer group formation. Prevalence of effective parenting. Current ORI paper may be punching holes in Communities that Care . . .

Project Two

Jeff – looking forward to pairing this work with other projects like ATP. When schools get this part down, they are ready for the next thing. Our goal is to get the capacity up so that people are responding more efficiently.

Could do something in Portland in addition to rural schools. A project like that would add diversity and a focus on more city issues. By the time this project is funded, there will be large migration of kids to outer Portland and subsequent reduction in funding for inner city Portland schools. 

Tom – could probably get letter from Portland in support of this.

Teachers at Beaumont were not in favor of the program (Jeff’s) but principal was supportive. Teachers did not receive the training they expected – 

Are there enough schools in Oregon to do a randomized trial? Reaching more middle or elementary schools? Proportionally, there are not that many differences.

We have the wherewithal to implement a randomized trial in middle schools and we would be able to evaluate its effects on the measures that Jeff et al. and Tom et al. have used. 

The individual student level – a lot of discussion around validity. If you can show changes in prevalence, that would be one measure

For Projects 4 and 3, could SSBD help to identify kids at risk? In intervention schools, it could be the prelude for further efforts to get into clinical interventions.

Herb, Hill, and Jeff are currently involved in study of pre-adolescent screening procedures to identify kids at risk of substance use. Including anti-social behavior and substance use. That study would be quite relevant to this.

The scaling up issue is critical to this project. A set of activities they engage in now have been around state-level projects, DOE, etc., promote practices through traditional dissemination ways. 

No policy in Oregon for science-based interventions in schools. This work currently has no leadership at the policy level from DOE. 

The current climate avoids anyone who cannot or will not embrace multicultural issues, specifically, Spanish-speaking – Reading First is a specific example; the state feels this disallows Spanish speaking kids. Also, they don’t want one size fits all. 

Oregon was sued for supporting an autism treatment about six years ago. That has made the state sour on any kind of statewide adoption. They do indent to use education service districts as sources of technical assistance and dissemination. This could impact who we train to be coaches.

Linda Carnine has been working on this issue with Susan Castillo and ODE representative. Doing advocacy around effective reading instruction in elementary school.

How will Project 2 use dissemination core? Lots of time has been spent thinking of the system.  . who do you spend your time with and what do you ask them to do? 

Self-instruction, quick trainings (15-minutes), coach training, etc. are popular. Efficiency in systems are preferred. He’s working with Calif. DOE – Jeff can track the behavior of the coaches; they can send in comments. It’s interactive using the input of both the coaches and the experts. 

Tom – do you have any sense of peer clustering in middle schools? To what extent is that dealt with by EBS? If you can group kids together on the points gathered by the SWIS system. 

Perhaps create a separate project for the development of deviant peer groups in schools and strategies for assessing, monitoring, and preventing these clusters. If we approach this as a fundamental process that should be studied, it would come across stronger.

Shawn – this may be more appropriate for project 1. the deviant peer group formation should be watched and note its relationship to problem behavior in school.

Tom – sociometric data on these schools that they have would help with this. Julie added that measurement core could do a pilot study on this issue.

Relational frame core?? 

Do we think that those concepts can be measured? Could we in some way intervene and change those relationships.

Project 3 – ignore references to high-risk girls in the ATP description. They are finding effects with deviant peers and substance use with an intent-to-treat design. The effects are there, but cannot guarantee replication. Stormshak and Tom had more control in the Portland project. In 4-J, the principal had more control over the family resource person and they wanted the person doing things that did not match with the ATP vision. In some schools, this created a struggle.

Important to deal with the complexity of this model in the school system. This prospectus outlines three projects: universal, selected, and indicated.

Universal – go into health classes and either implement SHAPE (similar to Botvin LST but shorter). Append to that parent exercises plus parenting tapes – getting to the parents thru the students. Has not been independently evaluated. That could be approached with the center. Seeing if universal has any effects on the families. His focus is connecting that with EBS. Since middle schools are disorganized (each school different), it’s difficult to find a uniform way to approach them. When there is a system set up, it’s easier to get into the schools and have results. If we can overlay on an organized system that could prove successful. The SWIS would be perfect for that. Considered having a report card for behavior. It would be nice to have more targeted indices. Kevin pointed out that past lawsuits have changed what can go into the report cards. 

Deviant peer clustering – we can be effective working with parents, it’s clear that in areas with a lot of deviant peer clustering, our job is much harder. Would be helpful to integrate this knowledge, would provide school with tools to minimize deviant peer clustering and its resultant antisocial behavior. 

Middle schools with EBS randomized to deviant peer clustering component would be interesting design; no design is yet written without budget information. At this stage, we should determine what the good science would be and consider budget issues later. 

Could do randomized trial now with ATP/no ATP schools instead of at school level instead of at individual level. 

Wants to develop set of measures to study fidelity of ATP. To date, there is been large variability among families—following Henggeller’s lead…monitor what goes on in the family resource room.

Kate – if we have Jeff’s program and we are monitoring parents in the resource room, then it is important to monitor school contact with parents. Often parents come in late to the process. Currently, schools are child centered but with this process, we can make them more family centered. If systems are in place to work with parents, the work can be more effective. Thus, have a set of measures in place dealing with parents.

Tom – if we did workshops with principals, or other school staff, so they receive training in working with parents, it can be helpful. 

In ORI trainings, teachers respond well to this kind of training.

Academic tracking? Factor in deviant peer groups? Related to ATP, a good venue for EBS/PBS teams…communicating with families at the universal level is one piece but we can bring it up to targeted and selective pieces. One thing that makes EBS what it is –

You have a vehicle in the school to initiate and sustain – the team gets feedback that what they are doing makes a difference. A lot of potential for adding the family piece within the structure EBS has.

Do parents receive enough information about EBS? A good place to put it is in the student handbook, in addition to all the do’s and don’ts

Rob -- No testing has been done with families as with teachers and kids but when they go to boards, the information is communicated. Part of what happens is that the kids transmit the rules because they like the predictability and the reinforcers (as opposed to the negative rules). Give people a simple outcome measure and build a rhythmic process for looking at that measure. 

Schools begin to look at things differently if they are asked the right questions. The things we don’t know are, what are the best indicators for knowing the school is creating the structure that brings families in. 

Teachers wait until they have to talk to the families; typically punitive for all involved. Strive for never delivering a negative message without five positive ones before it. Positive messages have not been part of regular family communication in schools. 

What are those five things?? Vary from school to school. How do we make a school family friendly for those with problem kids. How can we encourage families to be involved when the kids have antisocial histories.

Project 4:
Kevin – those top 5% kids are those who come over the top of all interventions, therapies, etc. we don’t have enough oomph for what they need. Present comorbidities, many school problems (academic/behavior), family problems, complex kids with lots to deal with. For them, we would want to tag on to both EBS and ATP, but also doing work with the community. By working  with the other projects, it can be more effective particularly for those kids.

In terms of dissemination, schools will never have enough money to pay for all this. Community-based mental health, other social service organizations. 

Multiple gate these kids in using tools we have with the current projects. Also, they need clinician supervision to make this work – clinical monitoring. Dovetail various measures and interventions. 

Rob Hawkins’ level 1 research methods. 

Tom – with this approach, could get good retention levels. We could get parents and schools involved – a plan could keep kids in school longer if other areas are impacted

Get a cognitive/language development assessment – early on. Often the kids with verbal/cognitive problems are not taken into consideration when interventions are developed. Important to remember how often these kids are attempting to escape 

Functional assessment. What is motivating the behavior? 

Component of RFT. Test whether or not we can develop an ACT intervention for these kids in dealing with their need to escape – first up-front assessment of their skills. 

Shawn – ACT is still new to everyone, and people are still figuring it out.

Carol – she and Tony used ACT with high-risk sexual behavior and kids. 

They did get some outcomes, although that was not the only component of the intervention.

Tony – our ability to do something useful with ACT may depend on whether or not we can get good measures of relational frames. Kevin—have to determine how literally they take those 

Working synergistically with the other projects gives strength to each one of them. Rob—predictions of results. Could build theory with dependent variables and comparing implementation without primary piece in place.

In Illinois, they have 300 schools – how effective has your individual system been? 

Social contagion is targeted, as shamelessly as possible. Rob’s approach works well with these kids. The neutralizing work – can be used to look at this population and make it usable for other populations. In  terms of dealing with antisocial kids, this knowledge is not always out there.

Keith – in an EBS school, the tough kids would be at the top. However, kids in the non-EBS schools might look more troubled, but it’s something to think about in the design discussions. 

Jeff – question is where along the distribution do you change? A big challenge is to get better at multiple gating. Keith wants to make sure we identify the same schools in both schools.

Where are the kids the same? 

Kate would see these as augmenting each other. Kevin would bring skills trainers to bear and might do more in the community than ATP or EBS would. 

Tom—would be like having a goal for each school that every kid—no matter what—would stay in the same school throughout their school career. Keeping the kids in no matter what. Every kid should be able to finish the school they start.

Kate—another tool we need is how to coordinate with the other services that these kid have. How not to have all the energy at one level. Find a way to work with the community health professionals; this intervention cannot be done without them. They do not work with a model; rather, catch as catch can. 

Integration and Synergy
What unites us? 

What makes the center different?

Dennis asked similar questions yesterday.

· One thing we have is a commitment to measurement and feedback

· Model-based approach to change and intervention

· Common approaches between projects; very strong and consistent theoretically

· Development of peer groups

· Cognitive processes for kids

· Changes in the nature of school when kids enter middle schools

· Basic behavioral analytic theory but add to it (biology)

· Posner-Rothbart literature

· Can biological markers be measured? Relation to environment? 

· Diana Fishbein’s work with Mark Greenberg. Study that would look at changes in  biological variables – 

· Ecological framework—systematic way at looking at levels of influence (school, community, peer, social, etc.) This group represents all of those levels. 

· Outcome measures bind us together. If we start by saying the outcome measures are the foundation and the other piece that connects us is a common theoretical background. You can’t deal with kids without dealing with all these levels. None of us have done all of this, but together, we do.

· While other say, “you just can’t deal with all of that,” the center would allow us to do just that.

· We start with a lot of experience in how to make things work at all of those levels.

· Tom:  how does the basic science feed in? Project 1? 

· We could give direction to the development of research. Having organized around the points as Rob defined, what would help us do better at predicting and influencing problem behavior?

· Re biology: there are assessments that will get at some of those central processes. Those models can be tested. They can be used as pre- post- measures; used for modeling. Do they help us get from a to z?

· We can’t keep ignoring the biological variables.

· Environment/biology bi-directional?

· Biological variable may be more significant in the top 5% kids

· Shawn—important not to add in too much that we cannot speak to with this group

· Tanner Scales provide a classic example of biological measurement

Project 5

Different from other projects in that they look at what the focus of the interventions. This looks not at the efficacy or effectiveness but how it can be adopted, implemented, and maintained in settings. RE-AIM framework (Reach, Efficacy – Adoption, Implementation, Maintenance)

Is it possible to get a set of DVs around setting levels? How do you get precursors in place for working with a setting? What interventions could you put in place and how would you test them?

Fidelity of implementation issues straightforward but maintenance is the tough one. In 20 years, are there still effective interventions in place? Without us around to make it work, will the interventions stay in place? How do we keep the stuff working without us to do the work?

Fiscally institutionalize an intervention. If this approach works, then we take that approach for each of these projects. Support the adoption of a successful intervention, but leave the maintenance cost as a setting-level cost. 

Experimentation with social marketing to influence adoption. How does this work with the dissemination core?

Rob and George have measures of the DVs dealing with implementation and maintenance. Might experiment with strategies for getting adoption. But with respect to implementation, what we have been

Outcomes for project 5 as different from project 1?

Rob—one of the messages we will give is for every strategy we give, there will be environments where it will not work. For us, we want to be able to ask schools, etc. to want the intervention. 

We need to know the strategy for adoption. Ask the right questions of the schools, communities. We should agree that the schools are willing to be on board completely and that their desired outcome is success for the kids. 

How do we get a school to the place where they can get 80% buy-in from their staff? If we go through that process, will it make a difference.

Looks like motivational interviewing at the school level. Use MI to get the schools to completely buy in to the process.

Tom’s work provides menu for schools as ways to get to their goals. Never put something in place that you don’t plan to have in place for a decade. E.g., you don’t provide expectations without showing how to get there. Create the institutional memory to make the changes easier. Train them regularly. 

Response cost is a giant issue. 

Rob—using school as the unit of analysis, at a certain point the district has to get involved. Going to 35 schools and asking how has this (SWIS) changed the way you make decisions. 

Anytime a problem comes, you want the team to say, “what is the info we need to make this decision?”

Steve Hayes and colleagues – strategic problem solving. Rob has laid out a short version of that. 

Project 5 not yet ready to answer the big question (Shawn?)

Project 1

We need to ask whether or not there is some sort of fundamental, developmental study relevant to our proposal. Lab-based studies?

TO DO: Tony, Tom, Shawn, Rob, further clarify what Project 1 might look like and sketch out the ecological framework. 

TO DO: Kevin, Tom, Kate, Keith, and Jeff will get together to figure out how we can dovetail Projects 2, 3, and 4.

TO DO: Carol, Rob, Shawn, Tony, Kate, on Project 5.

Dissemination Core: Kate, Cody, Carol, Tony

Measurement: Julie, Jeff, John, Tony

Analysis: Tony to meet with Terry and Sue. Tom, John, Keith on subgroup after that meeting. Still looking for first pass at analysis.

If you have any ideas for Analytical Core, on other projects, please e-mail Keiths@ori.org
Also, anyone with idea for Methodological Core, e-mail Juliecr@ori.org
**we need permission to go over $500,000/year for entire center

Next meeting: Tuesday, June 3 at 4:30-8:00.
TO DO: create a template and send it to the other project leaders.

Other notes:

· Include depression as a major outcome.

· Keith and Cody will work on web page creation

· Reduce number of items on agenda; we will put out next one out earlier and get more input on it

· Discussions about the cores might be premature; will be easier to do when the projects are defined

