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Process Evaluation
Evaluation that examines the degree to which a program is operating as intended. Program operations
and practices are assessed.

Summative Evaluation
Evaluation that assesses the results or outcomes, as well as the overall effectiveness of a program.
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Elements of the Evaluation

Evaluation Guide

Evaluation Methodology and Goals: Review of the methods, tools, and process utilized for the Commission’s local
evaluation; summary of the goals and intended use of the evaluation

Evaluation Categories: Definitions, criteria, and scale for each evaluation category

Countywide Evaluation

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations: Summarizes the information gained through the SCCFC local
evaluation process, including conclusions and recommendations

Map of Funded Programs: Depicts the areas of the county in which funded programs provide services

Program Budget Allocation by Location: Portrays how much funding is allocated to each area of the county, and
how the funding percentage compares to the population percentage of those areas

Prevention and Early Intervention Pyramid: Represents the distribution of programs on the prevention/intervention
spectrum, and how the Commission is providing services on all levels of the pyramid

Funding Distribution of Prop 10 Funds in Stanislaus County: lllustrates how the funds are distributed across all
Stanislaus County programs

Funding Distribution by Budget Category: Shows how the funding of program categories compare to
administration and evaluation categories

Program Participant Data: Delineates participants countywide by race/ethnicity, primary languages, and children’s
age distribution

Result Areas

Result Area 1: Summarizes the programs categorized in Improved Family Functioning; for each program, lists the
amount expended in '08-'09, total number of children 0-5 served, cost per child, and historical financial data

Result Area 2: Summarizes the programs categorized in Improved Child Development; for each program, lists the
amount expended in '08-'09, total number of children 0-5 served, cost per child, and historical financial data

Result Area 3: Summarizes the programs categorized in Improved Health; For each program, lists the amount
expended in '08-'09, total number of children 0-5 served, cost per child, and historical financial data

Result Area 4. Summarizes the programs categorized in Improved Systems of Care; For each program, lists the
amount expended in '08-'09, and historical financial data

Individual Program Evaluations (Within the Appropriate Result Area)

Program Description: Brief summary of program services and goals
Finances: Total amount awarded, FY '08-‘09 award, amounts expended
Budget / Expenditure Data: Specific program fiscal data

Participant Data: Program specific participant data

Evaluation Summary: Summarizes all of the program’s evaluation categories

Evaluation Categories: Provides details and explanation of evaluation categories
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Outcomes: Planned outcomes and actual results
Program Highlights: FY '08-‘09 highlights provided by programs through annual report

Evaluator’s Considerations and Recommendations: Process and summative evaluation summaries, along with
recommendations after evaluation information was considered

Program Portraits of Success: How We Are Making A Difference

Each program shares a local success story, a “Program Portrait,” to help illustrate how local Prop 10 funding is
making a real difference in the real lives of children 0-5 and their families.
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Funding Distribution of Prop 10 Funds in Stanislaus County 2008-2009

The Funding Pie Chart illustrates the distribution of Stanislaus County Prop 10 program funds allocated to the
individual programs evaluated in this report. The pie chart portrays the variety of programs and services that are
funded, with no single program receiving more than 14% of the total program budget. When FRCs are grouped
together as an initiative (as the SR programs are), they make up 16% of the program budget. The six larger programs
and initiatives that are 10% or more of the budget together make up 80% of the program budget. These programs are
a major focus of Commission outcomes.

Total: $10,589,981

Breastfeeding

Coalition Ceres FRC
i 0,
Westside FRCS 211 POI’O]eCI <1% 2% Dental Van
% 2% ) . 1%
3% SCCCP hildren's Crisis Center
CARES 12% 4%
Turlock FRC 11%

On the Safe Side
1%

The Bridge MOMobile y
29 ’ \ / 1% El Concilio
» ] : 2%
— e —

FIP-Aftercare

‘A B
SAFE Court

2%

SR Programs

15%
<1% MRMIB
Shaken Baby Healthy Cubs 2%
Syndrome RIDE 14%
<1% <1% Family Resource HeaIt[:\g//O Start
Perinatal Home Connection Hughson FRC
Visitations (HBO) 3% N. Modesto/ Infant Safe 1%
12% Salida FRC Sleeping Project
Oakdale FRC 2% <1%
2% Laura's House

<1%
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Service Levels

One of the Commission’s funding strategies is to
support a continuum of prevention and intervention
programs that target all children 0-5 and their families in
Stanislaus County. This means that Commission funds
are working to benefit a spectrum of children from very
low-risk to high-risk by providing services that can be
categorized under prevention, broad intervention, and
intense intervention.

High Intense
Intervention

Service Levels

The diagram to the left portrays how the level of
services relates to the intensity of the service and the
degree of risk. In general, the low-risk and low-intensity
services (prevention) are those that benefit a larger
number of children and families with less associated
costs. Conversely, the high-risk and high-intensity
services (intense intervention) usually assist a smaller
number of children and families with greater associated
costs. It is important to note that there are services that
fall in areas between these main levels of services.

Moderate Broad

Intervention

AlISualu|

Low Prevention

Service Level Pyramid

The image below illustrates how the Commission funds
are extended across the range of service levels, and the
distribution of the budget in relation to service levels.

Approximately 66% of the program budget is dedicated
to Broad .Intervention, while 27% goes tgwards Intense Low Moderate High
Intervention, and 7% to Prevention services. Some
programs are listed under more than one level because
they have different program components, and there is
certainly overlap between service levels.

Degree of Risk
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Support
RIDE****
Healthy Start Support****
Commission Staff Support
Commission Conference for Early Childhood Education Providers****

Prevention:

Intense Intervention (27%)

Children’s Crisis Center*
FIP AfterCare*
Family Resource Centers — DR*
Laura’s House*
SAFE Court*
SCCCP*
Healthy Birth Outcomes***

Broad Intervention (66%)

Family Resource Centers*
Healthy Start Sites*
La Familia*
Specialized Childcare Consultation Program*
School Readiness**
CARES**
Healthy Birth Outcomes***
Healthy Cubs***
MOMobile***

Prevention (7%)
2-1-1*

Family Resource Centers*
Breastfeeding Promotion Coalition***
Infant Safe Sleeping Campaign***

On The Safe Side***

Shaken Baby Syndrome Prevention Program***

* Improved Family Functioning
** |mproved Child Development
*** |mproved Health
****|mproved Systems of Care

Strategies delivered to the 0-5 population and their families without consideration of individual differences in need/risk of not thriving

Broad Intervention:

Strategies delivered to sub-groups of the 0-5 population and their families identified on the basis of elevated risk factors for not thriving

Intense Intervention:

Strategies delivered to sub-groups of the 0-5 population and their families identified on the basis of initiated or existing conditions that place them at high risk for not thriving
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STANISLAUS COUNTY CHILDREN AND FAMILIES COMMISSION
2008-2009 PROGRAMS

LEGEND

. Not Evaluated In this Report
Discontinued

MODESTO

HBO/Airport Neighbors United - $55,000

HBO/West Modesto King Kennedy - $55,000

Healthy Start / Franklin, Orville Wright, Robertson Road,
Downey, PACE - $208,010

La Familia Counseling Program — $225,000

MOMobile (Serves Keyes and Empire) - $121,050
Parent Resource Center/Airport Neighbors United FRC/
Sierra Vista Drop In Center FRC -$344,784

7. The Bridge FRC - $175,000

wn e

o g M

SALIDA
1. North Modesto / Salida FRC - $176,300

GRAYSON /WESTLEY .
1. Grayson/Westley FRC — $69,400 Salida
2. HBO/Grayson/ Westley FRC- $35,000
3. School Readiness/Grayson School —
$197,294 Modesto ®
Ceres
® Keyes
Grayson / Westley Turlock
PATTERSON
1. HBO/Patterson FRC - $20,000 Patterson
2. Patterson FRC - $92,588 ‘
Crows Landing
Newman
COUNTYWIDE PROGRAMS 6
1. 211 Project $ 200,000
2. BHRS/SCCCP $1,273,009
3. Breastfeeding Coalition $ 8,932
4. CARES $1,201,613
5.  Children’s Crisis Center $ 437,200
6. FIP - Aftercare $ 72,358
7. HBO $ 789,160
8. Healthy Cubs $1,449,350
9. Healthy Start (T.A.) $ 82,378
10. Infant Safe Sleeping $ 10,000
11. Laura’s House $ 18,421
12. MRMIB $ 249,082
13. On the Safe Side $ 76,929
14. RIDE $ 50,000
15. SAFE Court $ 50,000
16. Shaken Baby Syndrome $ 23,784

RIVERBANK

HBO/Rio Altura - $55,000
Healthy Start - $41,602
School Readiness/California
Avenue, Rio Altura - $344,588

wh e

OAKDALE

1. HBO/Family Support Network - $55,000
2. Oakdale FRC - $175,000

[ ] WATERFORD
nghts Ferry 1. School Readiness/Moon School -
$147,294
Riverbank ®
® Oakdale
o Empire
Waterford HUGHSON
@ 1 HBO/Hughson FRC - $55,000
Hughson 2. Healthy Start - $41,602
o ® 3. Hughson FRC - $152,197
Denair

TURLOCK

HBO/ Turlock FRC - $55,000

Healthy Start/Allard - $41,602

School Readiness Chatom - $147,294
School Readiness/Wakefield, Cunningham,
Osborn Schools - $441,882

5.  Turlock /Aspira FRC - $175,000

rwbhpE

KEYES
1. School Readiness / Keyes School - $147,294

CERES

1. Ceres Partnership for Healthy Children FRC -
$251,023

2. HBOI/Ceres Partnership - $55,000

3. Healthy Start - $41,602

NEWMAN / CROWS LANDING

HBO/Newman FRC - $55,000
Newman FRC - $123,073
School Readiness/Von Renner - $147,294

wn e
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Program Budget Allocation by Location

Modesto $ 1,183,844 26.2% 39.9%

Turlock $ 860,778 19.0% 13.3%

Riverbank $ 441,190 9.8% 4.1%

Ceres $ 347,625 7.7% 8.1%

Newman/Crows Landing $ 325,367 7.2% 2.3%

Grayson/Westley $ 301,694 6.7% 3%

. Hughson $ 248,799 5.5% 2.8%

(includes SE smaller towns)

Oakdale $ 230,000 5.1% 3.7%

Salida $ 176,300 3.9% 27%

Waterford $ 147,294 3.3% 1.6%

Keyes $ 147,294 3.3% 1.0%

Patterson $ 112,588 2.5% 4.0%
TOTAL of location specific programs $ 4522773
Countywide Programs $ 5992216
TOTAL*** $ 10,514,989

*Percent of Program Budget that is not allocated countywide
**State of California, Dept. of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State — January 1, 2007 and 2008: Sacramento, CA,
May 2008; http://www.City-Data.com, 2009

The Funding Map depicts the distribution of Stanislaus County Prop 10 funds allocated to programs by location. The map
illustrates the extent to which program services reach children 0-5 and their families countywide. The percentage of
funding allocated to the Stanislaus County cities and towns align quite closely with population demographics. Some of the
smaller, outlying areas of the county, such as Grayson/Westley and Newman/Crows Landing, were allocated
disproportionately high amounts of funding, but the outlying areas have historically had less access to services,
transportation is often an issue, and there is also a certain amount of funding that is necessary to provide a minimum
amount of services at any given location. The locations with School Readiness sites (Turlock, Riverbank, Grayson-
Westley, Keyes, Newman/Crows Landing, and Waterford) also have a higher percentage allocated compared to '07-‘08
due to one-time carryover funding.

A total of $5,992,216 was allocated to programs that operate throughout the county, making up 57% of the total program
budget. These countywide programs reach all of the above locations, and many have developed partnerships or
collaborate with the location specific programs, leveraging Prop 10 resources. The remaining 43% of the program budget
is allocated to programs that operate within a specific community to best serve the needs of the children and families
within that community. This balance of countywide and location specific programs form an extensive network that spans
the county to provide services that impact the lives of Stanislaus County’s children and families.
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Race/Ethnicities Served

100%
I nknown|
0% |
80% - i
White White
70% 33% 28%
60% -
50% -
0 ’ . .
40% - Hispanig Hispanif Hispani Hispanig -
30% - st 68% 58% 60% 55% Hispanic Hispani
58% ® 47% 56%
20% -
10% -
O T Stanis!
tanislaus
CFC '08-'09 CFC'07-'08
County 0-5 CFC '06-'07 CFC '05-'06 CFC '04-'05 CFC '03-'04
0-5 0-5
2008**
B Other N/A 2% 2% 1% % 1% 1%
O Pacific Islander * * * * * i Z
B American Indian * 1% 1% * * * &
B Multiracial 3% 1% 1% ¥ * 1% 1%
B African American 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 4% 2%
OAsian 3% 4% 2% * * 1% 1%
OUnknown N/A 1% 5% 14% 11% 16% 13%
B White 33% 20% 28% 21% 28% 28% 26%
OHispanic 58% 68% 58% 60% 55% 47% 56%

*Indicates that the value is less than 1%
**State of California, Department of Finance, Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 2000-2050. Sacramento, CA, July 2007.

Prop 10 funded programs utilize the Prop 10 Evaluation Data System (PEDS) to track and report direct service
participants’ demographic information. The Stanislaus County Children and Families Commission (CFC) data used in
these three demographic charts were obtained from PEDS.

Race/Ethnicity Served and Participant Primary Language

These charts depict the profile of the population being served by Prop 10 funded programs. As shown, the programs
are providing services to a diverse population, with an emphasis on the Hispanic and Spanish speaking families. There
has been a marked increase (10%) in the percentage of Hispanic children 0-5 served from FY '07-'08 to FY ’'08-'09,
and an increase of 13% in the percentage of Spanish speaking families served. Although the percentage of Hispanic
and Spanish speaking children and families served has been greater than that of the County’'s population, this
population has a higher level of poverty and less access to culturally appropriate services (2005-2007 American
Community Survey 3-Year Estimates, American Community Survey). During the past several fiscal years, programs
have increasingly become aware of the need for culturally sensitive and appropriate services. There have been
concerted efforts to outreach to diverse populations, and to train staff regarding the culturally proficient delivery of
services.

It is also important to note that the “Unknown” percentage decreased significantly to 1% from a range of 11% to 13% in
previous evaluation years. The programs have continued to refine the methods of obtaining this important information.

Participating Children Age Distribution

This chart shows the age distribution of children participating in Prop 10 funded programs. The programs continue to
serve more children ages 4 and 5 than 0 through 3. However, during '08-'09, there was a slight increase in services to
children 0-3.
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100%

Participant Primary Language

Other UnLaen Unknown|
90% - 10% 13% Un;;g/\;v Unknown|
24%
80% -
0/ Spanish
70% Spanish 31%
60% - 44%
50% -
40% |
o English .
30% - 61% _ English English English|
English 54% Englis| 55% 53% 43%
20% - 43% 36%
10% -
0% Stanis|
CO:?’;;SZ%L(‘)ZM CFC '08-'09 CFC '07-'08 CFC '06-'07 CFC '05-'06 CFC '04-05 CFC '03-'04
O Unknown N/A 10% 13% 21% 18% 21% 24%
O Tagalog N/A * o * 0% *
B Korean N/A 0% * 0% * 0%
OHmong N/A 1% 1% * * * *
O Other 9% 2% 2% * * 1% *
B Spanish 30% 44% 31% 2% 27% 26% 32%
EEnglish 61% 43% 54% 36% 55% 53% 43%

CFC data does not include provider capacity language data
*Indicates that the value is less than 1%
**.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2008

Participating Children Age Distribution

0,
e — | Unknown Unkown
90% -
80% -
70% -+
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
0-3
20% - 39% 0-3 0-3
0,
34% 33%
10% -
0%
CFC '08-'09 CFC '07-'08 CFC '06-'07 CFC '05-'06 CFC '04-'05 CFC '03-'04
OUnknown 4% 7% 12% 0% 10% 5%
W4-5 57% 60% 57% 67% 57% 74%
0o0-3 39% 34% 31% 33% 33% 21%
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Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The phrase “It's All About the Kids” may seem out of place in an annual evaluation of programs. However, the phrase
rings true as it reflects the focus of the Stanislaus County Children and Families Commission. An evaluation of the
programs is all about reviewing how children 0 through 5 and their families are affected by, and are benefiting from, the
work being done, and how we could be doing even better for this important segment of our county’s population.

The literature pertaining to early childhood development and well being clearly points to prevention and early intervention
as strategies to promote the health and well being of young children. Research also illuminates the environment (social,
emotional, and physical) as an important factor in determining a child’s success in school and in life. Based on this
knowledge, in March 2009, the Commission revised the Strategic Plan that outlines the Commission’s mission, the vision
it has for children and families, and the goals, objectives, and strategies planned to move toward the vision. Although
many parts of the Strategic Plan were revised and clarified, the mission and vision remained the same. The Commission
still envisions that “All of Stanislaus County’s children will thrive in supportive, safe, nurturing, and loving environments;
are healthy, eager, and ready learners; and become productive well-adjusted member of society.” The programs
evaluated in this report are dedicated to the Commission’s vision and are “Promoting the development and well-being of
children 0 through 5.”

The following is a summary of countywide findings in terms of both process and summative evaluation.

Process Evaluation

In 2008-2009, the Commission budgeted over $10.5 million to the programs that served over 47,500 children, caregivers,
and other family members. Funds were dispersed to 33 contracted programs, representing 64 unique sites of service. The
programs served diverse populations of races/ethnicities, speaking more than 6 primary languages. However, there has
been an emphasis on serving the Hispanic and Spanish speaking families, with a marked increase (10%) in the
percentage of Hispanic children 0-5 served from FY '07-'08 to FY '08-'09, and an increase of 13% in the percentage of
Spanish speaking families served. The programs also served 17% more children ages 4-5 than ages 0-3.

Collaboration

During '08-'09, programs have continued to build strong relationships with other organizations, and have increased
collaborative efforts to ensure that children and families are receiving an array of services to which they might not
otherwise have access. All programs have described one or more partnerships, and altogether report directly working with
at least 323 other organizations, averaging 10 per contracted program. Many programs have focused on making new
connections as well strengthening existing partnerships, evident by the new or enhanced services available to program
participants. For example, one organization that does not have the capacity to provide insurance enrollment assistance is
working closely with another that is highly effective in this area. In addition, most programs have created ties with
community members, organizations, and businesses within the community to increase awareness of the services, garner
donations, and establish supporters.

The Commission has supported increased collaboration through various means: verbal encouragement and suggested
partnerships within contracts; Quarterly Contractor Meetings during which individual organizations are highlighted and
there are opportunities for connecting with other programs; and hosting events/conferences that promote networking.
Recognizing that in many cases, children and families are served more effectively and efficiently through collaborative
efforts, it is recommended that the Commission continue this support, as well as provide additional innovative
opportunities for programs to evaluate their collaboration efforts and make decisions about increasing their effectiveness.

Under HSA's lead, the Commission itself collaborated with numerous other Stanislaus County organizations to develop
and fund a Community Health Assessment (CHA) for the county in '08-'09. The CHA documents a wide array of statistics
that illustrates the state of our community, both the strengths and the areas that need work. This information has been
used by the Commission, as well as contractors, to inform decisions and activities, and could not have been accomplished
as thoroughly or efficiently without the collaboration of a multitude of agencies. It is recommended that the Commission
continue to consider additional opportunities to collaborate at this level as they arise.

Leveraging

Commission funded programs have reported leveraging over $5.5 million, as well as other resources and community
assets. While 75% of the contracted programs describe leveraging of Prop 10 funds to draw other funding, 100% report
the leveraging of personnel, facilities, and materials. The collaboration efforts described above play a large role in
leveraging resources through coordination and sharing of limited resources. Partnerships have also positively affected
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leveraging capabilities by facilitating the pooling of resources and application for additional funding. For example, multiple
leveraging opportunities were discussed at a Commission sponsored presentation about the federal stimulus program.
After the presentation, when asked if their organization would apply for federal stimulus funds, 70.8% of the attending
programs stated that they would apply in collaboration with at least one other organization. During times of dwindling
resources, the Commission and funded programs are taking advantage of some of the opportunities available for
leveraging, and should continue to seek and evaluate additional prospects.

Sustainability

The Commission contracted with Social Entrepreneurs, Inc. (SEI) to provide sustainability training to all interested
Commission funded programs. Many used the opportunity to evaluate their programs and explore ways to sustain the
work being done. SEI uses a researched method to assist organizations in creating a Sustainability Plan, and
collaboration and leveraging were just two areas that were explored. Other areas include developing allies and champions
of the programs, and building evaluation capacity. Innovative ideas were discussed and activities planned for the
subsequent year and beyond, and are revealed in written Sustainability Plans. Many of the programs’ Annual Reports and
narratives that are reflected in this evaluation reference the difficult but valuable work done during the sustainability
planning process.

Evaluation Capacity

Now more than ever, it is a critical time to be accountable to stakeholders through the evaluation process. In general, the
Commission funded programs have grown in their capacity to efficiently collect, compile, and report data, and work
towards compelling outcomes. Many have dedicated time, energy, and funds to increase evaluation capacity through
improvements in all phases of the evaluation process, from intake forms to analysis and reporting. It is clear that programs
are aware of the importance of these efforts, and that improvement in this area is considered valuable. However, there are
still programs that lack the technology and support to portray their effects on children and families in the most clear and
convincing way. One of the tools missing from many of the programs is a comprehensive data/information management
system, which was also a finding during the sustainability project. Evaluation capacity building will continue to be of
importance to the programs and to the Commission in order to remain accountable to stakeholders and to share
successes and changes effected for children, families, and the community.

The Four Result Areas

The Commission structures its strategies and funding using four result areas, mirroring the State’'s framework for
reporting. Programs categorized under each of the result areas provide the majority of their services within that area, but
may address multiple result areas. This evaluation is arranged according to the four areas:

Result Area 1: Improved Family Functioning (16 programs)
Result Area 2: Improved Child Development (8 programs)
Result Area 3: Improved Health (8 programs)

Result Area 4: Improved Systems of Care / Sustainable Systems* (2 programs and other services)

*Sustainable Systems is the title of Result Area 4 in the revised Strategic Plan

Each Result Area plays an important role in progressing towards the Commission vision, and the evaluation summarizes
the work being done. The greatest emphasis has been on Improved Family Functioning, as evidenced by the number of
programs, budget, and expenditures in this area. Improved Health and Improved Child Development also are priorities,
but with fewer programs and less funding. The Improved Systems of Care focus is to initiate “systems change” and
enhance outcomes in the other result areas, and only a small percentage of the budget and expenditures continues to be
dedicated to this area.

Summative Evaluation

Programs’ activities and outcomes are directly related to the mission and vision of the Commission as illustrated in the
outputs and outcomes highlighted below. For a full description of how these are related to the strategies, objectives, and
goals of the result areas (as specified in the Strategic Plan), see each result area’s section in this evaluation.
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Improved Family Functioning

Through the implementation of these strategies, Commission funded programs have worked towards decreasing child
abuse/neglect risk factors.

Differential Response
o 1,652 children 0-5 and their families were referred to a Family Resource Center through Differential Response
(DR); 44% (727) engaged to work on family goals
Case Management and Family Support Services

e 2,056 children 0-5 and their families received ongoing case management services through Family Resource
Centers (FRCs) and Differential Response (DR.

« The parents of 2,520 children have increased parenting skills and knowledge after taking parenting classes
« 261 children enrolled in respite childcare were kept safe from child abuse without incident; 96% of the children
assessed at 3 and 6 month intervals indicated a decrease in risk for child abuse/neglect
Resource and Referral Services
« 11,069 children 0-5 and their families received resources and referrals; at least 4,920 families of children 0-5
indicate increased knowledge or utilization of the resources and referral
Mental/Behavioral Health Services

e 246 children 0-5 and their caregivers received clinical mental/behavioral health services. 72% of the parents,
and 73% of the clinical staff report reductions in stress and risk factors for the families

o 2,334 caregivers of children 0-5 were screened for depression, and 505 (22%) were referred for mental health
services as a result

Improved Child Development

Through the implementation of these strategies, Commission funded programs have worked towards increasing the
capacity of families, providers, and schools to help children prepare for school.

School Based School Readiness Services
o 1,859 children 0-5 participated in School Readiness Programs in '08-'09

o 92.7% of the School Readiness participants in the 2008 Kindergarten class displayed positive behavior in the
Kinder classroom

Community Based School Readiness Services

e The caregivers of 2,418 children 0-5 received school readiness information; 61% indicated an understanding
of the importance of caregiver education participation

Countywide Mental/Behavioral Health Services
o The parents of 144 children receiving behavioral health services report improved behavior within the daycare
and social environments
Support/Education Services for Early Learning Providers and Sites

e 99% (78/79) of early education providers indicated improved skills in handling behavioral and emotional
difficulties; 96% are willing to continue working with children with serious behavioral problems after receiving
mental health consultation services
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