Pilot Summary:

2009 Parent Discussions 

The process of piloting the Parent Discussion Guide took place from April 2009 to June 2009 in three sites:  Cumberland, Raymond, and Waterville.  Pilot host organizations included 21 Reasons/MCD, PROP Communities Promoting Health Coalition, and Greater Waterville Communities for Children and Youth.  Overall, seven pilot meetings were held among the three participating towns:  four in Cumberland, two in the Waterville area, and one in Raymond.  Meeting attendance ranged from 4 to 14 participants.  Much was learned during the pilot process, and as a result, substantial changes were made to the Guide.  We believe that this newly revised guide will lead to effective meetings that both engage and empower parents to prevent underage drinking.
Community Readiness and Timing

While we originally planned for fifteen pilot meetings, only seven were held.  One of the factors that prevented community members from holding additional meetings was the time of year.  Many hosts had difficulty scheduling a meeting immediately before, during, or after April vacation, which pushed back the first pilot meetings until the end of April.  We also ran into scheduling difficulties in June because people were not available to host or facilitate the meetings once the end of the school year started to approach.  However, after most of the meetings that were held, several participants volunteered to host their own meeting at a later date. This demonstrated to us that, despite the few meetings held, the readiness of the community to participate in these meetings is evident.  Participants felt that the fall will be a good time to start the meetings back up again, especially once the guide is finalized.
Socio-Economic and Education Considerations
Before we began the pilots, partnering agencies shared concerns whether the guide might be applicable for parents/families of lower education and socio-economic status. Most of the pilot meetings were held in middle to upper-middle class homes.  One of the pilot meetings in the Waterville area, however, was conducted with a lower socio-economic group.  For this community, facilitators found that many parents were uncomfortable hosting a meeting in their home.  As a result, in the fall, Greater Waterville Communities for Children and Youth plan to hold parent discussions for this community in the local teen center, instead of parents’ homes.  Since it is not recommended that youth be present at these meetings this option would also solve the issue of childcare, as youth can spend time at the teen center while the discussions are going on.  
PROP convened a special meeting of prevention professionals in Westbrook to further explore questions of the guide’s relevance to populations of different socio-economic status.   Some of the recommendations included finding a neutral community space to use for meetings rather than holding the discussions in people’s houses, creating a title for the guide that does not use the words “living room” since they imply that the discussion must take place in someone’s home, check the handouts and guide to ensure that it uses a lower literacy level, and having the option of the facilitators taking on more of the hosts’ roles such as purchasing food for the meeting.  We have integrated many of these recommendations throughout the guide.  

To further reflect the feedback that some people are not comfortable hosting an event in their homes, we changed the name of the guide to Connecting for Drug-Free Youth: A Parent Discussion Guide.  Calling it a discussion guide rather than a living room meeting guide takes some of the pressure off of community members who would rather host a discussion in a community space than in their home.  Calling it a discussion guide also has the benefit of avoiding some of the negative connotations that many people may have with the word “meeting.”
Discussion Content and Format

The most consistent feedback that we received from participants was that they wanted more time to talk with other parents, and that the action tips and discussion time were the most useful to them.  The feedback provided by facilitators and observers was that the meetings seemed to be too formal and structured to be held in someone’s home, and there was too much information to get through in a short amount of time.  During the meetings, discussion would often have to be cut short in order to get through the full agenda.  As a result, while using much of the same content, we altered the format of the meetings to include less content and more time for discussion, particularly around the “tough subjects” that parents were so interested in addressing.   We hope that the new format has a much better balance between educational components and time for free flowing discussion of ideas and concerns.
Roles and Responsibilities
Another area we changed is the role of the sponsoring agency versus the role of the facilitator.  Though for some coalitions a staff person will in fact be the facilitator, we revised the guide to more clearly delineate roles for those groups who will be using other community members as facilitators.  Specifically, the role of the sponsoring agency is now to provide support as well as financial assistance for meeting materials.  During the pilot process, sponsoring agency staff members acted as a go-between for facilitators and hosts (for example, a host would choose a meeting time and the staff person would then find a facilitator who could run that meeting).  However, this proved to be very inefficient.  Therefore, our recommendation is that the sponsoring agency simply pair each host with a facilitator, and allow the two to communicate directly to plan the meeting together.  
The following pages show the feedback survey responses from participants and facilitators.  Overall, participant feedback was very enthusiastic.

Participant Feedback Results
1) How many children do you have? Responses ranged from 2-6 kids, with an average of 2.5.  
What are their ages?  Responses ranged from 2 to 29, with an average age of 12.
2) During this meeting, I was able to connect with other parents who care about underage drinking prevention in our community:

Strongly agree:  79.1%; 34 out of 43 responses
Agree: 20.9%; 9 out of 43 responses
Disagree: 0%; 0 responses
Strongly disagree: 0%; 0 responses
3) This meeting helped me to examine some of the latest research and resources available about underage drinking and how to prevent it:

Strongly agree: 52.3%; 23 out of 44 responses
Agree: 47.7%; 21 out of 44 responses
Disagree: 0%; 0 responses
Strongly disagree: 0%; 0 responses
4) This meeting allowed me to share challenges and ideas for preventing underage drinking in my home and community:

Strongly agree: 52.3%; 23 out of 44 responses
Agree: 45.5%; 20 out of 44 responses
Disagree: 2.3%; 1 out of 44 responses
Strongly disagree: 0%; 0 responses
5) How likely are you to use the information and materials you received today once you return home?

Very likely: 72.1%, 31 out of 43 responses
Likely: 27.9%; 12 out of 43 responses
Not likely: 0%; 0 responses
Not at all likely: 0%; 0 responses
6) How likely are you to share the information and materials you received today with other parents?

Very likely: 55.8%; 24 out of 43 responses
Likely: 41.9%; 18 out of 43 responses     
Not likely: 2.3%; 1 out of 43 responses
Not at all likely: 0%; 0 responses
7) What was the best part of today’s meeting? (Main themes)
· The main themes that came up in response to this question were that parents like the open discussion and sharing ideas, they liked the networking opportunity that the meetings created, and they enjoyed the overall atmosphere of the meetings.  Here are some quotes:
· “Knowing that other parents have the same concerns.”

· “Connecting with like minded people who I know will "watch out" for my daughter/son.”

· “Other view points - developing a common plan.”

· “Networking”

· “I liked the informal atmosphere.”

· “Hearing other parents talk about the same issues that I have.”

· “Sharing and discussion”
8) What part of today’s meeting could be improved for future meetings? 
· The majority of parents felt that what they needed at these meetings was more time.  Another key theme was that parents wanted more time to be spent on discussion and action tips rather than on statistics.  Here are some quotes:
· “The game was a good discussion starter - but maybe the discussions could have been allowed to continue longer.”

· “More time for discussion, but I realize time is limited.”

· “Less on myths, slightly more time on action ideas”

· “More time”
9)  What materials/activities did you find most useful?  

· Most parents responded that they found the handouts/data the most useful.  Other main themes were that people enjoyed “This Place” and found the discussion very useful.  The changes that were made to the guide reflect this by giving parents more time for discussion, but still providing them with the data and handouts that they want.  Though viewing “This Place” at these meetings is not realistic, it is clear that the movie should be shown at another venue such as a town hall meeting.
· “The info packet”
· “Monitoring tips”

· “The open discussion”

· “Everyone should see the film!”
· “Sharing of information”

10) Please pick the audience that you think would most benefit from meetings such as this:

Parents of children in 5th or 6th grade:  14%; 6 out of 43 responses
Parents of children in 7th or 8th grade:  27.9%; 12 out of 43 responses
Parents of children in 9th or 10th grade:  20.9%; 9 out of 43 responses  

Parents of children in 11th or 12th grade:  11.6%; 5 out of 43 responses 
Doesn’t matter – this is useful information for any parent:  67.4%; 29 out of 43 responses  

Facilitator Feedback Results
*Note: The responses below represent the feedback from 5 of the facilitators who participated in meetings.  Between the end of the school year and summer vacations, it has been very difficult to get in touch with people to collect the last few feedback forms.  

1) # of participants at your meeting: Ranged from 4-14 participants, with an average of 8 participants.
2) Were the activities provided appropriate for your group size? All answered “Yes”
3) What do you think is an ideal # of participants for these meetings? There was 1 response each for 6-8 people, 8-10 people, and 10-15 people, and 2 responses for 6 people.
4) Which agenda did you choose (Game-based or Discussion-based)? 

4 discussion based, 1 game based
5) Did you have enough time for all of the activities?  Did the sequence of activities work well? 

· “Not enough time, but the sequence did work well. I had to really keep each piece brief.”
· “Yes. I could have used a little more time - chatty group.”
· Other 3 answers were “Yes”
6) Game-based agenda:  Please tell us how well each of the following parts of the meeting went:

a. Introductions/Welcome:      

Very Well:  100%; 1 out of 1 response
  
Somewhat Well: 0%    
     Not well: 0%
Notes:

b. Icebreakers:  



Very Well: 100%; 1 out of 1 response 
Somewhat Well: 0%    
Not well: 0%
Notes:

c. Game: 




Very Well:  100%; 1 out of 1 response                  
Somewhat Well: 0%    
Not well: 0%
Notes:

d. Post-game discussion:  

Very Well:  100%; 1 out of 1 response              
 Somewhat Well: 0%   
 Not well: 0%
Notes:

e. Tips/next steps discussion:   

Very Well: 100%; 1 out of 1 response                
Somewhat Well: 0%

Not well: 0%
Notes:

7) Discussion-based agenda:  Please tell us how well each of the following parts of the meeting went:
a. Introductions/Welcome:      

Very Well: 100%; 4 out of 4 responses               
Somewhat Well: 0%    
Not well: 0%
Notes:

b. Icebreakers:  



Very Well: 75%; 3 out of 4 responses               
Somewhat Well: 25%; 1 out of 4 responses    
Not well: 0%
Notes:

c. Myths vs. Reality discussion:  
Very Well: 100%; 4 out of 4 responses               
Somewhat Well: 0%    
Not well: 0%
Notes:

d. MYDAUS discussion: 


Very Well:  25%; 1 out of 4 responses               
Somewhat Well: 75%; 3 out of 4 responses                
Not well: 0%
Notes:

e. Tough subjects discussion: 

Very Well: 100%; 4 out of 4 responses                  
Somewhat Well: 0%    
Not well: 0%
Notes:

f. Tips/next steps discussion:   

Very Well: 75%; 3 out of 4 responses               
Somewhat Well: 25%; 1 out of 4 responses    
Not well: 0%
Notes:

8) How useful did you find the following resources in helping you to prepare for and facilitate the meeting?

a. Overall resources:  


Very: 100%; 5 out of 5 responses               
Somewhat: 0%
Not at all: 0%
N/A: 0%
b. This Place DVD: 


Very: 50%; 2 out of 4 responses
Somewhat: 0%
Not at all: 0%
N/A : 50%; 2 out of 4 responses
c. Monitoring Tips:


Very: 100%; 5 out of 5 responses               
Somewhat: 0%
Not at all: 0%
N/A: 0%
d. Myth vs. Reality: 


Very:  100%; 4 out of 4 responses               
Somewhat: 0%
Not at all: 0%
N/A: 0%
e. MYDAUS results: 


Very: 40%; 2 out of 5 responses               
Somewhat: 60%; 3 out of 5 responses               
Not at all: 0%
N/A: 0%
f. Get to know parents of your teen’s friends:    

Very: 40%; 2 out of 5 responses               
Somewhat: 40%; 2 out of 5 responses               
Not at all: 0%
N/A: 20%; 1 out of 5 responses               
9) How effective was the overall guide in preparing you to facilitate the meeting?
Very 100%; 5 out of 5 responses      

Somewhat: 0%
Not at all: 0%
10) What other resources or materials would have been helpful to you in planning and facilitating the meeting?
· “I have experience facilitating but for those who don't I think some guidance would be useful. This is a very full agenda and the topic is difficult so good facilitation skills are important.”
· “I could use more training so that I can answer difficult questions.”
11) What went well during the meeting?
· “People were very willing to talk about their experiences and challenges. They found the myths and facts educational.”

· “Participants were willing to take risks and share genuine perspectives.”

· “Discussion, the game, materials”
· “The dvd and disussion about it.”

· “The icebreaker went well.”
12) What challenges did you face?  
· “The icebreaker generated so much conversation that it took about 45 minutes. So then to get the rest of the stuff I needed to keep cutting things short. (noted on form: Did not get to "tough subjects discussion" but provided as a handout)”
· “Questioning of the implications of the MYDAUS data.”

· “Time!”
· “Keeping the group focused on the topics.”

· “Getting a meeting to happen was the biggest challenge.”
13) What suggestions do you have for future facilitators/planners?
· “Do a really brief icebreaker like name and age of children. The ones you suggest are great but stimulate lots of conversation.”
· “Be prepared and stay focused.”

· “Stay on topic.”
14) What additional suggestions do you have for future meetings?
· “I think a less ambitious agenda would make it more conducive to discussion. I felt like I really had to be a task-master and cut off conversation so we could get to the agenda items. I was glad to see that people learned info that they didn't know before. I had thought that since they were already concerned about teen drinking, that they might feel like it was rudimentary. They confessed to learning several new things! Overall: I thought the meeting went really well and all the parents who attended felt it was a good use of their time.

More thoughts: We planned to end at 7:30PM but nearly all the parents stayed until 8:30PM - a clear indication of their investment. As you'll see in their evaluations, the attendees really appreciated the opportunity to hear what was on other parent's minds. The group is planning to meet again in July and continue with some of the next steps they identified, including fun activities with their kids. This topic is so evocative that one two and a half hour session hardly seems like enough time! I look forward to continuing to be a resource to this group and supporting their efforts to reach more parents.”
· “Branch out to more subjects, maybe.”

· “Keep having meetings!”
