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1. Overview
Bridges to Tomorrow is a multi-year, comprehensive project initiated by Metro United Way in July 2007 in the Louisville, Kentucky area with the primary goal that by 2017, every child in our community will arrive at kindergarten prepared to succeed.  The main programmatic components of the project are:  1) high quality child care, including the implementation of The Creative Curriculum®, a developmentally appropriate early intervention educational intervention, and also including a professional development model and mentoring for teachers and ongoing childhood assessments for children; 2) resources to build financial literacy and empowerment; and 3) family coaching, which provides families with a professionally trained coach to work one-on-one  to help Family Leaders  set goals and take steps towards reaching these goals.  
Beginning in July 2008, the program evaluation team from Spalding University collaborated with Metro United Way staff to design a comprehensive plan to collect and analyze relevant data regarding the overall outcomes of the project. This report will primarily summarize key findings from the data collected from July, 2012 to July, 2013.   However, as this is the final year of implementation of the project, this report will also be summative and focus longitudinally on all data gathered from 2007 to 2013.  The goal of this program evaluation is to help the Bridges to Tomorrow team learn what aspects of the program were most helpful and which ones were not, so as to assist in future successful programming.


2. Implementation
Throughout its six years of existence, The Bridges to Tomorrow project has been implemented in a manner consistent with the overall program goals stated above. In fact, the program is remarkably similar in its implementation to six years ago, suggesting a well-designed program from its inception with moderate “tinkering” along the way instead of major rebuilding. Notably, the project has maintained its key focus of childhood readiness as the ultimate programming goal with key components of high quality child care, financial literacy and empowerment, and family coaching remaining solidly in place.  The shifts that have been made in the program include a broader focus on family stability instead of financial stability, occurring in approximately 2011.  This change primarily happened due to the family-centered nature of the coaching model, in which families choose their own goals to accomplish instead of an agency determining the goals for them.  Essentially, program leaders recognized that financial literacy and empowerment were subcategories of the broader goal of family stability and empowerment.  Thus, in the recent years, the program has deliberately broadened the more narrow focus of financial stability to focus more on family stability.  In addition, the initial 2007 project explored some possible interventions regarding health education and empowerment.  Again, it was recognized that because families set their own goals, health education and empowerment were goals best met through the expanded focus on family stability and not separate health-focused interventions.
One significant change to the program occurred at the end of the 2010-11 year. Following the initial four-year implementation of the project, community centers that wished to continue were invited to submit applications to Metro United Way. This change was made to encourage centers to have more ownership and autonomy around the project.  Three of the original four centers remained involved in the project after this change.
During the 2012-13 evaluation period, no major changes in program implementation have occurred.  As was noted in last year’s report, the changes that have occurred throughout the entire program have been deliberate, thoughtful responses to challenges that arose with program implementation.  In fact, the leaders of the Bridges to Tomorrow project have been notably diligent in not only collecting data, but in being open to the implications of this data and using it to help build a stronger program.  Data collection has certainly been a challenge, especially during this final year, as some elements were winding down, but then, it often is in “real world” programs that are primarily designed to improve the lives of community members, not necessarily collect pristine data.  Overall, the changes made in program implementation are best viewed as a refinement, not a departure, from the original program goals.  The main programmatic elements of high quality child care and family coaching and empowerment remain cornerstones of the project. 
Overall, 147 families have been involved in the project, with over 200 children served by child care centers that are part of Bridges to Tomorrow.  


3. Findings
In this final year of the program, similar data that has been collected over the past few years was also collected. This allows us to aggregate data over multiple years and answer meaningful questions about what this data actually means.  In a sense, the program’s data is “apples to apples” and “oranges to oranges”, allowing for meaningful comparisons.  

As has been true in the past, two types of data were gathered this year:  quantitative and qualitative.  Quantitative data focuses on numerical information – scores or numbers of cases, and on the inferences than can be drawn from these data when it is collected on sufficient numbers of participants. Inferences involve the standard statistical concept of significance – when results are strong enough, researchers are substantially confident in drawing conclusions about the program as a whole. Further, with enough participants, one can paint a picture of the overall success or failure of a program.   Qualitative data focuses on the stories of individuals involved in the project. While individual stories are powerful in themselves, these stories can also often be grouped into main themes that highlight people’s experience in the project.  These themes help add rich detail and context to the numerical results.  In general, evaluations that involve both quantitative and qualitative data provide the richest and most accurate synopsis of a program.

For the purposes of this year’s evaluation, the following specific data were collected:
a. Child readiness data, including academic preparedness and social skills assessment, collected from the children (quantitative data).  This data includes the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test IV, Expressive Vocabulary Test II, Woodcock Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery III, and the Social Skills Improvement System Rating Scales. 
b. Assessments of the child care center classrooms (quantitative).  This data includes the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS) and Infant Toddler Environment Rating Scale (ITERS).
c. Goals, steps towards the goals, and progress on the steps towards these goals by Family Leaders in connection with their work with coaches (a mixture of quantitative and qualitative data).  This data includes information about the type of goals Family Leaders set and their progress towards their goals. These goals are measured through Individual Success Plans (ISPs) along with a series of questions.
d. Financial Data, including responses to intake questions by Family Leaders, and scores on pre-tests and post-tests before and after financial workshops.
e. Information collected from Family Leaders, including measures of empowerment and stages of change (quantitative data).  This data includes the Family Empowerment Scale (FES) and the University of Rhode Island Change Assessment (URICA). 
f. Interviews with key stakeholders (qualitative data).  A short series of questions was created to ask key individuals involved in Bridges to Tomorrow their perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of the program.  These semi-structured interviews were conducted in January through April of 2013 by members of the Spalding University evaluation team.


In starting the discussion of the project, a few terms may be helpful.
a. Family Leader:  a Family Leader is the person who identifies as being the leader of the family and who has the most contact with the Bridges to Tomorrow project.  This person may be a mother, father, adoptive parent, grandparent, or any other adult caregiver.  The term “parent” was deliberately not used as it was viewed as too narrow.
b. Family Coach:  a Family Coach works for the Bridges to Tomorrow project through the neighborhood centers.  Coaches work directly with Family Leaders on both an individual and group basis.  Their ultimate goal is to help empower Family Leaders to select goals that will benefit their family and to help the Family Leaders create steps to reach these goals.
c. Centers:  four neighborhood-based community centers either have been or are involved in the Bridges to Tomorrow project, including Americana Community Center, Neighborhood House, Presbyterian Child Development Center, and Mini-Versity Downtown.  These centers may be involved by offering Family Coaching through Bridges to Tomorrow or by offering child care through Bridges to Tomorrow.  Not all centers offer all services.
	
	Unfortunately, an ongoing challenge to the program which remains true for the 2012-13 year is data collection.  These challenges have plagued the program since its inception.  Specifically, what happens is that numerous assessment measures have missing data. Essentially, this means that Family Leaders, for one reason or another, did not complete forms at the specified times for repeated measurement.  From a statistical perspective, this missing data is hugely problematic.  It causes problems with running statistical analyses and limits the power and confidence that we have in the conclusions.  An analogy might be following a casserole recipe and continually running out of ingredients during cooking.  In this case, you improvise the best you can, but still cannot have confidence that your casserole is going to taste like what you expect.  Likewise, missing data creates a program evaluation that is not as robust as it could have been if we had all of the information we needed to confidently draw conclusions.
	The specific context of this project provides a more complex perspective on missing data, however.  Bridges to Tomorrow was never intended to be a research project which perhaps might create good changes in peoples’ lives.  Instead, it was intended from its inception to be a service project with a goal of creating good changes in peoples’ lives, with the hope of also providing data for good research.  As such, from the beginning, program directors were unwilling to consider implementation decisions that strengthen statistics at the expense of the immediate positive impact of the program, such as utilizing randomized control groups, wherein some children and families receive good quality services and others did not. Because of this commitment to service and not research, the level of missing data likely reflects a series of decisions in keeping with the values of the project.  For example, plausible reasons for missing data may be that Family Leaders were in crisis the day that data was to be collected, struggled to read the forms due to English or grammar weaknesses and thus did not completely finish filling out forms, or had to suddenly leave the program due to eviction or another significant problem and didn’t return to complete a final round of forms.  From a more humane perspective, many of the reasons for missing data are understandable and an acceptable, if unfortunate, cost of maintaining the primary goal of the project of creating good in people’s lives.  
	In short, the program was never designed to be an efficiency study (does this program work under ideal laboratory conditions?).  It wasn’t even designed to be an effectiveness study (does this program work in the real world under less controlled but still managed conditions?).  Instead, it was designed to be a thoughtful community service project that gathered the best data possible.  Much of the missing data can thus be described as the price of focusing first on the benefits for the participants. The program’s overall goal and intent thus help interpret the meaning of missing data as a not surprising result of commitments to other values.

a) QUANTITATIVE MEASURES

Quantitative measures are the “gold standard” of measuring changes in people because they typically include standardized instruments and summarize information on a large proportion of the participants. Statistical analyses also provide greater confidence in conclusions, using the standard probability criteria that likelihoods lower than 5% indicate real relationships. So the quantitative data allow us to answer the questions of whether change happened and how much change happened. 

1. Children’s Readiness for School

The ultimate focus of the Bridges to Tomorrow project is children’s improved readiness for school, which is measured by the formal assessment of as many of the children as possible in the child care centers. These formal assessments include normed tests that measure children’s academic skills, social skills, and problematic behaviors.  Together, these data allow us to answer questions about a child’s readiness for kindergarten, as children who succeed in kindergarten typically exhibit strong academic skills, good social skills, and minimal problematic behaviors.

The assessments have been conducted by the team from the University of Louisville under the direction of Dr. Andy Frey and Dr. Jon Lee. The U of L team has prepared a separate report which complements this report.  

2. Assessments of the Child Care Classrooms
A main strategy of the Bridges to Tomorrow project for improving children’s readiness for school has been to improve the quality of the Child Care Centers. Two objective measures of the quality of a Child Care Center are the ITERS (for classes with infants, toddlers, and  two-year-olds) and ECERS (for classes with preschool-age children ages three through five), which are used to rate elements such as the available space and furnishings, personal care routines like snacks and health practices, and multiple elements of the class activities. Trained raters have assessed the classes at the Child Care Centers that have been a part of the Bridges program with the ITERS or ECERS at five times beginning at the end of 2007. Possible scores for each item range from 1 to 7, with each unit indicating a substantial difference in quality. Scores are averaged in seven areas, with an overall average summarizing all areas for the classroom. As with individual items, differences in overall scores of one unit indicate substantial differences. The following analyses consider changes from the inception of the project until the most recent assessment in the spring of 2013.

Considering longitudinal, or long term changes, 10 of the 11 classrooms (91%) with data showed a significant improvement from the beginning of the project.  This is a remarkable figure that suggests excellent growth in terms of the developmentally appropriateness and overall quality level of the children’s child care experiences. The average change for all classrooms since the beginning of the project is 1.62 units, which is statistically significant (p = 0.002).  

When examining this year’s data (2012-13), the results are also positive although technically not statistically significant. The average change for all classrooms in the past year is 0.26 units, which is not statistically significant (p = 0.086).  Eight of the 12 classrooms (67%) with data showed a significant improvement since last year.  When examining how significant these changes were, 7 of the 11 classrooms (64%) showed an increase of greater than 1 unit since the beginning of the project, while 1 of the 12 classrooms (8%) showed a substantial change since 2011 / 2012. For the 2011 / 2012 year, the corresponding figures were 44% and 53%. So this year, a greater proportion of classrooms showed substantial change since the beginning of the project, although fewer showed a substantial change in the past year. This is not bad news:  essentially, what it means is that fewer classrooms are showing drastic improvements because of the large number of positive changes that have already been made.  When such a positive trajectory of change occurs, it is called a “ceiling effect” because something being measured (in this case, the quality of the child care classrooms) has improved to such an extent that there is essentially no higher level to reach on the current measurement scales.  An analogy might be an employee whose annual evaluation tops out at all 7s on a series of items from 1-7.  This employee didn’t “improve” much over the last year, but only because her scores were so high to begin with and already at the top of the scale.






 




Overall, the data show good evidence of solid, significant improvement and no evidence of declines in the quality of the classrooms’ environments. Considered as a whole, classrooms have improved substantially. Overall, the classrooms are providing better environments for the children. Given the findings of improvements for children attending the child care centers, the results from the objective assessment of the classrooms are consistent with the idea that the overall Bridges project has been associated with these improvements, although we cannot claim with full confidence that the project has caused all of these changes. Still, these are very encouraging results for the project. 

3. Goals and progress

As noted above, the goal of the coaching component in the Bridges project is to empower Family Leaders to make changes that would increase their family’s overall stability, with the ultimate goal of looking for that increased stability to improve their children’s readiness for school. In addition to the data regarding Family Leaders’ experiences of the coaching, described above, another set of data relevant to an evaluation of the coaching component involves the goals that Family Leaders set for themselves and the progress toward the goals that has been documented. 

Looking across the Bridges project, 97 Family Leaders (69% of all Family Leaders total) have set a total of 297 goals. Individual leaders have set anywhere from 1 to 10 goals each, with 68 Leaders  setting two or more goals. Family Leaders chose to set whatever goals they want.  As such, their goals vary across areas including career development, health, finances, friends and family, fun and recreation, and personal goals.

	Number of goals
	Number of Family Leaders

	1
	29

	2
	19

	3
	16

	4
	10

	5
	11

	6
	4

	7
	5

	8
	1

	10
	2



The most common goals chosen by families were related to Career Development.  27% of goals identified by Family Leaders focused on careers.  Examples of goals within the Career Development include such things as skills training, a career change, finding a job (for a person who is unemployed), or getting a previous problematic job record expunged.  

The second largest category of goals focused on Personal Growth.  This is a diverse and broad goal area, but commonly mentioned goals included getting an education, learning English, better understanding United States culture, getting settled and involvement in a child’s school and activities, and working through anger management and communication issues in relationships. 24% of all goals identified by Family Leaders focused on the category of Personal Growth.

The third largest category of goals focused on Money and Finances, which accounted for 18% of all goals set by Family Leaders.  This category is fairly straightforward and included such goals as working to become a home owner, learning to budget, dealing with banking institutions more effectively, improving one’s credit rating, dealing with debt, and ensuring adequate insurance for a family.

The other goals set forth by Family Leaders included an array of categories ranging from health and well-being (weight loss, health education, stress management, health advocacy) to improving one’s physical environment (moving to a better home, finding a home due to eviction or foreclosure, making improvements to one’s existing home ).  Other goals included developing better relationships with family and friends, having more fun and recreation in life, and working on relationships with significant others.  Of note is that within the category of “Friends and Family”, 17 goals identified focused on supporting children’s education.  This focus on children and education is consistent with overall programmatic goals.  It suggests that perhaps the Family Leaders who became involved in Bridges to Tomorrow are individuals who shared this vision.



	In terms of reaching goals, of the 97 Family Leaders who set goals, 76 (78%) attained at least one goal or a step toward a goal. Almost half of the Family Leaders who set goals (48 individuals or 49%) completely attained at least one goal. Given how difficult it is to change behavior, this suggests that positive change is occurring in the families involved in the Bridges to Tomorrow project.  Of note is that the families involved in Bridges to Tomorrow typically face multiple challenges that can derail the best of intentions.  A typical family involved in the project may have financial, legal, housing, relationship, immigration status, health, and/or job problems.  The sad reality of such complex challenges is that most families in similar situations do not improve nor do their situations remain the same.  Instead, the most common outcome for a family beset by so many challenges is a move towards more negative outcomes.  Thus, it is quite notable that many of the Family Leaders involved in Bridges to Tomorrow are making progress towards their goals, despite the inevitable setbacks and challenges that confront these families.

	The demographic data of the families involved in Bridges to Tomorrow support that they are often facing multiple challenges.  88% of the Family Leaders are female and many of these individuals are presumably single head of household.  53% of Family Leaders are Black; 12% are White; 10% are Asian; 10% are Hispanic and 1% are American Indian.  (14% of Family Leaders did not disclose this ethnic status.)  26% of participants have four people in their household; another 27% of participants have five or more people in their household. A significant number of Family Leaders’ highest level of education is completing high school or a GED; an equally large number did not finish high school.  Among primary language spoken by families, about half note English as their language of choice, but other families note Spanish, Arabic, Lao, Korean, French, and other languages.  In terms of financial resources, more than half of the Family Leaders report incomes of $0 to $500 monthly.  Another 21% report incomes of $501 to $1000.  These income levels are far below poverty level, suggesting at least 75% of Bridges to Tomorrow families face significant financial problems.

	Another relevant area to explore is if a relationship exists between a child’s assessment scores in terms of academic progress and the progress his or her parent/guardian has made in terms of working towards goals as determined on the Individual Success Plan. The short answer here is no; such a correlation does not exist.  The longer explanation is that overall numbers of Family Leaders who can be matched with particular children remains a small group of people and that individuals within this group who have completed all data is even a smaller group.  Furthermore, as each of us understand from our own lives:  there are a myriad of reasons that a child may be making progress towards academic goals and his/her Family Leader not doing so in regards to personal goals.  In short, we have no data to suggest a relationship between parents’ goal setting and children’s academic progress.

The strength of reporting on the goals is that the goals provide deeper insights into the nature of Family Leaders’ progress than many other summary statistics. The challenge with goals is that they cannot be easily categorized with all of the details such as how ambitious they are. Because the goals are so different, the summaries include the method of counting progress as follows. Goals that have been completed are, somewhat obviously, considered fully completed. Goals where the Family Leaders have made some documented progress, such as achieving some of the steps toward the goal, are counted as being half completed, recognizing that a score of ½ sometimes overstates and sometimes understates the progress. Goals where the Family Leaders have not yet achieved any of the steps are also somewhat obviously counted as having no progress. Thus a Family Leader who achieved both of the two goals that were set would have achieved all of the goals. A Family Leader who achieved one goal, made steps toward a second goal, but did nothing toward a third goal would have reached 1 ½ of the 3 goals, which is achieving half. A Family Leader who made some progress toward one of four goals would have achieved one-eighth or 12.5% progress – substantially less than half. Given that method for summarizing the progress of the Family Leaders, across the entire project, 60% reached half or more of their goals, while 78% made some progress.




4. Financial data

At its inception, the Bridges to Tomorrow project was intended to increase families’ financial stability primarily through two methods: a) the direct provision of financial resources such as the workshops; and b) the less direct method of coaching that supported Family Leaders in achieving their own financial goals. Several years ago, the program deliberately shifted to more of the latter.  Specifically, Bridges to Tomorrow began offering less financial workshops and instead, utilizing more indirect methods of helping families learn about finances through individualized coaching approaches.  This refinement in implementation was consistent with an empowerment model, in which families determine their own goals and utilize coaching to help them reach these goals.  Thus, the number of Family Leaders who attended financial workshops offered through Bridges to Tomorrow is fairly small in terms of absolute numbers.

Of the nearly 60 Family Leaders who attended financial workshops between 2007 and 2013, there are complete scores on both pre- and post-tests of financial knowledge on 18 of those Family Leaders. Among these Leaders, 14 of 18 of them showed significant gains in terms of their average scores when assessing for financial knowledge.  The average score on this test increased from 10.2 to 13.1, a large effect size.  Additionally, it may be that many of the Family Leaders benefitted from individualized coaching sessions to help improve their financial knowledge.  We have no way of measuring if this change happened.  

Also encouraging is the overall significant number of Family Leaders involved in the project who know their credit score.  The percentage change of Family Leaders who report knowing their credit score has significantly improved from 2007-2013 from 14% of Leaders knowing this information to 23% knowing it, a steady increase of 9% of Family Leaders.  

Taken together, these two pieces of data suggest that Family Leaders, overall, may be more knowledgeable about finances in general and their financial situation in particular.    In somewhat contradictory information, Family Leaders on the whole do not have better attitudes towards budgeting and financial planning.  Perhaps increasing knowledge of finances makes people less satisfied with their financial situation.  

Other financial markers were also less encouraging.  These include assessment measures focused on the following:  percentage change of the number of Family Leaders who own assets and percentage of Family Leaders who have increased the amount of money in their savings or checking account.  A variety of reasons may explain this lack of progress in terms of money actually saved.  The most logical explanation is that saving money is difficult, particularly for families living at or near the poverty line who are beset with multiple challenges and enduring a prolonged economic recession. The reality of a worsening economic climate over the course of this project may make the generally static level of Family Leaders’ assets actually a measure of success compared to a substantial decline in assets that might have been expected.  Two key questions about Family Leaders’ financial pictures also did not emerge as significant:  Family Leaders are not more satisfied with their financial situation. Nor do they feel that their financial habits or behaviors have improved. So the objective measures of Family Leaders’ progress in the financial area were mixed – some positive, and others neutral.

	Readiness to Change and Empowerment

In addition to the other data already mentioned, Family Leaders responded to questionnaires regarding such questions as the Family Leaders’ readiness to make changes and their level of empowerment. Measuring a person’s readiness to make change provides information about where s/he is on a continuum of change.  This continuum ranges from outright denial of any need to change, through increasing openness to consider changes, to beginning to make new changes in behavior, to trying to maintain changes that were put into place some time ago. It seemed reasonable to expect that productive coaching would be associated with Leaders moving out of denial of the need for change into greater openness to change and ultimately to initiating changes.  This seemed a logical hypothesis given that we know the Family Leaders are setting and making progress towards goals, as explained above.    Given that the coaching model explicitly aims to empower Family Leaders, assessing readiness to change and empowerment made sense as targets of the evaluation.

In analyzing the measures of empowerment and readiness to change, these measures did not show the expected correlations in regards to Family Leaders feeling more empowered, being more involved in their child’s education, understanding child development better, feeling more in control of their financial situation, feeling more in control of their health situation, or feeling more empowered and knowledgeable in general about services for their children.  Likewise, Family Leaders were not, overall, more likely to note that they were feeling empowered and able to make positive changes in their lives.

In some ways, the data from these assessment measures (the Family Empowerment Scale, Intake Questions, and URICA) are unexpected given the fact that Family Leaders do report making progress towards their goals.  In short, Family Leaders self-report that they are making progress, but their scores on pen and paper numerical scales do not reflect such progress.

 A possible explanation may be factors associated with Family Leaders taking the assessment measures themselves.  Filling out forms and paperwork is not a high priority for most people and we tend to fill out forms, especially long forms, as quickly as possible, without much consideration for our answers.  Additionally, some Family Leaders may have difficulties with reading or understanding English.  Thus, forms may not be filled out as accurately as possible.  In short, many explanations are possible to explain why the project is finding some positive results and some neutral results.

QUALITATIVE DATA:   Interviews with Key Stakeholders


	Qualitative data was conducted with 13 key stakeholders involved in Bridges to Tomorrow via semi-structured interviews about the program’s successes, challenges, and development.   

	The interviews included Metro United Way Staff (e.g. project manager, CEO, etc.), Vendors/Contractors (e.g. teacher mentors, program evaluators, etc.), and Agency Partners (e.g. community center program directors, coaches, etc.).  The interviews were transcribed and analyzed for themes.  Overall the differences between the groups of interviewees reflect their unique perspective due to their role in the program.  These different perspectives fulfill the key purpose of exit interviews of getting varied perspectives from individuals with different roles.  The following themes emerged from the semi-structured interviews:

PURPOSE: All stakeholders agreed on the key purpose to Bridges as being two-fold:  1) improving school readiness for children; and 2) increasing family stability.  This goal was viewed as “creating opportunities” for children and families in our community to succeed.  

WHY CHANGE HAPPENED:   The most important “mechanism of changes” of Bridges included family coaching, teacher mentoring (via 4Cs), and The Creative Curriculum®.  A change noted by Metro United Way employees was incorporating data collection in a community service project.  

WHAT WORKED:  All stakeholders agreed that the project was a success.  Specific successful results included:  
1) Great improvement in the professionalism of teachers and quality of classrooms at the centers due to The Creative Curriculum® and mentors that allowed for solid child achievement gains. 
2) Family Leaders increased financial knowledge and goal setting due to coaching.  A key to successful coaching was the provision of financial resources to implement not only coaching but other key aspects of Bridges. 

CHALLENGES: Stakeholders noted challenges at each stage of the project.  The key problem areas were collaboration, funding, and data collection.  Different groups of interviewees had different perspectives of challenges: 
Metro United Way Staff:  Noted difficulty with defining the project, collaboration, and staff turnover.  The project began with a “lofty goals” but a “lack of a clear vision” and an “overbuilt” structure.  Lessons learned about collaboration included how it must be clearly defined due to it being such an ambiguous idea; how it must be explained and “bought into” by community partners; and how it must be built on trust.  The turnover of Metro United Way Staff was also noted as a challenge to program implementation, although such turnover is also noted as a reality in the non-profit sector. 
Contractors:  Noted a lack of program resources/money, problems with Family Leader recruitment, and data collection as the biggest barriers.  Data collection challenges included how to best measure the desired outcomes, finding measures sensitive enough to measure changes without being too lengthy, and finding measures that were culturally sensitive.
Agency Partners: Noted challenges with collaboration and the turnover among MUW staff creating a need for stable leadership.  This group echoed problems with data collection including finding culturally sensitive assessment tools.  A lack of funding was also noted as problematic at the community centers.
 
COMMUNICATION: All stakeholders agreed that “communication got better” evidenced by fewer meetings and subcommittees; clearer expectations and roles; and a central meeting space.  Another challenge to communication was an inherent hierarchy created as Metro United Way brought resources to the program, creating a funder-fundee relationship with community partners. Agency partners noted communication gaps between community centers and Metro United Way as well as within the various community agencies themselves. 

LESSONS LEARNED: The key lessons learned are as follows:
· Metro United Way staff noted the challenge of being a “backbone” agency including how to balance the unique needs, perspectives and goals of individual stakeholders  while stressing the importance of “common vision, common values” to all involved in the project.  
· The Community Centers have fragile financial structures and it takes a lot to help them be successful.
· Strategic goal setting is critical, including matching program goals to the target population’s need.  
· Trust and confidentiality among stakeholders is critical to allow for shared data and information. However, such trust is difficult to establish in a funder-fundee relationship. 
· Collecting data while doing a service project is extraordinarily challenging.  The tension is between, on one hand, sacrificing control for the sake of service and, on the other hand, sacrificing validity for the sake of data.
· Professional development and a commitment to excellent are critical as stakeholders need to feel good about what they are doing.

IF REPLICATING THE PROJECT: If the program were to be continued or expanded, interviewees made the following suggestions:
· Continue teacher mentoring and the implementation of The Creative Curriculum®.
· Standardize the data collection process.
· Conduct ongoing “capacity assessments” of community partners to determine strengths and weaknesses as well as ability to participate in a project.  Balance providing the appropriate structure for agency partners by not being too open nor too prescriptive.
· Obtain agency partner staff buy-in to the mission of the project from the beginning.
· Secure funding in crucial areas (e.g. paying employees more; allow mentors more time in the classroom).
· Find culturally sensitive assessment measures and better ways to measure successes in Family Leaders.  
· Define and expand coaching, as stakeholders believe it is working.
· Increase the focus on child behavioral change in the classroom.
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