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Executive Summary

In September 2009 the Council for Children’s Rigimseiled the Larry King Center for

Building Children’s Futures (LKC). The LKC servas a resource to the community
“maximizing the effectiveness and impact of woiikdpelone for children by providers, agencies
and funders.” The LKC has chosen three initial priorities taleess in Mecklenburg County:
creating access to health and mental health elacing the incidence and impact of abuse and
neglect, and ensuring that children are readydboal.

This report examines community feedback on analntbmmunity planning process and plan

for one of the LKC's initial priority areas, eardghool readiness. This report summarizes the
LKC'’s theory of change, describes the initial plawgnphase for the school readiness action plan,
and highlights the participants’ perspectives rdupy the planning process. The report also
examines the perceptions of community engagemetrigza and action team members in
relation to how the implementation of the plan widl. By incorporating feedback from the
community, the LKC can improve the process for ffigtnitiatives. Moreover, the participants’
feedback on potential barriers to plan implemeatatan lend insight into some areas where the

LKC may want to focus attention as this plan isgemplemented.

Below is a summary of some of the major highlightsn the report and recommended next
steps.

* Interest in the topic, either professionally- @rponally motivated participation in the
action team proces®thers were drawn to the process by their resped¢hé leadership of
the LKC, their interest in being part of the demmsimaking process, and for opportunities
to network and learn what others in the communiéydoing.

* Elements related to the success of a multi-agefiost &ere apparent in the action
planning processNearly all action team members felt that the plagmprocess
incorporated strong leadership, adequate admitimirand management, and was
efficient. For example, action team members fedt their contributions were respected at
the meetings (98.9% eithslightly agreedagreed or strongly agreefl Action team
members felt that the objectives for each meetiagevelear (98.9%lightly agreed
agreed or strongly agreejland that the meetings were a productive usersd {95.7%
slightly agreegdagreed or strongly agreeji



» Community engagement partners and action team nreméed the school readiness
plan highly. Over 90% of respondents rated the overall sch@aliness plan asxcellent
(25.8%),very good(49.2%), orgood(17.2%) — and none of the respondents indicatad th
the plan wapoor. Almost all respondents believed that the plau$es on the right
priorities.

» The Larry King Center was considered to have digpiiestrong leadership skills.
Respondents generally thought that the LKC hadraptished the followingto a great
extent” communicating the vision of school readiness4®§; fostering respect, trust,
inclusiveness, and openness among team membeé84qB3ncluding a diversity of people
and organizations on the team (77.1%); empowedamtmembers (79.1%); and creating
an environment where differences of opinion candeed (83.6%).

* The diversity of the individuals involved in thanpling process could be expanded.
Respondents generally felt that the LKC includelivarse group of people and
organizations on the team, with 77.1% of resporgdemnticating thisto a great extent”
and 16.5% indicatingomewhat However, relative to other measures of the LKC’s
leadership on school readiness (such as commuoncatithe vision and empowerment of
team members), this measure was rated lower. Marticipants provided feedback that
inclusion of a more diverse group including repreagves of the Hispanic population,
community leaders, business leaders, and schosdipeel — would be desirable.

» Contextual factors may pose challenges for impld¢imgthe plan. While most
respondents expressed confidence that the plardvibeuimplemented, respondents
suggested that contextual barriers may preventamehtation. The three barriers to plan
implementation most often cited by participantsevemding, political will, and public
will. This suggests that the LKC may need to devntreased effort to overcoming these

hurdles in order to make progress on the schodlimeas initiative.

As the LKC works with community agencies to buildystem for early school readiness, the
lessons learned through this process can guiden@sase. The respondents to this survey
acknowledged the leadership skills of the LKC laused questions about the availability of
resources and the community’s political will andfpeiwill to implement the plan. Addressing

these factors will be an essential step into implgrthe school readiness plan.



Introduction

In September 2009 the Council for Children’s Rigimseiled the Larry King Center for

Building Children’s Futures (LKC). The LKC aims‘tmaximize the effectiveness and impact of
work being done for children, agencies, and fundéhe work is accomplished through four
roles: research and evaluation, strategic plannipgblic policy advocacy, and public
awareness and community engagemeriunding for the first three years of the Cerdger i
provided by the Bank of America Foundation, The ®&@adowment, Foundation for the
Carolinas, the John S. and James L. Knight Foumdaéind the Wachovia Foundation of Wells

Fargo.

The LKC has chosen three initial priorities to adrin Mecklenburg Countgreating access to
health and mental health care, reducing the incadeand impact of abuse and neglect, and
ensuring that children are ready for scholwi October 2010 the initial work on school readis

began.

The Center for Child and Family Policy at Duke Umsity was hired to conduct an evaluation
of the LKC’s efforts. One purpose of the evaluati®io provide formative information that can
be used by the LKC to help improve their programd practices. This is accomplished by
providing timely feedback on the work that has relyebeen conducted and is the goal of the
current report. Future reports will focus on eliint aspects of the evaluation such as a long-
term evaluation strategy for the LKC'’s efforts ahd community’s perception of the

LKC’s added value.

This report examines the strategy that the LKCdraployed to address school readiness and the
feasibility of this approach for other priority asee We begin by examining the overall theory of
change and how the approach taken by the LKC fdrilming action around school readiness

fits in with the theory. We then report on pagnt reflections of the approach. In particular,
we examine how participants felt about the planmraress, the school readiness plan that was
developed, the leadership ability of the LKC, anel teasibility of implementing the plan, along

with potential challenges to implementation.



The Larry King Center’s Theory of Change

A theory of change, developed by the Bridgesparu@rdescribes the mechanisms that a
community or an organization plans to use to prencbiange. Figure 1 displays the Larry King
Center’s overarching theory of change for workirnthwhe community to bring about systems-
level change. Thtarget population is youth aged 0-21 in Mecklenburg County. Theear
population encompasses youth of a wide range of agevell as needs. Thus, any one
intervention is likely to address the needs of anBubset of the entire target group. The LKC

envisions multiple priority areas being addressétima given time span.

Theapproach adopted by the LKC for bringing change has thrasrelements. The first
element is working with the community use research to set the community agenize
second element is working with the communitglévelop planso address each initiative. The
plans will encompass each of the four roles: adinggoublic policy, raising public awareness,
using research and evaluation, and strategic pigremd convening. The third element is to
drive execution of the plarExecuting the plan involves project managemett internally and
externally. Within the Larry King Center, implentigrg the plan will require that each priority
area (e.g., early school readiness, access tdhtaaltmental health care, and preventing child
abuse) continues to be addressed. Internally,Kii2has to lead and coordinate efforts that
make use of the four roles of the Center (addrggsirblic policy, raising public awareness,
using research and evaluation, and strategic pigranid convening). Externally, project
management involves leading and coordinating thik e community groups engaged in the

process.

Theultimate goal of this work is for Mecklenburg County to becomplace where all children

grow up safe, healthy, and educated. While tmgerm goal will take several years to

achieve, tracking a seriesiatermediate outcomescan help assess whether progress is

occurring in the intended direction. The LKC e three intermediate outcomes. The first

is improved program qualitywhich will be evidenced by the adoption of, ancreased funding

for, evidenced-based practices. The second iproved mix of programiseing offered,

evidenced by changes in what is offered by the conityis service providers. The third

intermediate outcome olicy changewhich will be evidenced by shifts in governmemding

and changes in policies to support the statedipesr Even these intermediate outcomes can be
6



further subdivided into short-term goals that oftely on process goals being met (e.g., at least
100 community organizations were engaged in thenitey process or the number of newspaper
articles that mention school readiness) and long-gals such as observed improvement on
indicators of child well-being, increased awarer@dhie importance of the issues by the public,
and increased return on investment for the fundedsthe community. These intermediate

outcomes are interrelated. For example, policyraowgments may improve program quality.

Figure 1. Larry King Center preliminary Theory of C hange

Target
Population Approach Intermediate Outcomes Ultimate Goal

Source: Bridgespan Group (2009). Council for Children’gRs Final Deliverable




The School Readiness Initiative

During 2009 and 2010 the LKC worked with a rese@aimncil to select priorities for the
community. The research council consists of sewembers from UNC Charlotte, Communities
in Schools, Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools, andrnkégtute for Social Capital. Selection of the
priority areas was driven by research and datest,Fifter carefully reviewing the literature on
child development, the LKC determined that ensudimigdren are prepared for school was an
important goal. Second, because there are castti®, empirically-based programs and
interventions that prepare children for school,tK€ determined that there were actionable
steps that could be taken to address this issh&d, Tafter examining the indicators on a variety
of measures related to child wellbeing and comnyusetvice capacity, it was determined that

this was an important unmet need in the community.

On October 2% and November'©2010, the LKC convened meetings designed to entjege
community in a conversation about school readin@gsarly 150 community leaders, agency
directors, and community members took part in tesetings. During these meetings

representatives from the LKC:

* Provided an overview of the LKC,;

* Presented research and data to support the detusisalecting school readiness as a
priority area;

» Explained the process that would be used to dewelmpmmunity action plan to address
school readiness in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg area;

* Presented the “school readiness equation whichridesahe factors necessary for children
to be ready for school as shown in Figure 2;

* Sought input from meeting participants on the gainglan, the community’s strengths and
areas of improvement, as well as who else shoulddbaded in the planning process; and

* Asked for volunteers who could serve on the adtams.



Figure 2. School ReadinesEquation
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Six action teams were formed to develop the comtyyatar for school readine. Five of these
teams were composed primarily of community profasslis and experwho serve children it
Mecklenburg CountyThese teams correspond to the elemerthe school readiness equat
shown aboveready families, readyealth, ready early care, ready schools, and r
community. Each action team had a total of threeting;, which were jointly facilitated by
LKC representative and a community partner. Theglmeetings were highly structure
During the first meeéng the team was expected to establish objectdusng the secon
meeting the team was to recommend strategies tewacthe objective, and during the thir

meeting the team was to identify initial actiongstéo implement the strategi

The sixth ation team was composed of a racially, ethni, and economically diverse group
parents from Mecklenburg County with at leonechild under the age of six. This tei

provided feedback on the plans from the other gggapnform the full school rdiness plan.

The LKC compiled the work from each of the groumt® ia comprehensive pl, Unlocking the
Potential of a Community: The Plan for School Reas, which was presenteon June 2, 20£1
(see Figure 3 for goals). h€ plai describes the objectives, strategies, expemittbmes
resources, and longrm indicator that each action team develop€rhis plan also outlines tt
initials steps for implementation. This includgsatablishing workgroups which are focusec
a specific aspect of the plan; b) organizing i-specific community forums to contini
community engagement and encourage informationrghar) worlking with the LKC’s researc
committee to seek guidance on strategies; d) estting a funderstollaborative to keep funde
informed of research andtdarelated to children’s issues, encourage alignmefunding
priorities,and support collective tracking of outcomes andaotpe) launcing a public
awareness campaign related to school readinesiitae the entire commur; and f) working



with the LKC Trustees who provide thought leadershipietia input, and advocate f
systematic improvements related to c-serving agencies.

Figure 3. Goals of theCommunity Plan for School Readines

Ready eEnsure safe, stable, and nurturing environments and support
caregivers with culturally and developmentally appropriate

Families information and education.

*Provide affordable and accessible high-quality preventive and
early intervention services to meet the physical, dental, and
emotional health needs of all young children.

eEnsure that early care and education programs are affordable,
accessible, and provide high-quality learning environments,

Ready Early

Care including children with unique developmental and other special
education needs.

Rea dy *Promote the seamless transition to schools that are responsive
Schools to the individual strengths and needs of children.

*Work effectively across all sectors to make children a top
priority by supporting families, early childhood development,
policies, and investments that help all children enter
kindergarten ready to succeed.

The Current Report: Formative Feedback from Partiapants in the Schoo
Readiness Planning Process

This reportdescribes the results of a survey serparticipants abouhe planning process, tl
action plan, and the ability ¢the Larry King Center to lead this effort. The gof the survey
was to lean what aspects of the planning process worked amgllwhat could be improve
upon. The action planning team mem, as well as community members who attendec
June conveningyere also asked to share their thoughts on whthey believed thethis
planning process and the work that went into dexeatpa plan would lead to commun
changes.
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Research on Interagency Initiatives

Community partnerships are frequently used to adcemplex issues that cross multiple
sectors. Elements that predict success of thésaives have been widely studied. Although
there are not outcome data at this early junc(ytest several weeks following the release of the
community plan) this prior research can inform tikey process indicators to measure.

Members of the action teams provided feedback atheuplanning process across several

domains that previous research has linked to sagnasteragency efforts. These include:

» Leadership: Leadership is an important component of succesarfonteragency, multi-
sector collaborative effort. Some measures ofdestdp include empowering partners,
fostering respect, being inclusive of varied opms@nd backgrounds, and combining
different perspectives.

* Administration and Managemer®ne domain that predicts partnership effectivengs
the ability of the partnership to communicate amddordinate activities and efforts. This
includes factors such as communicating the meetmpectives clearly, informing team
members of the work of the larger group, helpiragrienembers understand how their
work will contribute to the larger picture, and piding team members with information
so that they are prepared for meetings.

» Partnership EfficiencyPartnership efficiency relates to the degreehavpartners
make good use of resource©ne measure of partnership efficiency is the elego

which partners feel that their time was put to gaed.

Contextual Factors
In addition to the factors listed as importanttfoe planning process, several contextual factors
are particularly salient for implementing the aotman, including political will, public will, and

resources.

» Political will: National, state, local, and even organizatiomdicpes affect plan
implementatiorf. Political will relates to the ability, willingnesand commitment of

decision makers to reform the status quo.
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* Public will: How a social problem is perceived by the puldiewell as the types of
solutions that are deemed appropriate, influencethngr or not that problem will receive
attention from political leaders.Heightened public will for an issue can raiseléhel of
attention that decision makers pay to it and in tuglp ensure that more resources are
devoted to the issue.

* ResourcesEnsuring that all young children in Mecklenburg @Gtuare prepared for
school is a large endeavor that is unlikely to teoaplished solely on volunteer efforts.
The availability of funding and staff time for saiageadiness initiatives will affect the

ability of the community to fully implement the pla

Methods

The sample frame for the survey included each mewiiibe action planning teams as well as
community engagement partners who did not servanaaction team but who attended the June
2011 meeting where the plan was unveiled. To aanidpotential bias in the results, employees

of the LKC or the Council of Children’s Rights wesecluded from the survey.

A Web-based survey was emailed to participantsuoie &', 2011. A paper version of the
survey was made available to four individuals ia sample frame who did not have access to
email. Two paper surveys were provided in Sparosipérticipants who do not speak English as
their primary language. Potential survey participamere sent two follow-up emails and were
then called up to four times and asked to completesurvey. Four respondents who completed
descriptive information about him/herself but da@t answer any of the substantive questions in

the survey are not included in the survey results.

Of the 151 individuals in the sample frame, 131 ptated the survey for a response rate of
86.8%. This strong response rate provides condelémat the results reported below are
representative of the individuals who participabedhe action teams and as community

engagement partners.

12



Results

Description of the Survey Respondents

Of the 131 survey respondents, 73.3% were fema@lé%4 were male, and 9.2% did not provide
information on gender (see Table 1). The majaityespondents identified themselves as
White (63.4%). Respondents also identified theweseds African American (26.0%) and
Hispanic (1.5%) or Asian (0.8%). Respondents (parent action team) were asked how long
they had been working in their current field in @btde. The group had much experience in

Charlotte with an average of 13.3 years (rangeal y88 years).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of survey respondés

Gender Race/ethnicity
N % N %
Female 96 73.3 White 83 63.4
Male 23 17.6 Black 34 26
Unknown 12 9.2 Other 4 3.1
Unknown 10 7.6
Source:Authors’ tabulations of the Larry King Center SchBeadiness Planning Survey

Of the 131 survey respondents, 96 were membens ati@on team (73.3%). Table 2 describes
the number of participants on each team and thgonse rate per team. The remaining
respondents are community members who are engadbéd school readiness plan but who did
not serve on an action team. Thirty-five indivitug26.7% of respondents) did not participate
on an action team. However, 48.6% of the respasdeho did not participate on an action team

had a co-worker who did.

Table 2. Response rate by Action Team

Number that served Number of Response Rate for

on the action team Completed Surveys Team
Ready Families 23 22 95.7%
Ready Health 10 10 100%
Ready Early Care 20 18 90.0%
Ready Communities 20 16 80.0%
Ready Schools 19 13 68.4%
Parent Action Team 22 17 77.3%
Source:Authors’ tabulations of the Larry King Center SchBeadiness Planning Survey
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Most action team members participated in two (20)6r three (42.7%) of the three action

planning meetings. The action team members haatshvpositions in their organizatichs.

* Agency administrator 32.5% (n=25),
* Agency staff 31.2% (n=24),

» Community volunteer 10.4% (n=8),
* Advocate 2.6% (n=2),

* Board member 2.6% (n=2), and

» Other 20.8% (n=16), including university faculty migers, court staff, and a journalist.

Action Team Member Motivation for Participating in the Process

To understand what motivated individuals to pgoate in the process, action team members
were asked to share their reasons for participatigderstanding motivation for participation
may help the LKC recruit participants for futurdistives. We reviewed the responses and

grouped them into five main categories:

» Personal or professional interest,

» Support for the work of the Larry King Center,
» Desire to participate in positive change,

* Importance of community collaboration, and

* Opportunity to give a voice to children.

Many of the participants noted that the topic dfea readiness was important to them

personally. Others noted that the topic was aligmigla their professional interests.

Transition to kindergarten is an area of professiband personal interest. | believe
that of all parties involved, the family is key ardical, and that creating ready families

is the single most important factor in a child'#sal success.

& Organization position was asked only of action rnera from the non-parent action teams. Two survey
respondents did not respond to this question.
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Five respondents mentioned valuing the work ofltk€ or the Council for Children’s Rights.

The Larry King Center did a good job of publiciziagd promoting this opportunity and

| wanted to support it.

Charlotte needs community catalysts like the CddaciChildren to be successful
advocates for children in Mecklenburg County. \&eehgrown so quickly and | don't
think the community has adopted a culture of supfeorchildren and education
commensurate with the growing needs. | am grhtefuCforC for their leadership and

wanted to contribute to this effort.

Several respondents noted that they wanted tovodvied in influencing decision making,

believing that the process would lead to positivenge and/or that they wanted to contribute.

The developmental needs of young children are poritant, and so many of these needs
are being overlooked in the present educationahate, both locally and nationally. 1
wanted to be part of a team that recognizes thesel$) and articulates plans to local

powers who can impact change.

| attended a general session in November whergidhen was initially presented. |
participated in a small round table activity whdrghared many of the same concerns as
other advocates and professionals. | immediatetyessed interest. It was important to

me that | play a role in advocating for homelessgdren and families in particular.

Other respondents noted an opportunity for netwagrkeollaboration, and learning what others

in the community are doing.

It is critical for our agency to work collaboratilyewith the community to identify,
prioritize and act on improving the health of oasrdents. No solution is successful in a
vacuum and this process was appealing because avéhkdocus of leveraging existing

programs, raising awareness and charting some prea@nd measurable action plans.
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| believe that it is useful to try having a cooralied community approach to school
readiness as a long-term strategy for avoiding péupl generational poverty. No other
current effort in that regard appears to be in @acrhe school system obviously cannot

address the severe lack of readiness that many\epkids have.

Two respondents noted that they participated irptaening to help give a voice to young

people. For example:

| wanted an opportunity to be a voice for childré®o many decisions are made which
have huge impacts on them and they do not havg altsaut it. There is a large number
of children in our community that have adult wosrend struggles even | at the age of
40 have not experienced. | saw this as an oppiyttm help these children in an area

that is extremely important to their livelihoodjuality education.

Participant Perceptions of the Planning Process

In general, respondents indicated that the numbereanbers on the action team was about right
(90.5%; n=95), with five respondents reporting thatas too many and four respondents
reporting that it was too few. While most resportdehought that three meetings were sufficient
to accomplish the goals of the planning procesb@2n=66), Over a quarter thought that the
number of meetings was too few (27.5%; n=25). Bedpnts listed organizations and
individuals who were not involved in the process ¢hould have been. Each of the following

organizations received one nomination:

« CMC * School Board

* Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools * School Teachers

» Charlotte Housing Authority * UNCC-child and family professor

» City Council, County Commission * United Way

« DSS * Mayor

 NBCDI * County Commissioners

* Project Life * Preachers/Pastors of the Community
* Salvation Army * Presby

16



Action team members were asked to rate the plarmegfings on several items related to how
well the meetings were organized, facilitated, bad well they achieved their goals; these

results are summarized below in Table 3.

Leadership: Participants rated aspects of the leadership anhtetings highly. Over 90% of
respondents eithastrongly agreed, agreedar slightly agreedhat the right mix of people were
at the meetings, that their contributions were eetg during the meeting, and that a diverse
group of opinions contributed to the recommendatiolt is worth noting that 25.3% of
participants onlslightly agreedhat they were well informed about the work of dtleer action

teams.

Administration and ManagemenBarticipants rated measures that are related toaheling of
administrative and management tasks of the planpiiogess. Over 90% of the participants
strongly agreed, agreear slightly agreedhat the objectives for each meeting were cléar, t
team accomplished the stated objectives at eactingethey felt well informed about the work
of the other action teams, and felt prepared tarimrie to the overall school readiness planning
process.

Partnership Efficiency:Almost all participants (95.8%strongly agreed, agreedr slightly

agreedthat the meetings were a productive use of tirae.t

General Satisfaction with the ProcesBwo measures were included to assess participant
general satisfaction with the planning processer®0% of the participanstrongly agreed,
agreed orslightly agreedhat they would participate in a similar actioartein the future and
that the Larry King Center was the right groupaoilitate the meeting.

17



Table 3. Action planning members’ perceptions of @nning meetings

Strongly Slightly | Slightly . Strongly
Agree Agree Agree | Disagree Disagree Disagree

The right mix of people were at | 35300 | 45605 | 14.4% | 33% | 11% | 2.2%
the meetings(h=90)
My contributions were respected 0 0 o o 0 0
during the meetings(n=91) 61.5% | 33.0% 4.4% 1.1% 0% 0%
A diverse group of opinions
contributed to the 42.9% | 45.1% 6.6% 3.3% 1.1% 1.1%
recommendations(n=91)
The Larry King Center was the
right group to facilitate the 64.0% 30.3% 2.3% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1%
meetings(n=89)
The objectlveis for each meeting 56.0% 38.5% 4.4% 0% 0% 1.1%
were clear(n=91)
My team accomplished the stated 59 g0, | 55806 | 66% | 1.1% | 0% 0%
objectives at each meetingn=91)
| felt well informed about the
work of the other action teams 31.9% 35.2% 25.3% 4.4% 2.2% 1.1%
(n=91)
| felt prepared to contribute at | 49 190 | 45606 | 11.1% | 1.1% | 0% 1.1%
the meetings(h=90)
| understood how our work
contflbuted to th_e overall school 46.2% 42 9% 8.8% 2 204 0% 0%
readiness planning process
(n=91)
The meetings were a productive | 5 g5 | 4400 | 88% | 3.3% | 1.1% 0%
use of my time(n=91)
| would participate inasimilar | 4q 500 | 4180 | 55% | 22% | 0% | 1.1%
action team in the future (n=91)
Source:Authors’ tabulations of the Larry King Center SchBReadiness Planning Survey

Feedback on the Overall Planning Process

Participants were asked to provide feedback onthevoverall planning process could be
improved. Eight respondents commented on the mirdi¥iduals on the action teams. These

respondents suggested inclusion of:

* teachers,

e community leaders who are unaware of the plan,

* non-stakeholders who would be less biased,

* parents on each team,

* representatives of Hispanic and Muslim populati@ms]
» fewer academic/policy “wonks”.

18



Two respondents offered suggestions for additipreades of information that could have been
shared with the teams patrticularly related to tloekwhat has already occurred in the
community.
...highlighting the work of several funders and noofipagencies that have been
extremely focused on Early Childhood School Readif@ years in this community.
Much of what was "discovered" during the process Iben going on in this community

for the last 20 years when school-readiness wash®buzz word it is currently.

Spend a little more time educating the participatisut existing issues and resources at
the onset. | know the time was limited, but | wdakl more certain about the validity of
the outcomes if the participants were a bit bettésrmed about what is good or
adequate, what is needed, and what the gaps agadh area. America speaks was good
at this. There was a lot of talk about EBP, bu$ such a moving and growing issue, it

needs to be defined for participants this community

One respondent suggested having more teams, eaghiatf had a more narrow focus area.
Another respondent mentioned needing more timaltp discuss the issues related to early

school readiness.

Is not enough diversity on the team or time tdlydesh out the real issues and grapple
with the problems facing this community. What ialiggieducation for young children?
Why can't we agree on that? What should childrefebming in pre-k programs? What
does the research say about what skills childreedne the future? How do we reach
parents with the message that computers, vidaosldarning abc's, is not how children
learn? What does brain research tell us about l@agrand physical activity? Where are
the flaws in the star-rating system? | believe thathave to be committed to spending

time, energy, etc. to work on the problem. | hdya is what will happen next.
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Community Perceptions of the School Readiness Plan

Members of the action teams, as well as memberspahipated in the final meeting, were
asked to rate a) the objectives, strategies, aimahasteps developed during the process, and b)
the overall school readiness plan. For each quedtie respondents rated the two very similarly
with about a quarter of respondents indicating thay wereexcellent about half indicating that

it wasvery good and most of the remaining indicatiggod these results are summarized below
in Table 4.

Table 4. Participant perceptions of the school readess plan

Don't Poor | Fair | Good very Excellent

Know Good
Objectives, strategies, and action steps . @ . . @ .
developed during the procesgn=128) SR U | 2800 18850 SlE|  2ase
Overall School Readiness Pn (n=128) 6.3% 0% | 1.6%| 17.2%| 49.2%| 25.8%
Source:Authors’ tabulations of the Larry King Center SchBeadiness Planning Survey

Community members were asked to reflect upon the ph key elements that have been linked
to successful initiatives (see figure 4 below).tidic team members indicated that they support
the decisions made by their team with 96 £#6ngly agreeingr agreeingwith that statement.
While most participantdisagreedwith the statement “I feel like | have been lait of the
decision making process,” 10.28lightly agreedagreed or strongly agreed Most survey
respondentstrongly agreed34.8%),agreed(57.6%), orslightly agreed5.1%) that the plan

focuses on the right priorities.

Only 5.8% of respondenstrongly agreedvith the statement “I am confident that the plath w
be implemented.” Another 81.8% of respondegieed(40.5%) orslightly agreed41.3%)
with that statement. The relatively high perceatafparticipants in thslightly agreecategory

may suggest that survey respondents are uncelniithie plan will be implemented.

While most participants know how they can contrébiat implementing the plan, 16.88tsongly
disagreed, disagreedr slightly disagreedhat they knew how to contribute.
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Figure 4. Respondents rating of the school readinessapl
m Strongly Agree = Agree  Slightly Agree  Slightly Disagree = Disagree ® Strongly Disagre

h‘;
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decision making process (n=1 4.3

42.7

57.6
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(n=118) 1.7
i 0.9
== 538
) . 40.5
| am confident that the plan will 41.3
implemented (n=121) 5606
i 0.8
— 202
. 42.0
| know how | can contribute 1 21.0
implementing the plan (n=11 — 12.6
=25

| —

Source:Authors’ tabulations of the LKC School ReadinessnRing Surve
Note:*=Not asked of the parent action te

Participants were also asked about contextual fathat may affect the abilityf the
community to implement the plan (see figure 5 b@lo@ver 90% of survey responde
believed that the community has the leadershipmement the plan with 16.5strongly
agreeing 46.3%agreeing,and 28.1%slightly agreeing Survey respondengenerally though
that the community had the infrastructure to impmetthe plan with approximat¢ 85%
strongly agreeing, agreeing@r slightly agreein. However, respondents rated the political v
public will, and financial resources available implementing the plan lower. About a qua
of respondentslightly disagreed, disagre, or strongly disagreedhat“My community has the
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political will to implement the ple” and nearly half onlglightly agreedwith this statement
Similarly, abouta quarter of responderslightly disagreed, disagreedr strongly disagree
with the statement thaily community has the public will to implement tp&n.” Almost 40%
of respondentslightly disagreed, disagre, or strongly disagreeavith the staterrnt “My

community has the financial resources to implenteatplar.”

Figure 5. Participant perceptions of the communit’s ability to implement the plar

m Strongly Agree = Agree  Slightly Agree  Slightly Disagree  Disagree ® Strongly Disagre

Wi 16.5
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the plan (n=121) 5.8
17
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. . 41.2
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implement the plan (n=11 - 10.9
517
== 6.8
. L . 24.6
My community has the public will to impleme 43.2
the plan (n=118) 15.3
8.5
i17
= 42
. . ) 18.3
My community has the political will t 49.2
implement the plan (n=12 16.7
10.0
117
B 9.2
_ _ _ 325
My community has the financial resource: 20.0
implement the plan (n=12 20.8
13.3
W 42

Source:Authors’ tabulations of the LKC School ReadinessnRing Surve
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Perceptions of the Larry King Center’s Leadership in the School Readiness
Planning Process

Several characteristics that have been linkedaddeship include a) good communication skills,
b) fostering respect, trust, inclusiveness, andnpss among team members, ¢) empowering
team members, and d) creating an environment whfezences of opinion can be voiced.
Participants of the School Readiness planning poeere asked to rate the degree to which the
Larry King Center accomplished these tasks (sde &b For each measure, over three quarters
of respondents indicated that the LKC had accometighat to a great exterit However,
participants rated the LKC statistically signifitigriower at including a diversity of people and

organizations on the team than any other medsure.

Table 5. Respondent perceptions of the degree tdieh the Larry King Center
accomplished each of the following through the sclebreadiness planning process

None A little Somewhat To a great

extent
Communicated the vision for the school
readiness initiative to the team members 0% 1.8% 11.8% 86.4%
(n=110)
Fostered respect, trust, mcluswen_ess, and 0.9% 0.9% 14.6% 83.6%
openness among team membe(a=110)
Included a diversity of people and o o o o
organizations on the team(n=109) Ui S HE e
Empowered team membergn=110) 0% 1.8% 19.1% 79.1%
Create_d an environment w_here differences 0.9% 1.8% 13.6% 83.6%
of opinion can be voicedn=110)
Source:Authors’ tabulations of the Larry King Center SchBeadiness Planning Survey

PResults are from a multilevel ordinal logistic regsion (p<.05). The unit of analysis was questéspondent
(i.e., One row per item (e.g., empowered team meshiper respondent) and the dependent variablewasdinal
variable that ranged from 1 to 5 with 1 representimone” and 5 representiritp a great extent’
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Participants shared their perspective of the LKaljgdity to promote awareness of effective
strategies, advocate for policy change, providdibte leadership, and leverage funds. Roughly
three quarters of participants believed that th€ld6uld perform the first three function®‘a
great extent However, participants were less confident ie &bility of the LKC to leverage

funds®

Table 6. Respondent perception of the degree to veh the Larry King Center has the
capacity to implement the following aspects of thechool readiness plan

None | A little Somewhat To a great
extent
Promoting awareness of effective strategie(n=119) | 0.8% | 1.7% 23.5% 74.0%
Advocating for policy change(n=117) 0.9% | 4.3% 16.2% 78.6%
Providing credible leadership(n=119 0.8% 1.7% 21.0% 76.5%
Leveraging funds(n=117) 0.9% | 14.5% 51.3% 33.3%
Source:Authors’ tabulations of the Larry King Center SchBeadiness Planning Survey

Participant Reflections of the School Readiness Plan

Participants reflected on the plan in several w&§sme participants offered support for the
LKC'’s ability to lead the effort; others offeredggestions for how to improve the plan or
reflected on potential barriers to implementatidfe grouped these responses into several

categories:

» Ability of the Larry King Center to lead this eftor
» Suggestions for improving the plan, and

» Barriers to implementation.

‘Results are from a multilevel ordinal logistic reggsion (p<.05). The unit of analysis was questgspondent
(i.e., One row per item (e.g., advocating policarge) per respondent) and the dependent variald@mwardinal
variable that ranged from 1 to 4 with 1 representimone” and 4 representiritp a great extent”.
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Several respondents commented positively regattimability of the LKC to lead this effort

| think LKC has the best chance of implementing type of plan, but | am concerned
about the divisive leadership of this communityn8golitical leaders at the state and
local levels believe it is their role to obstruetyasocial initiative and to encourage
public cynicism. I think this will be difficult fwvercome.

The community is fortunate to have this organizatdich can focus on key issues that
need to be addressed. It is important that the conitynand providers continue to assess
the needs and guide the priorities, and LKC hehgsnize existing and new resources to

guide the research and the action.

The process and work of the LKC was well plannatlexecuted. It was an excellent

experience. | have trust and faith in their abilibyhave the plan become a reality.

| think the Larry King Center at the Council for i@iten's Rights is the best equipped
organization to lead the implementation of the phath other organizations and

government agencies.

Several respondents offered suggestiongmproving the plan. One respondent suggesiatt
that would increase the amount of volunteerindhgndommunity, another suggested the need for
business sector engagement, a third suggeste@duefor more community leaders at the launch

of the plan, and a fourth suggested more publdftje plan.

The only thing | have to say is that there will @relbe enough money so | think that
volunteers are key. Once someone has given of éasst is hard to go back into your
own little selfish world. Most people don't eveowrthat they have it in them to give |
mean. There should be a push in this town to béothie with the most volunteers and
not just for children the homeless as well as tderyy. If at the beginning of each school
year each class no matter the grade had to picirganization to help. Maybe? then
parents could follow the example of the childrethes community and yes even shame

them in to doing the same...
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The business community still fails to see how edriliglhood education can prevent
failure in school and in life for disadvantagedIdnen. Until we get the business sector
to understand this we will not get the politicalddimancial support we need to
implement the plan.

| don't know if our community has the political v implement the plan. What would
have given me a better confidence in that respeatdvhave been attendance at the

launch breakfast of MORE community leaders.

| think that once the report went public after tieéease meeting, more publicity could
have been created. | think that because manyecéimmunity did not know about its
release, this could be viewed as a barrier to olf@ngplementation. | think an editorial

in the newspaper would benefit the LKC greatlyntréase awareness of their plan.
One respondent thought that many key elements miegng from the plan.

The plan appears to serve the needs of the scistara rather than the needs of the
children and their families. Where is the piecatthrovides for the parent as the
educational advocate for their child? Where is piece that connects through
meaningful transition ECE to public school kinderiga? Where do the schools discuss
the link between family literacy and child liter&cy

Respondents were specifically asked to reflect athmupotential barrier® implementing the

plan. Many respondents commented on the lackrafifig and resources to implement the plan.

The recession has required that non-profits andiserproviders do more with less. As
this continues to take its toll on NPOs and serpicasiders, | am concerned about

capacity to implement the plan.

Funding is the major barrier. The early care andiedtion system in North Carolina
(and Mecklenburg County) is in the midst of sigaifit budget cuts at the state level. It
will be even more difficult to bridge that gap.
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Other respondents noted the lack of political aitl public will.

| feel the political will of the community has mdwaevay from seeing the value of
educating all the children. They talk the mondly, thut when presented with the savings
of educating and preparing young children for leamthey prefer to wait until they can
imprison those that do not make it. The media d@éshow much public will for our
schools. This has been the history of the paper tbxeer the many years.

We've come up with good plans in the past. Thisgoopebably the best yet. The
problem however is not coming up with the perféa pt's execution over the long haul.
How will the Larry King Center build and sustairetpolitical and public will to execute
the plan and sustain the commitment to school rezs$i? How will the LKC become the
conscience of the community, trusted by serviceigeos, consumers and donors? This
will require ongoing relationship building that meskit possible to speak truth to all

constituents with respect and frankness.

Other ideas that were expressed by one or a feponeents included lack of awareness,
community buy-in, ability to sustain the momentuorf issues among organizations, lack of
good public leadership, lack of representatiorhefliroader community, and the need to further

build relationships.

Lack of knowledge about at needs populations, nggiians and policies based on lack

of knowledge of priorities of populations to bevsst.

People getting discouraged with the time, effauhlr education, and political action

that it takes to bring about lasting change.

The absence of relationships that are sufficiebtbad & deep throughout the
community to enable true inclusiveness. The LKCcbage up with an excellent draft of
a plan. The community involvement in drafting blah was necessarily pro forma, and |
doubt made a significant contribution to the fidahft of the plan. And this is
appropriate - drafting by large volunteer committeg rarely successful. The real test of

inclusiveness comes in the manner in which the'plaamponents are implemented and
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evaluated. Implementation and evaluation requitess as much expertise as creating a
plan. But if LKC takes the time and expends tratdibth to explain and listen to the
plan's many constituencies, implementation anduatan will be more effective and
there will be greater political and public will sustain the effort. The kind of explaining
and listening required here takes trust and thastrcomes from relationships nurtured

over time. This is the really tough work | think.

Community members plan to be involved in the immatation of the action plan. Individuals
responded to a question about the extent to whighplan to be involved (see table 7 below).
Not surprisingly, the Early School Readiness teaamimers were the most likely to report plans
for being very involved (64.7%). Approximately seny-three percent of Ready Schools team

members plan to l@omewhat involved

Table 7. Participants’ expected participation in paAn implementation

. Monitor Don't plan
Action Team ' Very Spmewhat 'A little progress, but to be
involved involved involved not actively .
involved involved
Ready Families(n=21) 28.6% 61.9% 9.5% 0% 0%
Ready Health(n=10) 30.0% 70.0% 0% 0% 0%
Ready Early Care(n=17) 64.7% 11.8% 11.8% 11.8% 0%
Ready Communities(n=16) | 43.8% 43.8% 0% 12.5% 0%
Ready School{(n=11) 9.1% 72.7% 0% 18.2% 0%
Parent Action Team(n=15) | 53.3% 20.0% 6.7% 13.3% 6.7%
Non Fotion Tean 333% | 40.0% 6.7% 16.7% 3.3%
articipants (n=30)
Source:Authors’ tabulations of the Larry King Center SchBeadiness Planning Survey
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Summary and Conclusions

The LKC has recently begun the initial phase ofaa fpo promote community change in one
focus area: early school readiness. This reponnsarizes the LKC’s theory of change,
describes the initial planning phase for the scheatliiness action plan, and highlights the
participants’ perspectives regarding the plannirgg@ss. The report also examines the
perceptions of how the implementation of the plalhge from community engagement partners
and the action team members. By incorporatingldaekl from the community, the LKC can use
this information to improve the process for futunigiatives. Moreover, the participants’
feedback on potential barriers to plan implemeatatian lend insight into some areas where the
LKC may want to focus attention as this plan islenpented.

Below is a summary of some of the major highlightsn the report and recommended next

steps.

* Interest in the topic, either professionally- orgenally motivated participation in the
action team proces€thers were drawn to the process by their respet¢hé leadership
of the LKC, their interest in being part of the d#mn making process, and for
opportunities to network and learn what otherdi@a¢ommunity are doing.

* Elements related to the success of a multi-agefiost &ere apparent in the action
planning processNearly all action team members felt that the plagmprocess
incorporated strong leadership, adequate admitimirand management, and was
efficient. For example, action team members fedt their contributions were respected
at the meetings (98.9%tightly agreed, agreear strongly agreefl Action team
members felt that the objectives for each meetiagewelear (98.9%lightly agreed,
agreed or strongly agreejland that the meetings were a productive usars {95.6%
slightly agreed, agreedr strongly agreeji

» Community engagement partners and action team nreméted the school readiness
plan highly. Over 90% of respondents rated the overall sch@aliness plan asxcellen
(25.8%),very good(49.2%), orgood(17.2%) — and none of the respondents indicated
that the plan wapoor. Almost all respondents believed that the plaiuées on the right
priorities.
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The Larry King Center was considered to have digpiastrong leadership skills.
Respondents generally thought that the LKC hadraptished the followingto a great
extent” communicating the vision of school readiness4®§; fostering respect, trust,
inclusiveness, and openness among team membe88qB3ncluding a diversity of
people and organizations on the team (77.1%); erapog/team members (79.1%); and
creating an environment where differences of opirdan be voiced (83.6%).

The diversity of the individuals involved in thaning process could be expanded.
Respondents generally felt that the LKC includetivarse group of people and
organizations on the team with 77.1% of respondexiisating this'to a great extent”
and 16.5% indicating thsomewhat However, relative to other measures of the LKC’s
leadership on school readiness (such as commuoncatithe vision and empowerment
of team members), this measure was rated lowemnyNarticipants provided feedback
on the inclusion of a more diverse group includiegresentatives of the Hispanic
population, community leaders, business leadessahool personnel.

Contextual factors may pose challenges for impleémgmnhe plan. While most
respondents tended to feel that the plan wouldripdeimented, respondents suggested
that contextual barriers may prevent implementatidhe three barriers to plan
implementation most often cited by participantserfanding, political will andpublic
will. This suggests that the LKC may need to devateeased effort to overcoming

these hurdles in order to make progress on theoschadiness initiative.

As the LKC works with community agencies to buildystem for early school readiness, the
lessons learned through this process can guiden@sase. The respondents to this survey
acknowledged the leadership skills of the LKC laised questions about the availability of
resources and the community’s political will andfpeiwill to implement the plan. Addressing

these factors will be an essential step into implgrthe school readiness plan.
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