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SOME  SOUTH  CAROLINA  HEAD  START  BASICS

· There is a Head Start presence in each of the 46 South Carolina counties.

· Head Start programs are federal to local, comprehensive, income eligible, school readiness programs.  Local public or private non-profits and now, for-profits are eligible.

· Fourteen (14) Head Start programs in South Carolina provide services to children ages 3-5.  Thirteen of these programs are under the sponsorship of Community Action Agencies (CAAPS).  Funding comes from Region IV Office of Head Start (Atlanta).

· There are 4 Migrant Head Start programs.  Sponsorship includes CAAPS and mission agencies.  Funding comes through the Migrant Program Branch of the Office of Head Start (Washington).  Services are provided to children ages 0-5.

· There are 8 funded Early Head Start programs providing services to children ages 0-3.   Sponsorship includes: CAAPS, school districts, a local First Steps School Readiness program, a college, as well as a public/private collaborative.

· There is 1 Native American Head Start program.  Funding is made possible through the American Indian Program Branch of the Office of Head Start (Washington).  Children ages 0-5 are served.

· As of May 31, 2009, South Carolina served 12,595 children in 205 centers.  Of these, 297 children are served in Migrant Head Start and 80 in Native American Head Start.  Of the total, 5,824 four year olds were being served.

· Total 2007 federal operational funding coming to the state was $82,842,414.
· Sponsoring programs must acquire a 20% local match - quite often achieved by way of a facility.

· There are 68 NAEYC accredited Head Start centers in the state. 

· The State Head Start Collaboration Office grant is awarded to the Governor, designated to a state agency and is under the oversight of the agency and an advisory committee of CAAP and Head Start representatives.

  Prepared by:  South Carolina Head Start Collaboration Office – Department of Social Services

                       1535 Confederate Avenue, Columbia, SC  29202 (803) 898-2550   

October 20, 2009

Mary Lynne Diggs, Director

Wanda Davis, Program Assistant    
Methods

The framework of this instrument was developed by Head Start Collaboration directors nationwide.  The instrument covers the eight national Collaboration Office priority areas along with professional development.  South Carolina Head Start directors suggested a neutral category in addition to no working relationship, cooperation, coordination and collaboration.

Head Start directors and Community Action Agency executive directors reviewed the draft assessment tool during the November 2008 fall managers retreat.  Note that all but one program serving children age 3-5 are sponsored by Community Action Agencies.

Head Start directors conducted a detailed review of the instrument on December 11, 2008.  Questions and approaches most pertinent to South Carolina were agreed upon.

On March 12, 2009, Head Start directors reviewed a second draft and set times for dissemination and response duties.  The document was distributed via Word and hard copy on March 16, 2009.  The initial deadline yielded a 87% response.  After reporting of preliminary findings to the South Carolina Head Start Collaboration Committee in April of 2009, the response rate was 94.7%.

Note that the Region IV Office of Head Start provided technical assistance during a November 2009 directors work meeting in an effort to access measurable responses to the professional development section.
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Table 1: Survey Responses By South Carolina Head Start Program 
	Head Start Program
	Surveys Mailed
	Surveys Returned

	
	Number Mailed
	Percent of Total Surveys Mailed
	Number Returned
	Percent of Surveys Returned

	Required To Participate
	
	
	
	

	Aiken Barnwell Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Beaufort-Jasper EOC Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Carolina Community Action Agency
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	CDI Head Start of the Trident Area of South Carolina
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Chesterfield Marlboro EOC
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Darlington County Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	GLEAMS Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Lancaster Early Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Lowcountry Community Action Agency Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	OCAB Community Action Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Pee Dee Community Action Agency Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Piedmont Community Action Agency Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Rural Mission Migrant Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	SHARE Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Spartanburg County First Steps Early Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Sumter County School District 17 Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	0
	0.0%

	Voorhees College Early Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Waccamaw EOC Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Wateree Community Action Agency Head Start
	1
	5.3%
	1
	5.3%

	Total 
	19
	100.0%
	18
	94.7%


Table 2: Survey Responses By Key Activity Area

	Key Activity Area
	Number of Surveys Returned

	 Area 1: Health Care
	18

	 Area 2: Services For Children Experiencing Homelessness
	18

	 Area 3: Welfare – Child Welfare
	18

	 Area 4: Child Care
	18

	 Area 5: Family Literacy Services
	18

	 Area 6: Services for Children With Disabilities
	18

	 Area 7: Community Services
	18

	 Area 8: Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers
	18

	 Area 9: Head Start Transition and Alignment With K-12
	18

	Area 10: Professional Development
	18

	
	

	 TOTAL
	18


Key Activity Area 1: Health Care

Involvement With Health Care

Each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with healthcare service providers and organizations during the past twelve (12) months.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Each of the responding Head Start agencies did indicate that they had a working relationship with the majority of healthcare providers and health care organizations located within their communities.  The primary healthcare providers and organizations included medical home providers, dental home providers, state and local agencies that provide mental health services, and mental health screenings.  Other programs and organizations include children health and nutrition programs, community health centers, children and parents health education, children’s physical fitness and children’s obesity programs.  Overall, approximately three out of five agencies have no working relationship with state (or county) agencies that provide mental health prevention services, screenings and treatments, while approximately four out of ten have no working relationship with agency’s programs or services related to physical fitness and children’s obesity programs.  Home visiting providers were ranked the same as fitness programs.  Table 3 summarizes the percent of Head Start agencies indicating that their agencies have no working relationship with each health care service provider or organization.
Table   3: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Health Care Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	0.0
	A.  Medical home providers

	0.0
	B.  Dental home providers for treatment and care

	27.8
	C.  State agency providing mental health services

	5.6
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	11.1
	E. Agencies/programs that conduct mental health screenings

	11.1
	F.  WIC (Women, Infants, Children)

	5.6
	G.  Other nutrition services (extension programs, university projects on nutrition)

	5.6
	H.  Children’s health education providers 

	0.0
	I.  Parent health education providers

	38.9
	J.  Home-visiting providers

	5.6
	K.  Community health centers

	5.6
	L.  Public health services

	38.9
	M.  Children’s physical fitness programs 

	33.3
	N.  Children’s obesity programs

	11.1
	O.  State

	22.2
	P.  County

	27.8
	Q.  City/Town

	5.6
	R.  Other 


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

At least one out of every four Head Start Agencies in the state stated that they had a cooperative relationship with healthcare providers and service organizations.  The most prevalent cooperative relationship in percentage terms consisted between the state and local Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) program, local mental health, children and parent’s health education and medical home providers.  Less than one out of ten agencies had a relationship with dental home providers for treatment and care, while only one out of nine agencies had a cooperative relationship with community health centers and home visiting provider organizations.  This latter problem is due to the overall lack of transportation in many rural counties in South Carolina as well as the lack of available federally-funded Community Health Centers in communities of need throughout the state.  Table 4 summarizes the percentage of respondents for the Head Start Agencies with a cooperative relationship with each health care provider-organization.

Table 4: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship With Each Health Care Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	22.2
	A.  Medical home providers

	5.6
	B.  Dental home providers for treatment and care

	27.8
	C.  State agency providing mental health services

	33.3
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	22.2
	E. Agencies/programs that conduct mental health screenings

	38.9
	F.  WIC (Women, Infants, Children)

	22.2
	G.  Other nutrition services (extension programs, university projects on nutrition)

	27.8
	H.  Children’s health education providers 

	27.8
	I.  Parent health education providers

	11.1
	J.  Home-visiting providers

	11.1
	K.  Community health centers

	22.2
	L.  Public health services

	22.2
	M.  Children’s physical fitness programs 

	16.7
	N.  Children’s obesity programs

	27.8
	O.  State

	27.8
	P.  County

	27.8
	Q.  City/Town

	0.0
	R.  Other 


Coordination (Working Together)

Over half of the responding Head Start Agencies indicated that they had a coordinating relationship with health care service providers and organizations.  The strongest coordinating relationship was evident in percentage terms between Head Start agencies, dental home providers for treatment and care, medical home providers, the WIC program, parent health, community health centers and children’s health education providers.  Lower percentages of coordination occurred among the Head Start agencies local (municipal) providers of health care services, children’s physical fitness programs, and state and local agencies providing mental health services.  Table 5 summarizes the percentage of responses for all Head Start Agencies in the state.

Table 5: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Coordinating Relationship With Each Health Care Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	55.6
	A.  Medical home providers

	61.1
	B.  Dental home providers for treatment and care

	11.1
	C.  State agency providing mental health services

	5.6
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	27.8
	E. Agencies/programs that conduct mental health screenings

	50.0
	F.  WIC (Women, Infants, Children)

	33.3
	G.  Other nutrition services (extension programs, university projects on nutrition)

	38.9
	H.  Children’s health education providers 

	55.6
	I.  Parent health education providers

	38.9
	J.  Home-visiting providers

	38.9
	K.  Community health centers

	38.9
	L.  Public health services

	16.7
	M.  Children’s physical fitness programs 

	33.3
	N.  Children’s obesity programs

	16.7
	O.  State

	16.7
	P.  County

	27.8
	Q.  City/Town

	0.0
	R.  Other 


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Between one in five and one in four Head Start Agencies indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with a health care provider organization.  Percentage responses ranged from 11.1% to 27.8%.  Partnerships were least common (based on the percentage of Head Start agencies responding) between Head Start agencies and Community Health Centers, medical home providers and state agencies providing mental health services and screenings.  Partnerships were more common based on slightly higher percentages (16.7% to 27.8% of respondents) between Head Start agencies and the WIC, children and parent health education providers, and local agencies that provide mental health services. Table 6 summarizes the percentage of responses for all Head Start agencies completing the needs assessment survey.
Table 6: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership Relationship With Each Health Care Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	11.1
	A.  Medical home providers

	16.7
	B.  Dental home providers for treatment and care

	11.1
	C.  State agency providing mental health services

	22.2
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	16.7
	E. Agencies/programs that conduct mental health screenings

	16.7
	F.  WIC (Women, Infants, Children)

	11.1
	G.  Other nutrition services (extension programs, university projects on nutrition)

	22.2
	H.  Children’s health education providers 

	27.8
	I.  Parent health education providers

	0.0
	J.  Home-visiting providers

	11.1
	K.  Community health centers

	5.6
	L.  Public health services

	16.7
	M.  Children’s physical fitness programs 

	5.6
	N.  Children’s obesity programs

	0.0
	O.  State

	5.6
	P.  County

	5.6
	Q.  City/Town

	0.0
	R.  Other 


Among the eighteen Head Start Agencies responding to the statewide assessment, approximately one out of every four agencies stated that they had a collaborative relationship with one or more health care providers or service organizations.  Table 7 lists the top seven health care service providers and organizations with which the Head Starts share resources or had an agreement during the previous twelve months.  These providers and organizations include:

· Local agency providing mental health services (33.3%)

· Medical home providers (27.8%)

· Dental home providers for treatment and care (22.2%)
· State agency providing mental health services (22.2%)
· Community health centers (22.2%)

· Public Health Services   (22.2)%

· State health care agencies (22.2%)

Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreement)

Between one in five and one in four Head Start Agencies indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with a health care provider organization.  Percentage responses ranged from 11.1% to 27.8%.  Partnerships were least common (based on the percentage of Head Start agencies responding) between Head Start agencies and Community Health Centers, medical home providers and state agencies providing mental health services and screenings.  Partnerships were more common based on slightly higher percentages (16.7% to 27.8% of respondents) between Head Start agencies and the WIC, children and parent health education providers, and local agencies that provide mental health services.

Table 7: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative Relationship With Each Health Care Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	27.8
	A.  Medical home providers

	22.2
	B.  Dental home providers for treatment and care

	22.2
	C.  State agency providing mental health services

	33.3
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	22.2
	E. Agencies/programs that conduct mental health screenings

	0.0
	F.  WIC (Women, Infants, Children)

	11.1
	G.  Other nutrition services (extension programs, university projects on nutrition)

	11.1
	H.  Children’s health education providers 

	0.0
	I.  Parent health education providers

	5.6
	J.  Home-visiting providers

	22.2
	K.  Community health centers

	22.2
	L.  Public health services

	5.6
	M.  Children’s physical fitness programs 

	11.1
	N.  Children’s obesity programs

	22.2
	O.  State

	5.6
	P.  County

	0.0
	Q.  City/Town

	16.7
	R.  Other 


Areas of Difficulty Involving Healthcare

Head Start Agencies across the state were asked to provide information on each health care task that was difficult during the previous twelve months.  Respondent agencies indicated that the greatest task difficulties in percentage terms involved: linking children to dental homes that serve young children, linking children to medical homes, partnering with medical professionals on health related issues, arranging coordinated services for children with special healthcare needs, and assisting parents to communicate effectively with medical and dental providers.  Table 8 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating that health care tasks were difficult or extremely difficult.

Table 8: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Health Care Task  

	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Health Care 

	88.9
	A.  Linking children to medical homes

	77.8
	B.  Partnering with medical professionals on health related issues

	94.4
	C.  Linking children to dental homes that serve young children

	38.9
	D.  Partnering with oral health professional on oral-health related issues

	61.1
	E.  Getting children enrolled in CHIP or Medicaid

	72.2
	F.  Arranging coordinated services for children with special health care needs

	72.2
	G.  Assisting parents to communicate effectively with medical/dental providers

	55.5
	H.  Assisting families to get transportation to appointments

	44.4
	I.  Getting full representation and active commitment on your Health Advisory Committee

	38.9
	J.  Sharing data/information on children/families served jointly by Head Start and other agencies re: health care

	72.2
	K.  Exchanging information on roles and resources with medical, dental and other providers/organizations regarding health care


Table 9: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Health Care Task  

	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Health Care 

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	A.  Linking children to medical homes

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	B.  Partnering with medical professionals on health related issues

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	C.  Linking children to dental homes that serve young children

	0.0
	16.7
	16.7
	D.  Partnering with oral health professional on oral-health related issues

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	E.  Getting children enrolled in CHIP or Medicaid

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	F.  Arranging coordinated services for children with special health care needs

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	G.  Assisting parents to communicate effectively with medical/dental providers

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	H.  Assisting families to get transportation to appointments

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	I.  Getting full representation and active commitment on your Health Advisory Committee

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	J.  Sharing data/information on children/families served jointly by Head Start and other agencies re: health care

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	K.  Exchanging information on roles and resources with medical, dental and other providers/organizations regarding health care


Table 10: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult With Each Health Care Task  

	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Health Care

	Not Difficult At all
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	72.2
	16.7
	88.9
	A.  Medical home providers

	44.4
	33.3
	77.7
	B.  Dental home providers for treatment and care

	33.3
	27.8
	61.1
	C.  State agency providing mental health services

	50.0
	16.7
	66.7
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	27.8
	27.8
	55.6
	E. Agencies/programs that conduct mental health screenings

	55.6
	11.1
	66.6
	F.  WIC (Women, Infants, Children)

	22.2
	50.0
	72.2
	G.  Other nutrition services (extension programs, university projects on nutrition)

	27.8
	33.3
	61.1
	H.  Children’s health education providers 

	55.6
	16.7
	72.2
	I.  Parent health education providers

	33.3
	22.2
	55.6
	J.  Home-visiting providers

	50.0
	27.8
	77.8
	K.  Community health centers

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	L.  Public health services

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	M.  Children’s physical fitness programs 

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	N.  Children’s obesity programs

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	O.  State

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	P.  County

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	Q.  City/Town

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	R.  Other 


Efforts to Addressing Working Well
Respondents for the Head Start Agencies were asked to provide information on individual agency efforts that are working well, as well as what initiatives and efforts could be replicated to help other programs in the state.  In regards to health care needs, efforts that are working well include:

· [Head Start Agencies] Having established great community partnerships

· Determining the health status of children attending Head Start centers

· The provision of health and dental services through site visits

· Obtaining the necessary health information from parents on their children in a timely manner

· Obtaining the necessary health information from health providers in a timely manner

· The majority of parents have established medical and dental homes

· Having a good collaboration with health care providers

· Provision of great parent education materials and resources

Key Activity Area 2: Services for Children Experiencing Homelessness

Involvement With Services for Children Experiencing Homelessness

Each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with services for children experiencing homelessness during the past twelve (12) months. 
No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Each of the responding Head Start agencies did indicate that where possible, they had a working relationship that sought to identify and work with providers of services for children experiencing homelessness within their communities.  Overall, the percentage of responding Head Start agencies indicating no working relationship with local agencies and providers of services to families experiencing homelessness range from 27.8% to 55.6% of Head Start Agencies returning the survey have no working relationship with the Title I Director, or the local McKinney-Vento liaison, while 38.9% and 33.3% of respondents had no working relationship with county or state agencies responsible for providing services for families experiencing homelessness.

Table 11: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children Experiencing Homelessness  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	55.6
	A.  Local McKinney-Vento liaison

	5.6
	B.  Local agencies servicing families experiencing homelessness

	0.0
	C.  Local housing agencies and planning groups

	55.6
	D.  Title 1 Director, if Title 1 funds are being used to support early care and education programs for children experiencing homelessness

	33.3
	E. State

	38.9
	F. County

	27.8
	G. City or Town

	16.7
	H.  Other (School District's Family Literacy Program)


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

At least one out of every four Head Start Agencies in the state stated that they had a cooperative relationship with organizations serving children experiencing homelessness.  The most prevalent cooperative relationship in percentage terms consisted between local housing agencies.  Table 12 summarizes the percentage of agencies with a cooperative relationship.  The most prominent cooperative relationship as stated by the responding agencies was between the Head Start agencies and local housing agencies and planning groups (50.0%), local state, county and municipal (38.9% each), and local agencies serving families experiencing homelessness (27.8%).  As mentioned earlier, this lower percentage of responding Head Start agencies working cooperatively may also be due to the lack of available agencies providing services in rural areas and in the poorer counties in the state.
Table 12: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship Each Provider-Organization Serving Children Experiencing Homelessness
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	22.2
	A.  Local McKinney-Vento liaison

	27.8
	B.  Local agencies servicing families experiencing homelessness

	50.0
	C.  Local housing agencies and planning groups

	11.1
	D.  Title 1 Director, if Title 1 funds are being used to support early care and education programs for children experiencing homelessness

	16.7
	E. State

	38.9
	F. County

	38.9
	G. City or Town

	16.7
	H.  Other (School District's Family Literacy Program)


Coordination (Working Together)

Approximately one-fourth to one-third of the responding Head Start Agencies indicated that they had a coordinating relationship with organizations serving children and families experiencing homelessness.  The strongest coordinating relationship was evident in percentage terms between Head Start agencies, and local agencies servicing families experiencing homelessness (33.3%) in Table 13.  Local housing agencies and planning groups also provided coordination to assist Head Start agencies in serving children and families who experienced homelessness.  Lower percentage of coordination occurred among state and county entities (11.1%) that provide services, and the Local McKinney-Vento liaison.  Table 13 summarizes the percentage of responses for all Head Start Agencies in the state.

Table 13: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Coordinating Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children Experiencing Homelessness  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	11.1
	A.  Local McKinney-Vento liaison

	33.3
	B.  Local agencies servicing families experiencing homelessness

	28.8
	C.  Local housing agencies and planning groups

	5.6
	D.  Title 1 Director, if Title 1 funds are being used to support early care and education programs for children experiencing homelessness

	11.1
	E. State

	11.1
	F. County

	22.2
	G. City or Town

	0
	H.  Other (School District's Family Literacy Program)


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Between one in five and one in four Head Start Agencies indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with service providers and organizations serving homeless children and their families.  Percentage responses were very low and were less than six percent.  Partnerships were least common between Head Start agencies and state entities or local agencies servicing families experiencing homelessness.  

Table 14: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children Experiencing Homelessness 

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	0.0
	A.  Local McKinney-Vento liaison

	5.6
	B.  Local agencies servicing families experiencing homelessness

	0.0
	C.  Local housing agencies and planning groups

	0.0
	D.  Title 1 Director, if Title 1 funds are being used to support early care and education programs for children experiencing homelessness

	5.6
	E. State

	0.0
	F. County

	0.0
	G. City or Town

	0.0
	H.  Other (School District's Family Literacy Program)


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)

Between one in twenty and one in nine Head Start Agencies indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with provider organizations servicing children experiencing homelessness.  Percentage responses ranged from 5.6.1% to 11.1%.  Partnerships were most common (based on the percentage of Head Start agencies responding) between Head Start agencies and the local housing agencies and planning groups.  Collaboration was least likely to occur with the local McKinney-Vento liaison.
Table 15: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children Experiencing Homelessness 
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  Local McKinney-Vento liaison

	0.0
	B.  Local agencies servicing families experiencing homelessness

	11.1
	C.  Local housing agencies and planning groups

	0.0
	D.  Title 1 Director, if Title 1 funds are being used to support early care and education programs for children experiencing homelessness

	5.6
	E. State

	0.0
	F. County

	0.0
	G. City or Town

	5.6
	H.  Other (School District's Family Literacy Program)


Areas of Difficulty, Services to Children Experiencing Homelessness

Head Start Agencies across the state were asked to provide information on each task related to child homelessness that was difficult during the previous twelve months.  Of particular concern was the health status of children experiencing homelessness.  Responding agencies indicated that the greatest tasks difficulties for homeless children in percentage terms involve: linking children to medical homes, partnering with medical professionals on related health issues; arranging coordinated services for homeless children with special health care needs, and assisting homeless parents to communicate effectively with medical and dental providers.  Table 16 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating that health related tasks regarding services for children experiencing homelessness were difficult or extremely difficult.  Percentages were highest in regards to obtaining sufficient data on the needs of homeless children to be reflected in the program’s annual needs assessment.  These needs focused primarily on health concerns of homeless children and their ability to learn. Respondents experienced difficulty in coordinating services for children through MOU’s and aligning the Head Start program definition of homelessness with the McKinney-Vento Act.  These same percentages (11.1%) are indicated in Table 17 with regards to the difficulty experienced by Head Start agencies in the alignment and implementing of policies and procedures to insure that children experiencing homelessness are properly identified, enrolled, and guided to appropriate health care and other essential services.  Other areas identified as somewhat difficult are given in Table 17.
Table 16: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Task Involving Children Experiencing Homelessness  

	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Health Care 

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	11.1
	0.0
	11.1
	A.  Aligning Head Start program definition of homelessness with McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	B.  Implementing policies and procedures to ensure that children experiencing homelessness are identified and prioritized for enrollment

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	C.  Allowing families of children experiencing homelessness to apply to, enroll in and attend Head Start while required documents are obtained within a reasonable time frame

	22.2
	5.6
	27.6
	D.  Obtaining sufficient data on the needs of homeless children to inform the program’s annual community assessment

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	E.  Engaging community partners, including the local McKinney-Vento Liaison, in conducting staff cross training and planning activities

	11.1
	11.1
	22.2
	F.  Entering into an MOU with the appropriate local entity responsible for managing publicly funded preschool that includes a plan to coordinate selection priorities for eligible children, including children experiencing homelessness

	11.1
	5.6
	16.7
	G.  In coordination with the LEA, developing and implementing family outreach and support efforts under McKinney-Vento and transition planning for children experiencing homelessness


Table 17: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult With Each Task Involving Children Experiencing Homelessness  
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Health Care

	Not Difficult at All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Totals
	

	55.6
	11.1
	66.7
	A.  Aligning Head Start program definition of homelessness with McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act

	66.7
	11.1
	77.8
	B.  Implementing policies and procedures to ensure that children experiencing homelessness are identified and prioritized for enrollment

	72.2
	11.1
	83.3
	C.  Allowing families of children experiencing homelessness to apply to, enroll in and attend Head Start while required documents are obtained within a reasonable time frame

	27.8
	33.3
	61.1
	D.  Obtaining sufficient data on the needs of homeless children to inform the program’s annual community assessment

	16.7
	22.2
	38.9
	E.  Engaging community partners, including the local McKinney-Vento Liaison, in conducting staff cross training and planning activities

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	F.  Entering into an MOU with the appropriate local entity responsible for managing publicly funded preschool that includes a plan to coordinate selection priorities for eligible children, including children experiencing homelessness

	16.7
	5.6
	22.3
	G.  In coordination with the LEA, developing and implementing family outreach and support efforts under McKinney-Vento and transition planning for children experiencing homelessness


Agency Efforts of Services to Children Experiencing Homelessness That Are Working Well
Respondents for the Head Start Agencies were asked to provide information on individual agency efforts that are working well, as well as what initiatives and efforts could be replicated to help other programs in the state.  In regards to services to children experiencing homelessness,   efforts that are working well include:

· Having established community partnerships

· Determining the health status of children attending Head Start centers

· The provision of health and dental services through site visits

· Obtaining the necessary health information from parents on their children in a timely manner

· Obtaining the necessary health information from health providers in a timely manner

· The majority of parents have established medical and dental homes

· Have a good collaboration with health care providers

· Provision of great parent education material and resources

Key Activity Area 3: Welfare - Child Welfare

Involvement With Welfare - Child Welfare

Each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with child welfare service providers and organizations during the past twelve (12) months.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Each of the responding Head Start agencies did indicate that they had a working relationship with the majority of welfare - child welfare organizations located within their communities.  The primary child welfare organizations included the Children’s Trust agency, state and local foster care services and adoptive families’ network, and state agencies such as the SC Department of Social Service agencies.  Overall, approximately four out of five agencies have no working relationship with the Children’s Trust agency, while one out of four agencies had no working relationship with economic and community development councils across the state. Most of the states economic and community development councils are located within Regional Councils of Government, and these entities typically are composed of local elected officials.  Table 18 summarizes the percent of Head Start agencies that indicated that their agencies have no working relationship with each service provider or organization.

Table 18: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Welfare-Child Welfare Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  TANF Agency

	5.6
	B.  Employment & Training and Labor services agencies

	27.8
	C.  Economic and Community Development Councils

	5.6
	D.  Child Welfare agency

	83.3
	E. Children’s Trust agency

	11.1
	F.  Services and networks supporting foster and adoptive families

	16.7
	G.  State

	0.0
	H.  County

	11.1
	I.  City/Town

	11.1
	J.  Other (     )


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

At least one out of every four Head Start Agencies in the state stated that they had a cooperative relationship with welfare and child welfare providers and service organizations.  State and local TANF agencies (Temporary Assistance to Needy Families) were the most common information and referral agency. Child welfare agencies, state services and networks providing services to adoptive families, and community and economic development councils were next. Cooperation from these agencies are viewed as critical by Head Start agencies to helping to stabilize families within each service area.   

Table 19: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship Each Welfare-Child Welfare Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	27.8
	A.  TANF Agency

	16.7
	B.  Employment & Training and Labor services agencies

	22.2
	C.  Economic and Community Development Councils

	27.8
	D.  Child Welfare agency

	11.1
	E. Children’s Trust agency

	27.8
	F.  Services and networks supporting foster and adoptive families

	22.2
	G.  State

	27.8
	H.  County

	27.8
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Coordination (Working Together)

Table 20 provides percentage responses on the Head Start Agencies indicating a coordinating relationship with health care service providers and organizations.  The strongest coordinating relationship was with the local or area TANF agency (38.9%). 
The local state DSS agency or other welfare agency was also noted as the highest (38.9%) agency in which Head Start personnel coordinated their efforts to serve children and their families. Employment, training and labor service agencies within the local Head Start service areas were also viewed as a major partner.  This is due among other reasons to making sure that parents with children enrolled in Head Start programs are able to maintain employment, since many communities in South Carolina has experienced major job and employment losses. 

Table 20: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Coordinating Relationship With Each Welfare-Child Welfare Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	38.9
	A.  TANF Agency

	33.3
	B.  Employment & Training and Labor services agencies

	5.6
	C.  Economic and Community Development Councils

	38.9
	D.  Child Welfare agency

	0.0
	E. Children’s Trust agency

	33.3
	F.  Services and networks supporting foster and adoptive families

	10.7
	G.  State

	33.3
	H.  County

	22.2
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Less than one in ten Head Start Agencies indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with a welfare or child welfare provider organization (Table 21).  Percentage responses ranged from 5.6% to 11.1%.  Based on the percentage of responses, partnerships were least common between Head Start agencies, Economic and Community Development Councils, and networks supporting foster and adoptive families.  

Table 21: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership Relationship With Each Welfare-Child Welfare Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	11.1
	A.  TANF Agency

	5.6
	B.  Employment & Training and Labor services agencies

	5.6
	C.  Economic and Community Development Councils

	5.6
	D.  Child Welfare agency

	0.0
	E. Children’s Trust agency

	5.6
	F.  Services and networks supporting foster and adoptive families

	11.1
	G.  State

	0.0
	H.  County

	0.0
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)

Among the eighteen Head Start Agencies responding to the statewide assessment, approximately one out of every five agencies stated that they had a collaborative relationship with one or more welfare or child welfare providers or service organizations.  Table 22 lists the top four organizations in which the Head Starts share resources or had an agreement during the previous twelve months.  These organizations include:

· County and municipal agencies (22.2%)

· Employment, Training and Labor Services Agencies (22.2%)

· Local TANF agencies (16.7)

· Community and Economic Development Councils 

Table 22: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative Relationship With Each Welfare-Child Welfare Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	16.7
	A.  TANF Agency

	22.2
	B.  Employment & Training and Labor services agencies

	16.7
	C.  Economic and Community Development Councils

	11.1
	D.  Child Welfare agency

	0.0
	E. Children’s Trust agency

	11.1
	F.  Services and networks supporting foster and adoptive families

	16.7
	G.  State

	22.2
	H.  County

	22.2
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Areas of Difficulty: Welfare-Child Welfare

Head Start Agencies across the state were asked to provide information on each welfare-child welfare tasks that was difficult during the previous twelve months.  Respondent agencies indicated that the greatest tasks difficulties in percentage terms involved: obtaining information and data to complete the community needs assessment, working to recruit and target families receiving TANF, employment and training, and related support services, establishing and implementing local interagency partnership agreements, and facilitating shared training and partnership opportunities. Table 23 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating that health care tasks were difficult or extremely difficult; while Table 24 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating that health care tasks were either not difficult at all or somewhat difficult.

Table 23: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Welfare-Child Welfare Task 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Welfare-Child Welfare

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	22.2
	0.0
	22.2
	A.  Obtaining information and data for community assessment and planning

	11.1
	5.6
	16.7
	B.  Working together to target recruitment to families receiving TANF, Employment and Training, and related support services

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	C.  Implementing policies and procedures to ensure the children in the child welfare system are prioritized for enrollment

	11.1
	5.6
	16.7
	D.  Establishing and implementing local interagency partnerships agreements

	0.0
	11.1
	11.1
	E.  Facilitating shared training and technical assistance opportunities

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	F.  Getting involved in state level planning and policy development

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	G.  Exchanging information on roles & resources with other service providers regarding family/child assistance services


Table 24: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult With Each Welfare-Child Welfare Task 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Welfare-Child Welfare 

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	44.4
	16.7
	61.1
	A.  Obtaining information and data for community assessment and planning

	38.9
	27.8
	66.7
	B.  Working together to target recruitment to families receiving TANF, Employment and Training, and related support services

	27.8
	16.7
	44.4
	C.  Implementing policies and procedures to ensure the children in the child welfare system are prioritized for enrollment

	38.9
	27.8
	66.7
	D.  Establishing and implementing local interagency partnerships agreements

	50.0
	33.3
	83.3
	E.  Facilitating shared training and technical assistance opportunities

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	F.  Getting involved in state level planning and policy development

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	G.  Exchanging information on roles & resources with other service providers regarding family/child assistance services


Agency Efforts That Are Working Well: Welfare-Child Welfare
Respondents for the Head Start Agencies were asked to provide information on individual agency efforts that are working well, as well as what initiatives and efforts could be replicated to help other programs in the state.  Efforts that are working well include:

· Having established community partnerships

· Families do not have to wait to receive documents from Head Start staff or agencies tasked to assist families and children 

· Having a good collaboration with local welfare-child welfare organizations

Key Activity Area 4: Child Care

Involvement With Child Care

Each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with child care services over the past twelve (12) months.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Each of the responding Head Start agencies did indicate that they had a working relationship with the majority of Child Care organizations located within their communities.  The primary child care providers were local child programs providing full day and full year services. 

The next key organizations included child care resource and referral agencies, municipal entities that linked families to child care assistance, and other organizations. Overall, as listed in Table 25, between one in six and one in three Head Start agencies indicated that their agencies have no working relationship with child care service providers or organizations.

Table 25: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Child Care Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	11.4
	A.  County Welfare Department

	16.7
	B.  Child Care Resource & Referral agencies

	11.1
	C.  Quality improvement activities/programs

	33.3
	D.  Local child care programs for full-year, full-day services

	11.1
	E. State or regional policy/planning committees the address child care issues

	11.1
	F.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to child care

	16.7
	G.  State

	16.7
	H.  County

	22.2
	I.  City/Town

	11.1
	J.  Other (     )


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

Between one in four and one out of every three Head Start Agencies in the state stated that they had a cooperative relationship with child care providers and service organizations.  The most prevalent cooperative relationship in percentage terms consisted between the County Welfare Department state Child Care referral and resource agencies. Table 26 indicates that the next highest percentage of Head Start agencies with cooperative information exchange occurred between the agencies and local full day, full year child care programs. Approximately 22.2% of these local programs worked in cooperation with Head Start agencies in the state.  The final percentage (16.7%) involves information exchange on quality improvement programs and activities.  The smallest percentages of information exchange involved state and regional policy and planning committees (11.1%) and higher education programs, services and resources related to child care.  Table 26 summarizes the percentage of respondents from Head Start agencies with a cooperative relationship with each child care provider-organization.

Table 26: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship Each Child Care Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	33.3
	A.  County Welfare Department

	33.3
	B.  Child Care Resource & Referral agencies

	16.7
	C.  Quality improvement activities/programs

	22.2
	D.  Local child care programs for full-year, full-day services

	11.1
	E. State or regional policy/planning committees the address child care issues

	5.6
	F.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to child care

	11.1
	G.  State

	22.2
	H.  County

	22.2
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Coordination (Working Together)

Table 27 provides statistical information on the Head Start agency coordination with other organizations.  Over half of the responding Head Start Agencies indicated that they had a coordinating relationship with child care service providers and organizations.  The strongest coordinating relationship involved working together on quality improvement activities and programs (44.4%), while County Welfare, state and regional planning committees addressing child care issues, and higher education programs, services and resources related to child care had the next highest percentage (33.3%) of coordination with Head Start agencies.  Coordination with state, county and local organization comprised the next highest percentage of agency coordination (27.8%). 

Table 27: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Coordinating Relationship With Each Child Care Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	33.3
	A.  County Welfare Department

	22.2
	B.  Child Care Resource & Referral agencies

	44.4
	C.  Quality improvement activities/programs

	33.3
	D.  Local child care programs for full-year, full-day services

	33.3
	E. State or regional policy/planning committees the address child care issues

	27.8
	F.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to child care

	27.8
	G.  State

	27.8
	H.  County

	27.8
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Between one in six and two out of five Head Start Agencies responding to the Needs Assessment indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with a child care provider service organization.  Percentage responses ranged from 16.7% to 38.9%.  Partnerships between Head Start agencies and higher education programs, services and resources related to child care were the strongest partnerships during the past twelve months (38.9%).  

Partnerships were also common with child care resource and referral agencies, and state and regional policy and planning committees which address child care issues (22.2%). Table 28 provides the remaining percentage responses by the Head Start agencies.  

Table 28: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership Relationship With Each Child Care Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  County Welfare Department

	22.2
	B.  Child Care Resource & Referral agencies

	5.6
	C.  Quality improvement activities/programs

	16.7
	D.  Local child care programs for full-year, full-day services

	22.2
	E. State or regional policy/planning committees the address child care issues

	38.9
	F.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to child care

	5.6
	G.  State

	16.7
	H.  County

	5.6
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)

Among the eighteen Head Start Agencies responding to the statewide assessment (Table 29), collaborative relationships were most common between the following agencies, based on the percent of Head Start agencies responding:  

· State Welfare Department (22.2%)

· Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies (16.7%) 

· Quality Improvement Activities (16.7%)

Partnerships were least common between local child care programs for full-year full-day services and higher education programs services and resources related to child care (each 5.6%). 

Table 29: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative Relationship With Each Child Care Provider-Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	22.2
	A.  County Welfare Department

	16.7
	B.  Child Care Resource & Referral agencies

	16.7
	C.  Quality improvement activities/programs

	5.6
	D.  Local child care programs for full-year, full-day services

	5.6
	E. State or regional policy/planning committees the address child care issues

	5.6
	F.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to child care

	22.2
	G.  State

	16.7
	H.  County

	16.7
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


 Areas of Difficulty: Welfare-Child Welfare

Head Start Agencies across the state were asked to provide information on each child care task that was difficult during the previous twelve months.  Responding agencies indicated that the greatest tasks difficulties in percentage terms involved: sharing information on children who are jointly served, linking children to child care providers and the exchange of information, roles and resources regarding child care and the community needs assessment. Table 30 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating that childcare tasks were difficult or extremely difficult. Between 11.1 and 16.7 percent of all responding agencies indicated that they experienced some difficulty. Table 31 provides percentage responses from Head Start agencies indicating no difficulty at all or somewhat of a difficulty with each child welfare task.

Table 30: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Child Care Task 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Welfare-Child Care

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	11.1
	0.0
	11.1
	A.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with child care providers

	5.6
	5.6
	11.1
	B.  Assisting families to access full-day, full year services

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	C.  Aligning policies and practices with other service providers

	11.1
	5.6
	16.7
	D.  Sharing data/information on children that are jointly served

	0.0
	11.1
	11.1
	E.  Exchanging information roles and resources with other providers/organizations regarding child care and community needs assessment


Table 31: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult With Each Child Care Task
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Welfare-Child Care 

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	50.0
	16.7
	66.7
	A.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with child care providers

	50.0
	22.2
	72.2
	B.  Assisting families to access full-day, full year services

	16.7
	16.7
	33.3
	C.  Aligning policies and practices with other service providers

	38.9
	27.8
	66.7
	D.  Sharing data/information on children that are jointly served

	50.0
	33.3
	83.3
	E.  Exchanging information roles and resources with other providers/organizations regarding child care and community needs assessment


Agency Efforts That Are Working Well: Welfare-Child Welfare
Respondents for the Head Start agencies were asked to provide information on individual agency efforts that are working well, as well as what initiatives and efforts could be replicated to help other programs in the state.  In regards to services to welfare and child welfare, efforts that are working well include:

· The development of strong community partnerships

· The establishment of strong Memorandums of Agreement with child welfare agencies

· The improved sharing of resources 

Key Activity Area 5: Services for Children With Disabilities

Involvement With Services for Children With Disabilities

Over the past twelve months, each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with services for children with disabilities. 

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Table 32 provides percentage responses by Head Start agencies regarding whether or not they had a working relationship with the majority of organizations serving children with disabilities.  Fifty percent (50.0%) of Head Start agencies stated that they did not have a relationship with University or Community College programs and services linked to children with disabilities. Next, the State Lead Agency for Special Education was the next entity that was represented as having no working relationship with each of the Head Start agencies completing the assessment questionnaire (22.2%). Table 32 provides the remaining percentages for the other service providers or organizations.  Overall, percentages range from 11.1% to 22.2%, or from one in nine to one out of every five Head Start agencies stating that they had no working relationship. 

Table 32: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children With Disabilities  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	27.8
	A.  State Lead Agency for Part B/619 (CDE Special Education Division)

	11.1
	B.  Local Part B/619 providers (LEA)

	16.7
	C.  State Education Agency-other programs/services (Section 504, special projects re: children with disabilities, etc.)

	5.6
	D.  State Lead Agency for Part C -Baby Net

	0.0
	E. Local Part C providers-Baby Net

	22.2
	F.  Federally funded programs for families of children with disabilities

	11.1
	G.  State-funded programs for children with disabilities and their families

	50.0
	H.  University/community college programs/services related to children with disabilities 

	16.7
	I.  Non-Head Start councils, committees or work groups that address policy/program issues regarding children with disabilities 

	22.2
	J.  State 

	11.1
	K.  County

	22.2
	L.  City/Town

	11.1
	M.  Other (School Districts)


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

At least one out of every five Head Start agency in the state stated that they had a cooperative relationship with providers and service organizations serving children with disabilities.  Percentages range from 16.7% to 27.8%, with 22.2% representing the average percentage of Head Start agencies with cooperative relationships with organizations serving children with disabilities.  Table 33 summarizes the percentage of respondents for the Head Start agencies with a cooperative relationship with each provider-organization.

Table   33: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children With Disabilities   
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	22.2
	A.  State Lead Agency for Part B/619 (CDE Special Education Division)

	22.2
	B.  Local Part B/619 providers (LEA)

	22.2
	C.  State Education Agency-other programs/services (Section 504, special projects re: children with disabilities, etc.)

	22.2
	D.  State Lead Agency for Part C -Baby Net

	16.7
	E. Local Part C providers-Baby Net

	27.8
	F.  Federally funded programs for families of children with disabilities

	27.8
	G.  State-funded programs for children with disabilities and their families

	16.7
	H.  University/community college programs/services related to children with disabilities 

	22.2
	I.  Non-Head Start councils, committees or work groups that address policy/program issues regarding children with disabilities 

	27.8
	J.  State 

	0.0
	K.  County

	16.7
	L.  City/Town

	0.0
	M.  Other (School Districts)


Coordination (Working Together)

Between one in six (16.7%) and one in three (38.9%) of the responding Head Start agencies indicated that they had a coordinating relationship with organizations serving children with disabilities. Table 34 summarizes the responses provided by Head Start agencies. The strongest coordinating relationship was between Head Start agencies and state funded programs for children with disabilities (38.9%), Non Head-Start Councils (38.9%), committees or work groups addressing policy and program issues regarding children with disabilities (38.9%), and the Special Education Division and Local Part C providers (27.8%). Only one in nine Head Start agencies (11.1%) responding to the assessment survey had a coordinating relationship with federally funded programs for families of children with disabilities and the state Lead Agency for Part C providers.

Table 34: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Coordinating Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children With Disabilities  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	27.8
	A.  State Lead Agency for Part B/619 (CDE Special Education Division)

	16.7
	B.  Local Part B/619 providers (LEA)

	16.7
	C.  State Education Agency-other programs/services (Section 504, special projects re: children with disabilities, etc.)

	11.1
	D.  State Lead Agency for Part C -Baby Net

	27.8
	E. Local Part C providers-Baby Net

	11.1
	F.  Federally funded programs for families of children with disabilities

	38.9
	G.  State-funded programs for children with disabilities and their families

	16.7
	H.  University/community college programs/services related to children with disabilities 

	38.9
	I.  Non-Head Start councils, committees or work groups that address policy/program issues regarding children with disabilities 

	33.3
	J.  State 

	38.9
	K.  County

	38.9
	L.  City/Town

	5.6
	M.  Other (School Districts)


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Only one out of every six agency indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with a disabilities services provider organization.  Percentage responses ranged from 5.6% to 16.7%.  Partnerships were least common (based on the percentage of Head Start agencies responding) between Head Start agencies and the non Head Start council, committees and work groups addressing issues regarding children’s disability.  Least commitment was also indicated among the State Special Education Division for programs and services, and the local Part B-619 providers (each 5.6%).  Partnerships were most common between the Head Start agencies and the state and local Part C providers (each 16.7%).
Table 35: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children With Disabilities  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  State Lead Agency for Part B/619 (CDE Special Education Division)

	5.6
	B.  Local Part B/619 providers (LEA)

	5.6
	C.  State Education Agency-other programs/services (Section 504, special projects re: children with disabilities, etc.)

	16.7
	D.  State Lead Agency for Part C -Baby Net

	16.7
	E. Local Part C providers-Baby Net

	11.1
	F.  Federally funded programs for families of children with disabilities

	16.7
	G.  State-funded programs for children with disabilities and their families

	0.0
	H.  University/community college programs/services related to children with disabilities 

	5.6
	I.  Non-Head Start councils, committees or work groups that address policy/program issues regarding children with disabilities 

	0.0
	J.  State 

	5.6
	K.  County

	0.0
	L.  City/Town

	0.0
	M.  Other (School Districts)


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)

Among the eighteen Head Start Agencies responding to the statewide assessment between one in five to half of the agencies stated that they had a collaborative relationship with one or more agencies providing services for children with disabilities.  Table 36 provides the top three collaborating organizations with Head Start agencies.  These were:
· Local Part B providers (50.0%)

· Local part C providers (33.3%)

· State Lead Agency for Special Education for Part B (22.2%)

These percentages demonstrate the importance of resource sharing among the state and local agencies responsible for administering the Baby Net program in South Carolina.

Table 36: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative Relationship With Each Provider-Organization Serving Children With Disabilities  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	22.2
	A.  State Lead Agency for Part B/619 (CDE Special Education Division)

	50.0
	B.  Local Part B/619 providers (LEA)

	11.1
	C.  State Education Agency-other programs/services (Section 504, special projects re: children with disabilities, etc.)

	22.2
	D.  State Lead Agency for Part C -Baby Net

	33.3
	E. Local Part C providers-Baby Net

	11.1
	F.  Federally funded programs for families of children with disabilities

	5.6
	G.  State-funded programs for children with disabilities and their families

	5.6
	H.  University/community college programs/services related to children with disabilities 

	5.6
	I.  Non-Head Start councils, committees or work groups that address policy/program issues regarding children with disabilities 

	0.0
	J.  State 

	16.7
	K.  County

	11.1
	L.  City/Town

	0.0
	M.  Other (School Districts)


Areas of Difficulty: Serving Children with Disabilities

Table 37 provides percentages for each of the Head Start agencies that identified areas of difficulty in providing services to children with Disabilities.  Table 37 lists the percentages by service type in which the responding Head Start agencies felt that the tasks were either not difficult at all or somewhat difficult.

Table 37: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Task Involving Services for Children With Disabilities 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Children With Disabilities

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	A.  Obtaining timely evaluations of children

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	B.  Having staff attend IEP of IFSP meetings

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	C.  Coordinating services with Part C providers

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	D.  Coordinating services with Part B/619 providers (LEA)

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	E.  Sharing data/information on jointly served children 

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	F.  Exchanging information on roles and resources with other providers/organizations regarding services for children with disabilities and their families


Table 37 indicates that 5.6% of the responding agencies had difficulty in obtaining timely evaluations of children.  Table 38 shows further that one in five Head Start agencies stated that it was somewhat difficult to accomplish the following tasks involving services for children with disabilities:

· Obtaining timely evaluations of children (22.2%)

· Having staff to attend IEP or IESP meetings (22.2%)

· Sharing information/data on jointly served children (22.2%)

Head start agencies responded in lower percentages (11.1%), or one out of nine agencies regarding some difficulty with coordinating services with Part C providers, and other service providers of children with disabilities.

Table  38: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult Involving Services for Children With Disabilities  
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Children With Disabilities

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	38.9
	22.2
	61.1
	A.  Obtaining timely evaluations of children

	61.1
	22.2
	83.3
	B.  Having staff attend IEP of IFSP meetings

	61.1
	11.1
	72.2
	C.  Coordinating services with Part C providers

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	D.  Coordinating services with Part B/619 providers (LEA)

	61.1
	22.2
	83.3
	E.  Sharing data/information on jointly served children 

	66.7
	11.1
	77.8
	F.  Exchanging information on roles and resources with other providers/organizations regarding services for children with disabilities and their families


Efforts to Address What is Working Well
Each of the responding Head Start agencies did provide feedback on what is working well regarding tasks and services for children with disabilities.  These efforts include:
· Establishing and maintaining MOA’s with the Local Education agencies

· Currently having excellent partnerships and communications to provide services for children with disabilities

· Ability to provide timely screening and proper placement of children within the Head Start (Early Head Start) program
Key Activity Area 6: Family Literacy

Involvement With Family Literacy Organizations
Respondent Head Start Agencies across South Carolina were asked to rate their involvement with family literacy organizations and service providers.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Table 39 provides the percentage of responding Head Start Agencies who stated that they had no working relationship with family literacy organizations and service providers.  Among the highest percentage range of respondents, between one of every five to half of the responding Head Start agencies indicated that they had no working relationship with family literacy organizations.  The average percentage range was between 22.2% and 38.9% and was common among the following service providers and organizations:

Table 39: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Family Literacy Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	44.4
	A.  Department of Education Title I, Part A Family Literacy

	16.7
	B.  Employment and Training programs

	5.6
	C.  Adult Education

	16.7
	D.  English Language learner programs & services

	0.0
	E. Services to promote parent/child literacy  interactions

	0.0
	F.  Parent education programs/services

	0.0
	G.  Public libraries

	38.9
	H.  School libraries 

	5.6
	I.  Public/private sources that provide book donations of funding for books

	38.9
	J.  Museums

	22.2
	K.  Reading Readiness programs

	33.3
	L.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to family literacy

	22.2
	M.  Providers of services for children and families who are English Language Learners (ELL) 

	50.0
	N.  Even Start

	27.8
	O.  State

	27.8
	P.  County

	22.2
	Q.  City/Town

	5.6
	R.  Other (School District)


· Reading readiness programs (22.2%)’

· Service providers for English Language Learners children and their families (22.2%)

· State and county organizations (27.8%)

· Higher education programs related to family literacy (33.3%)

· School libraries and school museums (38.9%)

The highest percentage of Head Start agencies with no working relationship with family literacy organizations was with the Department of Education, Title I Family Literacy Program (44.4%), and the Even Start Program (50.0%).  These higher percentages may be due in part to the budget crisis within the state Department of Education’s program areas as well as funding delays for the Even Start programs.

Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

A minimum of one in six (16.7%) and up to four of ten agencies (38.9%) responding stated that they had a cooperative relationship with one or more family literacy service providers or organizations.  Table 40 summarizes these percentages.  These agencies include:
Table 40: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship With Each Family Literacy Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	16.7
	A.  Department of Education Title I, Part A Family Literacy

	22.2
	B.  Employment and Training programs

	16.7
	C.  Adult Education

	38.9
	D.  English Language learner programs & services

	16.7
	E. Services to promote parent/child literacy  interactions

	11.1
	F.  Parent education programs/services

	11.1
	G.  Public libraries

	16.7
	H.  School libraries 

	5.6
	I.  Public/private sources that provide book donations of funding for books

	16.7
	J.  Museums

	5.6
	K.  Reading Readiness programs

	27.8
	L.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to family literacy

	38.9
	M.  Providers of services for children and families who are English Language Learners (ELL) 

	11.1
	N.  Even Start

	27.8
	O.  State

	22.2
	P.  County

	11.1
	Q.  City/Town

	0.0
	R.  Other (School District)


· Department of Education Part A Family Literacy (16.7%)

· Services to promote parent/child literacy interactions (16.7%)

· School libraries and museums (16.7%)

· Employment and training programs (22.2%)

· Higher education programs/services related to family literacy (38.9%)

· Programs, resources and services for children and families who are English Language Learners (ELL)

Coordination (Working Together)

Table 41 provides percentage response information on the Head Start agencies with a coordinating relationship with family literacy service providers and organizations.  Among the Head Start agencies completing the assessment, at least 50% of the agencies coordinated their Head Start activities with the following organizations:
Table 41: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Coordinating Relationship With Each Family Literacy Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	16.7
	A.  Department of Education Title I, Part A Family Literacy

	33.3
	B.  Employment and Training programs

	27.8
	C.  Adult Education

	11.1
	D.  English Language learner programs & services

	50.0
	E. Services to promote parent/child literacy  interactions

	50.0
	F.  Parent education programs/services

	27.8
	G.  Public libraries

	16.7
	H.  School libraries 

	50.0
	I.  Public/private sources that provide book donations of funding for books

	22.2
	J.  Museums

	11.1
	K.  Reading Readiness programs

	11.1
	L.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to family literacy

	16.7
	M.  Providers of services for children and families who are English Language Learners (ELL) 

	5.6
	N.  Even Start

	16.7
	O.  State

	27.8
	P.  County

	16.7
	Q.  City/Town

	5.6
	R.  Other (School District)


· Parent education programs and services (50.0%)

· Services to promote parent-child literacy interactions (50.0%)

· Public/private sources that provide book donations or funding for books (50.0%)

Family literacy services coordination was also common between Head Start Agencies and:

· Employment and training programs (33.3%)

· Adult Education (27.8%)

· County public libraries (27.8%)

· Museums (22.2%)

Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Partnerships between Head Start agencies and family literacy organizations and service providers were highest in percentage terms among the states public libraries (38.9%) and parent education programs and services (22.2%).  Access to public libraries enabled lower income families of Head Start children to access important parent education reading and language materials, while local early learning programs and services enabled parents to improve their involvement with their child(ren's) education.  Table 42 provides the remaining percentages of partnerships between Head Start agencies and each service provider organization.

Table 42: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership  Relationship With Each Family Literacy Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	0.0
	A.  Department of Education Title I, Part A Family Literacy

	11.1
	B.  Employment and Training programs

	11.1
	C.  Adult Education

	11.1
	D.  English Language learner programs & services

	5.6
	E. Services to promote parent/child literacy  interactions

	22.2
	F.  Parent education programs/services

	38.9
	G.  Public libraries

	5.6
	H.  School libraries 

	16.7
	I.  Public/private sources that provide book donations of funding for books

	5.6
	J.  Museums

	11.1
	K.  Reading Readiness programs

	11.1
	L.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to family literacy

	11.1
	M.  Providers of services for children and families who are English Language Learners (ELL) 

	0.0
	N.  Even Start

	0.0
	O.  State

	0.0
	P.  County

	5.6
	Q.  City/Town

	0.0
	R.  Other (School District)


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)
Collaboration between Head Start agencies and family literacy service providers and organizations ranged between one out of every nine (11.1%) to one out of every six (16.7%) Head Start agencies responding to the statewide needs assessment.  Table 43 provides these percentages for each family literacy service provider or organization.

Table 43: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative  Relationship With Each Family Literacy Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  Department of Education Title I, Part A Family Literacy

	5.6
	B.  Employment and Training programs

	11.1
	C.  Adult Education

	5.6
	D.  English Language learner programs & services

	16.7
	E. Services to promote parent/child literacy  interactions

	11.1
	F.  Parent education programs/services

	5.6
	G.  Public libraries

	5.6
	H.  School libraries 

	16.7
	I.  Public/private sources that provide book donations of funding for books

	0.0
	J.  Museums

	16.7
	K.  Reading Readiness programs

	0.0
	L.  Higher education programs/services/resources related to family literacy

	5.6
	M.  Providers of services for children and families who are English Language Learners (ELL) 

	11.1
	N.  Even Start

	16.7
	O.  State

	11.1
	P.  County

	5.6
	Q.  City/Town

	5.6
	R.  Other (School District)


Areas of Difficulty: Family Literacy

Tables 44 and 45 provide, the percentage of responding Head Start agencies across the state that experienced difficulty or extreme difficulty with each family literacy task.  Fifty percent (50.0%) of Head Start agencies experienced difficulty in establishing linkages or partnerships with key local programs other than libraries.  An additional 38.9% of Head Start agencies also expressed difficulty in exchanging information with other providers and organizations regarding roles and resources related to family literacy (Table 44).
Table 44: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Family Literacy Task 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Family Literacy

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	A.  Recruiting families to Family Literacy Services

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	B.  Educating others about the importance of family literacy

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	C.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with key literacy providers

	50.0
	0.0
	50.0
	D.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with key local level organizations/programs (other than libraries)

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	E.  Incorporating family literacy into your program policies and practices

	0.0
	0.0
	38.9
	F.  Exchanging information with other providers/organizations regarding roles and resources related to family literacy


Approximately one out of every four Head Start agencies (27.8%) stated that it was somewhat difficult for them to coordinate the following tasks with family literacy service providers and organizations:

· Recruiting families to Family Literacy Services (27.8%)

· Establishing linkages and partnerships with key literacy providers (27.8%)

· Incorporating family literacy into program policies and practices (16.7%)

Table 45: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult With Family Literacy Task 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Family Literacy 

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	50.0
	27.8
	77.8
	A.  Recruiting families to Family Literacy Services

	66.7
	11.1
	77.8
	B.  Educating others about the importance of family literacy

	50.0
	27.8
	77.8
	C.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with key literacy providers

	16.7
	0.0
	16.7
	D.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with key local level organizations/programs (other than libraries)

	55.6
	16.7
	72.2
	E.  Incorporating family literacy into your program policies and practices

	0.0
	0.0
	38.9
	F.  Exchanging information with other providers/organizations regarding roles and resources related to family literacy


Agency Efforts in Family Literacy that are Working Well

Agency efforts in family literacy that are working well include:

· Excellent goal setting with IFSP’s, and good programs with local school districts

· Good partnerships with RIF program, Motherread, Lapsits, Even Start, and the SPARC (Natural Family Literacy Project)
· Maintaining good family and child literacy activities 

· Receiving excellent feedback from parents

· LEA’s providing excellent feedback, speakers for transition meetings

· Good partnerships with Friends of the Library so that children receive free books

Key Activity Area 7: Community Services

Involvement With Community Services

Each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with service providers and organizations that provided community services during the past twelve (12) months.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Between 11.1% and 22.2% of the Head Start agencies stated that they had no working relationship with community service organizations.  The primary community service organizations included providers of emergency services, private sources geared toward prevention and treatment (16.7%) and county community service agencies (22.2%).  Table 46 summarizes the percent of Head Start agencies that indicated that their agencies have no working relationship with each service provider or organization.

Table  46: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Community Services Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  Law Enforcement

	0.0
	B.  Providers of substance abuse prevention/treatment services

	0.0
	C.  Providers of child abuse prevention/treatment services

	0.0
	D.  Providers of domestic violence prevention/treatment services

	16.7
	E. Private resources geared toward prevention/intervention

	11.1
	F.  Providers of emergency services 

	16.7
	G.  State

	22.2
	H.  County

	11.1
	I.  City/Town

	11.1
	J.  Other (     )


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

At least one out of every four to 38.9% in the state noted that they had a cooperative relationship with community service organizations.  The most prevalent cooperative relationship in percentage terms was between Head Start agencies, providers of emergency services, private resources geared toward prevention and intervention (22.2%), providers of domestic violence treatment services (27.8%), law enforcement (33.3%) and substance abuse and treatment services (38.9%).  Table 47 summarizes the percentage of respondents for the Head Start agencies with a cooperative relationship with each provider-organization.

Table 47: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship With Each Community Services Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	33.3
	A.  Law Enforcement

	38.9
	B.  Providers of substance abuse prevention/treatment services

	16.7
	C.  Providers of child abuse prevention/treatment services

	27.8
	D.  Providers of domestic violence prevention/treatment services

	22.2
	E. Private resources geared toward prevention/intervention

	22.2
	F.  Providers of emergency services 

	16.7
	G.  State

	22.2
	H.  County

	27.8
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Coordination (Working Together)

Fifty percent (50.0%) of the responding Head Start Agencies indicated that they had a coordinating relationship with child abuse prevention and treatment services.  The next strongest coordinating relationship was evident in percentage terms between Head Start agencies, law enforcement (38.9%), providers for domestic violence and substance abuse services, treatment and care, emergency services (33.9%), and private resources geared towards prevention and intervention. Table 48 summarizes the percentage of responses for all Head Start Agencies in the state.

Table 48: Percent of Head Start Agencies With  A Coordinating Relationship With Each Community Services Organization
	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	38.9
	A.  Law Enforcement

	33.3
	B.  Providers of substance abuse prevention/treatment services

	50.0
	C.  Providers of child abuse prevention/treatment services

	33.3
	D.  Providers of domestic violence prevention/treatment services

	27.8
	E. Private resources geared toward prevention/intervention

	33.3
	F.  Providers of emergency services 

	27.8
	G.  State

	16.7
	H.  County

	22.2
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Between 5.6% and 16.7% of Head Start Agencies indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with a community services organization.  Partnerships were least common (based on the percentage of Head Start agencies responding) between Head Start agencies, law enforcement and providers of substance abuse prevention, medical home providers and state agencies providing mental health services and screenings.  Partnerships were more common based on slightly higher percentages (16.7%) of respondents between Head Start agencies, child abuse and domestic violence prevention and treatment services and treatment and private resources geared toward prevention and intervention (5.6%).

Table 49: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership Relationship With Each Community Services Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  Law Enforcement

	5.6
	B.  Providers of substance abuse prevention/treatment services

	16.7
	C.  Providers of child abuse prevention/treatment services

	16.7
	D.  Providers of domestic violence prevention/treatment services

	5.6
	E. Private resources geared toward prevention/intervention

	0.0
	F.  Providers of emergency services 

	5.6
	G.  State

	5.6
	H.  County

	0.0
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)

Among the eighteen Head Start agencies responding to the statewide assessment, between one out of every nine and one of every four agencies stated that they had a collaborative relationship with one or more community service organizations.  Table 50 lists the top community services providers and organizations in which the Head Starts share resources or had an agreement with during the previous twelve months.  These providers and organizations include:

· Local agency providing substance abuse prevention/treatment services (11.1%)

· Private resources geared toward prevention and treatment (11.1%)

· Providers for emergency services (11.1%)

· Agencies providing domestic violence and treatment services (22.2%)

· Provider of child abuse and treatment services (27.8%)

Table 50: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative Relationship With Each Community Services Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  Law Enforcement

	11.1
	B.  Providers of substance abuse prevention/treatment services

	27.8
	C.  Providers of child abuse prevention/treatment services

	22.2
	D.  Providers of domestic violence prevention/treatment services

	11.1
	E. Private resources geared toward prevention/intervention

	11.1
	F.  Providers of emergency services 

	5.6
	G.  State

	5.6
	H.  County

	5.6
	I.  City/Town

	0.0
	J.  Other (     )


Areas of Difficulty: Community Services

Head Start Agencies across the state were asked to provide information on each community service task that was difficult during the previous twelve months.  Agencies indicated that the greatest tasks difficulties in percentage terms involved: establishing linkages and partnerships with private resources regarding prevention and treatment services.  Table 51 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating that health care tasks were difficult or extremely difficult.  Table 52 identifies three community services tasks that were somewhat difficult for Head Start agencies.  These were:
· Establishing linkages and partnerships with public resources regarding prevention and treatment services (11.1%)

· Sharing data/information on children/families served jointly by Head Start and other agencies regarding prevention and treatment services (16.7%)

· Obtaining in-king community services for Head Start children and families (27.8%)

Table 51: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Task Involving Community Services 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Community Services

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	A.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with law enforcement agencies

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	B.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with public resources regarding prevention/treatment services

	11.1
	0.0
	11.1
	C.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with private resources regarding prevention/treatment services

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	D.  Partnering with service providers on outreach activities for eligible families

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	E.  Obtaining in-kind community services for the children/families in your program 

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	F.  Sharing data/information on children/families served jointly by Head Start and other agencies re: prevention/treatment services

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	G.  Exchanging information on roles and resources with other providers/organizations regarding community services


Table 52: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult Involving Community Services  
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Community Services

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	50.0
	5.6
	55.6
	A.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with law enforcement agencies

	50.0
	11.1
	61.1
	B.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with public resources regarding prevention/treatment services

	55.6
	5.6
	61.1
	C.  Establishing linkages/partnerships with private resources regarding prevention/treatment services

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	D.  Partnering with service providers on outreach activities for eligible families

	50.0
	27.8
	77.8
	E.  Obtaining in-kind community services for the children/families in your program 

	50.0
	16.7
	66.7
	F.  Sharing data/information on children/families served jointly by Head Start and other agencies re: prevention/treatment services

	66.7
	5.6
	72.2
	G.  Exchanging information on roles and resources with other providers/organizations regarding community services


Agency Efforts Involving Community Services That Are Working Well
Respondents for the Head Start agencies were asked to provide information on individual agency efforts that are working well, as well as what initiatives and efforts could be replicated to help other programs in the state.   Efforts that are working well include:

· Having established community partnerships and Memoranda of Agreement (MOA’s)
· Determining the health status of children attending Head Start centers

· The provision of health and dental services through site visits

· Develop strong collaboration to exchange information
· Obtaining the necessary health information from health providers in a timely manner

· The majority of parents have established medical and dental homes

· Hainge good partnerships with community service providers

· Provision of referrals through statewide collaboration with other Head Start programs
Key Activity Area 8: Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers

Involvement With Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers

Each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involving partnerships with Public Pre-K providers during the past twelve (12) months.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Each of the responding Head Start agencies did indicate that they had a working relationship with the majority of public pre-K providers.  Only 11.1% of Head Start agencies had no working relationship or MOU with the local public pre-school funding entity.  Table 53 shows that 33.3% of Head Start agencies indicated that their agencies are also the local contractor for the state pre-k program.

Table  53: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Public Pre-K Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	11.1
	A.  Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the appropriate local entity responsible for managing publicly funded preschool programs in the service area of your agency which includes plans to coordinate activities, as described in 642 (e) (5) (A) (I)(ii) (I-X), and a review of each of the activities

	33.3
	B.  If your grantees is also the contractor of state pre-k-choose N/A


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

Only 5.6% of the Head Start agencies in the state stated that they had a cooperative relationship through a MOU with the local entity responsible for managing the publicly funded preschool program.  The most prevalent cooperative relationship in percentage terms consisted between the state and  local Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) program, local mental health, children and parent’s health education and medical home providers.  Less than one out of ten agencies had a relationship with dental home providers for treatment and care, while only one out of nine agencies had a cooperative relationship with community health centers and home visiting provider organizations.  This latter problem is due to the overall lack of transportation in many rural counties in South Carolina as well as the lack of available federally funded Community Health Centers in communities of need throughout the state.  Table 54 summarizes the percentage of respondents for the Head Start Agencies with a cooperative relationship with each public pre-k provider-organization.

Table  54: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship With Each Public Pre-K Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	5.6
	A.  Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the appropriate local entity responsible for managing publicly funded preschool programs in the service area of your agency which includes plans to coordinate activities, as described in 642 (e) (5) (A) (I)(ii) (I-X), and a review of each of the activities

	5.6
	B.  If your grantees is also the contractor of state pre-k-choose N/A


Coordination (Working Together)

Over one in six Head Start Agencies (16.7%) stated that they have a relationship through an MOU with the local entity responsible for managing the publicly funded preschool program.  Table 55 summarizes the percentage of responses from all Head Start Agencies in the state.

Table 55: Percent of Head Start Agencies With  A Coordinating Relationship With Each Public Pre-K Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	16.7
	A.  Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the appropriate local entity responsible for managing publicly funded preschool programs in the service area of your agency which includes plans to coordinate activities, as described in 642 (e) (5) (A) (I)(ii) (I-X), and a review of each of the activities

	5.6
	B.  If your grantees is also the contractor of state pre-k-choose N/A


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

One in six Head Start Agencies (16.7%) indicated that they also were involved in a partnership relationship through an MOU with the local entity responsible for managing the publicly funded preschool program.  (Table 56)
Table 56: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership  Relationship With Each Public Pre-K Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	16.7
	A.  Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the appropriate local entity responsible for managing publicly funded preschool programs in the service area of your agency which includes plans to coordinate activities, as described in 642 (e) (5) (A) (I)(ii) (I-X), and a review of each of the activities

	5.6
	B.  If your grantees is also the contractor of state pre-k-choose N/A


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)

Among the eighteen Head Start Agencies responding to the statewide assessment approximately 44.4% or one out of every two stated that they had a collaborative relationship through an MOU with the local entity responsible for managing the publicly funded preschool program.  (Table 57) 

 Table 57: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative  Relationship With Each Public Pre-K Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	44.4
	A.  Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the appropriate local entity responsible for managing publicly funded preschool programs in the service area of your agency which includes plans to coordinate activities, as described in 642 (e) (5) (A) (I)(ii) (I-X), and a review of each of the activities

	0.0
	B.  If your grantees is also the contractor of state pre-k-choose N/A


Areas of Difficulty: Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers

Head Start agencies across the state were asked to provide information on public pre-k partnerships that were difficult or extremely difficult during the previous twelve months.  Respondent agencies indicated that the greatest tasks difficulties in percentage terms involved: 
· The provision and use of facilities, particularly transportation (22.2%)

· Educational activities curricular objectives and instruction (11.1%)

· Provision of services to meet the needs of working parents (11.1%)

Table 58 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating difficult or extremely difficult.

Table  58: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Task Involving Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	11.1
	0.0
	11.1
	A.  Educational activities, curricular objectives and instruction

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	B.  Information, dissemination and access for families contacting Head Start or other preschool program

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	C.  Selection priorities for eligible children served

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	D.  Service areas

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	E.  Staff training, including opportunities for joint staff training 

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	F.  Program technical assistance 

	11.1
	0.0
	11.1
	G.  Provision of services to meet needs of working parents, as applicable

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	H.  Communications and parent outreach for transition to kindergarten

	16.7
	5.6
	22.2
	I.  Provision and use of facilities, transportation, etc.

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	J.  Other elements mutually agreed to by the parties to the MOU


Table 59 provides percentage responses of tasks between the Head Start agencies and public pre-k providers that were either not difficult at all or somewhat difficult.  These percentages of somewhat difficult tasks range from 5.6% to 22.2%, with 11.1% representing the most common percentage response of tasks that were somewhat difficult.  These tasks include:
· Education activities, curricular objectives and instruction (11.1%)

· Selection priorities for eligible children served (11.1%)

· Provision and use of facilities (11.1%)

· Staff training including joint training (16.7%)

· Program technical assistance (22.2%)

Table 59: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult Involving Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	38.9
	11.1
	50.0
	A.  Educational activities, curricular objectives and instruction

	33.3
	11.1
	44.4
	B.  Information, dissemination and access for families contacting Head Start or other preschool program

	38.9
	11.1
	50.0
	C.  Selection priorities for eligible children served

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	D.  Service areas

	38.9
	16.7
	55.6
	E.  Staff training, including opportunities for joint staff training 

	22.2
	22.2
	44.4
	F.  Program technical assistance 

	16.7
	16.7
	33.3
	G.  Provision of services to meet needs of working parents, as applicable

	61.1
	0.0
	61.1
	H.  Communications and parent outreach for transition to kindergarten

	33.3
	11.1
	44.4
	I.  Provision and use of facilities, transportation, etc.

	22.2
	5.6
	27.8
	J.  Other elements mutually agreed to by the parties to the MOU


Agency Efforts Involving Partnerships With Public Pre-K Providers That Are Working Well
Respondents for the Head Start Agencies were asked to provide information on individual agency efforts that are working well, as well as what initiatives and efforts could be replicated to help other programs in the state.  Efforts that are working well include:

· Having established great community partnerships with agencies in each service area
· Providing better access for teachers to resources
· Better sharing of information
· Have a good working relationship and communication with public school districts
· Obtaining the necessary health information from health providers in a timely manner

· Willingness to share resources
· Having a good partnership with local social service agencies
· Having great community advocates for migrant children
Key Activity Area 9: Transition and Alignment With K-12

Activities Involving Transition and Alignment With K-12

Each of the participating Head Start Agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with activities involving transition and alignment with K-12 during the past twelve (12) months.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Table 60 summarizes the percentage responses given by the Head Start agencies completing the statewide needs assessment regarding working with the local education agencies to transition children from Head Start to kindergarten.  Overall, 11.1% had either a cooperative or a coordinating relationship with the Local Education Agency.  One out of every six Head Start agencies (16.7%) had a partnership with the LEA, while 38.9% of Head Start agencies had a collaborative relationship with the LEA.  The higher percentage of collaborations by Head Start agencies demonstrates the value of Head Start agencies and their role within communities to ensure that children in each Head Start service area can make a smooth transition from Head Start to kindergarten and the first grade.

Table 60: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Local Education Agencies (LEA’s) Working on the Transition From Head Start to Kindergarten 
	Percent of Respondents
	Type of Relationship with Local Education Agencies (LEA’s)

	0.0
	No Working relationship

	11.1
	Cooperation

	11.1
	Coordinating

	16.7
	Partnership

	38.9
	Collaboration


Areas of Difficulty: Transition and Alignment With K-12

Head Start agencies across the state were asked to provide information on each transition and alignment with k-12 task that was difficult or extremely difficult during the previous twelve months.  Responding agencies indicated that the greatest tasks difficulties in percentage terms involved coordinating transportation with the Local Education Agencies. Over one out of four Head Start agencies (27.8%) indicated coordinating transportation with LEA’s as the most difficult transition task. Table 61 summarizes the other three areas of difficulty:
· Linking Head Start agencies and LEA services relating to language literacy and numeracy (5.6%)

· Coordinating LEA’s and Head Start with other support services for children and families (5.6%)

· Organizing/participation in joint training including transition related training for Head Start school and staff.

Table 61: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Head Start Transition To Kindergarten
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Transition to Kindergarten

	
	
	
	

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	A. Coordinating with LEAs to implement systematic procedures for transferring Head Start program records to school

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	B.  Information, dissemination and access for families contacting Head Start or other preschool program

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	C. Establishing and implementing comprehensive transition policies and procedures with LEAs

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	D.  Service areas D. Linking LEA and Head Start services relating to language, numeracy and literacy

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	E. Aligning Head Start curricula and assessments with Head Start Child Outcomes Framework and State Early Learning Foundations

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	F.  Program technical assistance F. Partnering with LEAs and parents to assist individual children/families to transition to school, including review of portfolio/records

	27.8
	0.0
	27.8
	G. Coordinating transportation with LEAs

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	H. Coordinating shared use of facilities with LEAs

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	I. Coordinating with LEAs regarding other support services for children and families

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	J.  Conducting joint outreach to parents and LEA to discuss needs of children entering kindergarten

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	K. Establish policies and procedures that support children transition to school that includes engagement with LEA

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	L. Helping parents of limited English proficient children understand instructional and other information and services provided by the receiving school.

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	M. Exchanging information with LEAs on roles, resources and regulation

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	N. Aligning curricula and assessment practices with LEAs

	0.0
	5.6
	5.6
	O. Organizing and participating in joint training, including transition-related training for school staff and Head Start staff


Head Start agencies also provided percentage response information regarding tasks that were either not difficult at all or somewhat difficult.  Table 62 summarizes these percentages for each task involving the Head Start transition to kindergarten.  With the exception of program technical assistance and partnering with the LEA’s and parents to assist individual children and families on their transition to school (11.1% of respondent agencies), percentages range from 16.7% of respondents to 27.8% of respondents.  On average, one of every four Head Start agencies in the state experienced some difficulty involving working with LEA’s in their service areas, particularly around the coordination of other services for children and parents.  
Table  62: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult With Head Start Transition To Kindergarten 

	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Transition to Kindergarten

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	50.0
	16.7
	66.7
	A. Coordinating with LEAs to implement systematic procedures for transferring Head Start program records to school

	66.7
	0.0
	66.7
	B.  Information, dissemination and access for families contacting Head Start or other preschool program

	44.4
	22.2
	66.7
	C. Establishing and implementing comprehensive transition policies and procedures with LEAs

	55.6
	0.0
	55.6
	D.  Service areas D. Linking LEA and Head Start services relating to language, numeracy and literacy

	38.9
	16.7
	55.6
	E. Aligning Head Start curricula and assessments with Head Start Child Outcomes Framework and State Early Learning Foundations

	38.9
	11.1
	50.0
	F.  Program technical assistance F. Partnering with LEAs and parents to assist individual children/families to transition to school, including review of portfolio/records

	22.2
	0.0
	22.2
	G. Coordinating transportation with LEAs

	33.3
	22.2
	55.5
	H. Coordinating shared use of facilities with LEAs

	16.7
	27.8
	44.4
	I. Coordinating with LEAs regarding other support services for children and families

	22.2
	27.8
	50.0
	J.  Conducting joint outreach to parents and LEA to discuss needs of children entering kindergarten

	38.9
	5.6
	44.4
	K. Establish policies and procedures that support children transition to school that includes engagement with LEA

	22.2
	27.8
	50.0
	L. Helping parents of limited English proficient children understand instructional and other information and services provided by the receiving school.

	33.3
	27.8
	61.1
	M. Exchanging information with LEAs on roles, resources and regulation

	44.4
	22.2
	66.6
	N. Aligning curricula and assessment practices with LEAs

	27.8
	22.2
	50.0
	O. Organizing and participating in joint training, including transition-related training for school staff and Head Start staff


Agency Efforts Involving Transition and Alignment With K-12 That Are Working Well
Respondents for the Head Start Agencies were asked to provide information on individual agency efforts that are working well, as well as what initiatives and efforts could be replicated to help other programs in the state.  These efforts focused on ways to establish, maintain, and improve on local Head Start community service organizations, key agency partnerships and improved coordination with LEA’s.
Key Activity Area 10: Professional Development

Professional Development Activities Within Head Start Agencies

Each of the participating Head Start agencies in South Carolina was asked to rate their participation and involvement with professional development activities during the past twelve (12) months.

No Working Relationship (Little or No Contact)

Each of the responding Head Start agencies did provide information on professional development.  Overall, 44.4% of respondents have no working relationship with state organizations that provided on-line course training to enhance professional development.  Table 63 summarizes the percent of Head Start agencies that indicated that their agencies have no working relationship with each service provider or organization that provided professional development services.  Four year institutions accounted for 16.7% while other regional and state technical assistance networks accounted for 11.1%.
Table 63: Percent of Head Start Agencies With No Working Relationship With Each Professional Development Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	16.7
	A. Institutions of Higher Education (4 year)

	5.6
	B. Institutions of Higher Education (less than 4 year)(e.g., community colleges)

	44.4
	C. On-line courses/programs

	5.6
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	0.0
	E. Head Start T & TA Network

	11.1
	F. Other T & TA networks (regional, state

	5.6
	G. Service providers/organizations offering relevant training/TA cross-training opportunities)

	5.6
	H.  State 

	5.6
	I.  County

	22.2
	J.  City/Town

	5.6
	K.  Other (     )


Cooperation (Exchange Information – Referral)

At least one out of every four Head Start Agencies in the state stated that they had a cooperative relationship with professional development service providers or organizations.  The most prevalent cooperative relationship in percentage terms in Table 64 involved four year institutions (27.8%), and the availability for Head Start staff to take on-line courses and programs (22.2%).  Community-technical colleges represented 16.7% of organizations providing services in professional development.

Table  64: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Cooperative Relationship With Each Professional Development Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	27.8
	A. Institutions of Higher Education (4 year)

	16.7
	B. Institutions of Higher Education (less than 4 year)(e.g., community colleges)

	22.2
	C. On-line courses/programs

	11.1
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	5.6
	E. Head Start T & TA Network

	5.6
	F. Other T & TA networks (regional, state

	5.6
	G. Service providers/organizations offering relevant training/TA cross-training opportunities)

	5.6
	H.  State 

	11.1
	I.  County

	5.6
	J.  City/Town

	0.0
	K.  Other (     )


Coordination (Working Together)

Half of the responding Head Start agencies (50.0%) indicated that they had a coordinating relationship with the Head Start Training and Technical Assistance Network.  The next strongest coordinating relationship was with county training and services.  Local agencies providing mental health services to Head Start staff was the third highest professional development option (27.8%).  On-line professional development courses (16.7%), technical college training (16.7%) and four-year institution course offerings comprised the remaining professional development options for agency staff.  Table 65 summarizes the percentage of respondents for the Head Start Agencies with a coordinating relationship with each professional development organization.

Table 65: Percent of Head Start Agencies With  A Coordinating Relationship With Each Professional Development Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	11.1
	A. Institutions of Higher Education (4 year)

	16.7
	B. Institutions of Higher Education (less than 4 year)(e.g., community colleges)

	16.7
	C. On-line courses/programs

	27.8
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	50.0
	E. Head Start T & TA Network

	33.3
	F. Other T & TA networks (regional, state

	33.3
	G. Service providers/organizations offering relevant training/TA cross-training opportunities)

	33.3
	H.  State 

	50.0
	I.  County

	44.4
	J.  City/Town

	5.6
	K.  Other (     )


Partnership (Committing to a Joint Process)

Between one in six and one in four Head Start agencies indicated that they were involved in a partnership relationship with each professional development organization.  Percentage responses ranged from 11.1% to 27.8%.  Partnerships were least common (based on the percentage of Head Start agencies responding) between the State Head Start Training and Technical Assistance Network, and four year institutions, (16.7%).  Partnerships were more common based on slightly higher percentages between Head Start agencies and the technical and community colleges, since these are in closer proximity to the service area. 
Table 66: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Partnership  Relationship With Each Professional Development Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	16.7
	A. Institutions of Higher Education (4 year)

	27.8
	B. Institutions of Higher Education (less than 4 year)(e.g., community colleges)

	5.6
	C. On-line courses/programs

	5.6
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	16.7
	E. Head Start T & TA Network

	22.2
	F. Other T & TA networks (regional, state

	16.7
	G. Service providers/organizations offering relevant training/TA cross-training opportunities)

	11.1
	H.  State 

	0.0
	I.  County

	5.6
	J.  City/Town

	0.0
	K.  Other (     )


Collaboration (Sharing Resources/Agreements)

Among the eighteen Head Start Agencies responding to the statewide assessment, in Table 67, 44.4% of the agencies stated that they had a collaborative relationship with a local agency providing professional development training in mental health services.  State based training comprised 22.2% of professional development, while technical and community colleges were where 16.7% of staff stated they received professional development training.
Table 67: Percent of Head Start Agencies With A Collaborative  Relationship With Each Professional Development Provider-Organization  

	Percent of Respondents
	Service Provider or Organization

	11.1
	A. Institutions of Higher Education (4 year)

	16.7
	B. Institutions of Higher Education (less than 4 year)(e.g., community colleges)

	5.6
	C. On-line courses/programs

	44.4
	D.  Local agency providing mental health services

	16.7
	E. Head Start T & TA Network

	11.1
	F. Other T & TA networks (regional, state

	5.6
	G. Service providers/organizations offering relevant training/TA cross-training opportunities)

	22.2
	H.  State 

	5.6
	I.  County

	0.0
	J.  City/Town

	0.0
	K.  Other (     )


Areas of Difficulty: Professional Development

Head Start agencies across the state were asked to provide information on each area of difficulty in professional development during the previous twelve months.  Agencies indicated that the greatest difficulties in percentage terms involved:
· Obtaining staff release time to attend professional development activities (16.7%)

· Accessing (cross) training and technical assistance opportunities (16.7%)

· Transferring credits between public institutions (11.1%)

· Accessing scholarships and other financial support (11.1%)

Table 68 provides a summary of the percentage of the Head Start agencies indicating that professional development tasks were difficult or extremely difficult.

Table 68: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Difficult or Extremely Difficult With Each Task Involving Professional Development 
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Professional Development

	Difficult
	Extremely Difficult
	Total
	

	11.1
	0.0
	11.1
	A. Transferring credits between public institutions of higher education

	5.6
	0.0
	5.6
	B. Accessing early childhood education degree programs in the community contacting Head Start or other preschool program

	16.7
	0.0
	16.7
	C. Accessing T & TA opportunities in the community (including cross-training)

	11.1
	0.0
	11.1
	D. Accessing scholarships and other financial support for professional development programs/activities

	11.1
	5.6
	16.7
	E. Staff release time to attend professional development activities

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	F. Accessing on-line professional development opportunities (e.g., availability of equipment, internet connection, etc.)

	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	G. Exchanging information on roles and resources with other providers/ organizations regarding professional development


Table 69 provides percentage responses on tasks identified by Head Start staff as either not difficult at all or somewhat difficult.  This includes:

· Obtaining staff release time to attend professional development activities (33.3%)

· Transferring credits between public institutions of learning to school (22.2%)

· Accessing on-line professional development opportunities through the internet or webinars (16.7%)

Table  69: Percent of Head Start Agencies Indicating Not Difficult At All or Somewhat Difficult Involving Professional Development  
	Percent of Respondents
	Task: Professional Development

	Not Difficult At All
	Somewhat Difficult
	Total
	

	22.2
	22.2
	44.4
	A. Transferring credits between public institutions of learning to school

	33.3
	0.0
	33.3
	B. Accessing early childhood education degree programs in the community contacting Head Start or other preschool program

	44.4
	5.6
	50.0
	C. Accessing T & TA opportunities in the community (including cross-training)

	27.8
	11.1
	38.9
	D. Accessing scholarships and other financial support for professional development programs/activities

	33.3
	33.3
	66.6
	E. Staff release time to attend professional development activities

	27.8
	16.7
	44.4
	F. Accessing on-line professional development opportunities (e.g., availability of equipment, internet connection, etc.)

	33.3
	5.6
	38.9
	G. Exchanging information on roles and resources with other providers/ organizations regarding professional development


Agency Efforts Involving Professional Development That Are Working Well

Respondents from the Head Start Agencies were asked to provide information on agency efforts to address the professional development needs of staff.  A total of eighteen (18) needs assessment surveys were distributed initially to Head Start Agencies across the state of South Carolina.  Special emphasis was stressed to participating agencies to identify specific professional development approaches, trainings, educational coursework, continuing education, as well as agency-specific professional development academic training for key staff directly involved with the day-to-day educational training of children.

State Collaboration Office Professional Development Assistance to Head Start Agencies 

Initially, a low response of information was obtained from the Head Start Agencies.  To address the low response rate, technical assistance was provided by the State Head Start Collaboration Office to ensure that Agency Directors and professional staff were clear on the information needed from each Head Start Agency.  Training assistance was provided to agency directors and staff by the Region IV Office of Head Start State Lead in partnership with the State Head Start Collaboration Office during the November 2009 Managers Meeting.  The purpose of this training and technical assistance session was to address and clarify any issues of professional development that may have been unclear to individual agency directors or staff responsible for completing the needs assessment section on Professional Development.  Direction was also provided by the State Head Start Collaboration Office to ensure that staff completing this section would provide thorough and complete answers.

In regards to professional development activities that are working well, percentage responses ranged from 33.33% to 50%.  Consistent responses indicated the following:  

· Head Start agency staff were well trained in identifying key local agency partners by program or service category as required by the federal Office of Head Start.  This was especially evident for the Healthcare, Welfare/Child Welfare, Family Literacy, and Community Services Local Partnership agencies and service providers.

· Additional staff professional development and training regarding partnerships with providers of services to children and families of homeless children, children with disabilities, and related special needs populations are needed by some of the Head Start center staff.  Particular training gaps have been found in centers serving children from rural areas of the state where difficulties particularly may exist in identifying children from homeless families.

· Staff professionals are well trained in partnerships with community and social services, family literacy, health care, welfare and child welfare, family literacy, and pre-school partners, regardless of urban and rural location of the Head Start Center.

· Although Head Start agencies indicate that overall professional development activities among center staff are well attended, some issues surrounding professional development are unclear to Head Start state program participants:  These include:

1. Professional development training regarding understanding the regulations of partnering agencies relating to child care.

2. Coordination of joint training activities with partnering agencies and Head Start centers.

3. Strategic planning efforts between partnering agencies regarding programs and services which can include more community partners.

4. The identification and formation of more formalized professional development training networks in local areas that are familiar with and can provide specific training to address unique local needs surrounding early education and child care.

Recommendations on Future Professional Development Activities Than Can Work Well

The following recommendations are provided to assist Head Start Agency Directors and staff with future professional development activities that can work well:

· Providing agency directors and staff with a review of federal Office of Head Start standards and expectations for staff professional development.

· Obtaining clear guidance from the federal Office of Head Start regarding the following professional development topics:

1. Articulation of professional development practices by the child care providers.

2. Increased offerings of more professional development educational courses.

3. Development of acceptable courses of studies in early childhood education center operations, curriculum and instruction, and related courses needed across the state.

4. Providing more accessible and flexible course offering choices related to professional development for staff, particularly within rural areas of the state.  These choices would include courses offerings at area technical colleges, webinar-based and on-line course offering opportunities.

5. Providing more flexible professional development financial assistance opportunities for staff to earn their education credential.  This includes the TEACH scholarships, grants, forgivable loans for in-service work, TEACH for America, as well as other financial assistance opportunities.
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