Building Connections Cross-State Summary Matrix

	
	Colorado
	Iowa
	Minnesota
	North Carolina
	Oklahoma
	Vermont

	Initiative name
	Colorado Consolidated Child Care Pilot Programs
	Iowa Community Empowerment Initiative
	Minnesota Early Childhood Initiative
	Smart Start

North Carolina 
	Smart Start 

Oklahoma
	Building Bright Futures

	Years in Existence
	9
	8
	3
	13
	3
	Completing Planning

	Age Focus
	Birth to 5
	Birth to 5
	Birth to 5
	Birth to 5
	Birth to 5
	Birth to 5

	Early Childhood System Focus
	Comprehensive early childhood focus
	Comprehensive early childhood focus
	Comprehensive early childhood focus
	 Comprehensive early childhood focus
	Comprehensive early childhood focus
	Comprehensive early childhood focus

	How Established
	Legislation
	Legislation
	Foundation Initiative
	Legislation
	Legislation
	Executive Order 

(for planning phase)

	Definition of “Local”
	Single County or 

Multi-County
	Single County or 

Multi-County
	Counties or 

Cities
	Single County and Multi-Counties
	Single County, 

Multi-County, or 

Cities
	Regional Agency of Human Services Districts

	Geographic Reach
	17 pilots 

serving 30 out of 64 counties—72% of Colorado’s population
	Statewide
58 empowerment areas serving all 99 counties
	51 coalitions 

serving 42 out of 80 MIF-served counties (MN has 87 counties)
	Statewide
80 partnerships serving all 100 counties
	16 sites 

serving 65% of Oklahoma’s children under 6 years
	Statewide

(proposed) 

12 councils serving all of Vermont

	Funding Source
	Federal Child Care Development Block Grant  (CCDBG) funds administered through the state Departments of Human Services and Education

Additional support from state and local public and private grants
	State appropriation and TANF funds administered through a state level department
	Core funding from the McKnight Foundation, administered through Minnesota Initiative Foundations (MIFs)

Additional support from local sources, including corporations and foundations
	State appropriation
	State appropriation
	[For planning] 

State Department for Children and Families and state appropriation; 

Additional planning support from federal ECCS and private funding sources

	Funding Amount
	Each pilot’s annual funding ranges from $30,000 to $100,000.  The statewide total CCDBG investment is $974,000
	$49 million for upcoming year
	$3.2 million from the McKnight Foundation for the first three years
	$190 million last fiscal year
	$2 million last fiscal year
	[For planning] $100,000 state appropriation last fiscal year plus Department for Children and Families funding

	State (or Cross-Community) Structure
	Early Childhood and School Readiness Commission created by the General Assembly, in partnership with the Early Childhood State Systems Team made up of state agencies and early childhood organizations

Collaborative partnership between the Colorado Department of Education and Department of Human Services.
	Iowa Empowerment Board (as of July 2007) made up of 22 voting members, including State Department Directors, and 16 citizen governor appointees. Also, 6 non-voting Iowa General Assembly representatives sit on the Board.

Early Childhood Iowa, a state-level system building group of stakeholders from early care, health and education systems 
	Six regional Minnesota Initiative Foundations, independent nonprofit foundations that provide services and grantmaking in six regions outside of the Twin Cities
	North Carolina Partnership for Children (NCPC), a statewide nonprofit organization

NCPC Board of Directors which includes legislative and gubernatorial appointees, and state agency, business, foundation, and early childhood program representatives.  
	Oklahoma Partnership for School Readiness (OPSR), a board of 29 appointed members including 13 state agency directors and 16 private sector individuals

OPSR Foundation, a 10-member board of private citizens 
	State Building Bright Futures Council, 19 appointed members including two state agency secretaries, three department commissioners, two legislators, two business representatives, a public and private school teacher or early care and education provider, child or family doctor, United Way director, school board member, and parent.

	State (or Cross-Community) Role
	The 3-year Commission studies, reviews, and evaluates plans for a comprehensive early childhood system.

The ECSST is the ongoing planning arm for the developing early childhood system.

State Departments of Education and Human Services provide oversight and approve pilot spending
	The Empowerment Board provides oversight and approves how funds are spent.  The State Empowerment Technical Assistance Team provides TA and other support.

Early Childhood Iowa is building a state early childhood system and advises the Community Empowerment Board
	MIFs provide oversight and approve how funds are spent.   They select communities and work closely with them to build coalitions, participating in the process themselves by providing technical assistance throughout.  MIFs provide funding to help implement coalition projects.
	NCPC provides oversight and approves how funds are spent.  NCPC also manages administrative and reporting policies and procedures, and provides technical assistance.

The NCPC Board sets policies and procedures related to local partnership operations.
	OSPR provides oversight and approves how funds are spent through the Department of Human Services. 

The OSPR Foundation fundraises in the private sector to support the work of the Partnership statewide and locally.
	The State Council will provide oversight and be charged with planning, coordinating, integrating, and developing early childhood programs, policies, and resources at the state and regional levels.

	Local Structure/ Governance
	Early childhood councils consisting of community leaders from early care and education, health, mental health, and family support; 3 pilots are 501c3 organizations
	Local community empowerment boards consist of citizens, elected officials, consumers, the faith community, the business community, representatives from human services, health and education systems and others locally decided upon
	Early childhood coalitions with members locally-decided; may include parents, elected officials, early childhood education, child care, K-12, postsecondary education, community and economic development, business, faith, media, law enforcement, health, and human services
	Local partnerships that are 501c3 organizations

Local partnerships have boards of community members drawn from the service sector (health, social services, and mental health), K-12, county and city government, child care, business, faith-based organizations, and parents
	Local public-private partnerships made up of local stakeholders such as parents, business leaders, providers, representatives of the local school districts, or local non profit agencies, the faith community and others decided upon locally
	Regional councils in each of 12 Agency of Human Services Districts with members based both on state guidelines and locally decided

	Local Role
	Charged with creating an early childhood system by focusing on local needs, working parents’ needs, child care quality, and consolidating funding; Councils make their own decisions about where to focus coordination and some resources based on  local needs (state has to approve, however)
	Charged with community planning, awarding funds for local services, educating about the importance of early childhood services, collaborating with private and public organizations, building community commitment to early childhood, and reporting outcomes to the State
	Charged with developing system-building approaches based on each community’s unique strengths; Follow a common coalition-building process, but make their own decisions about where to focus 
	Charged with creating a system of services that builds on existing services and fills in gaps as needed; Share a common mission but make their own decisions about where to focus; Each has its own leadership and locally-developed plan (state has to approve, however)
	Charged with policy and system development, public engagement, community mobilization, and resource development; Share a common mission with the state-level Partnership; Use a local planning process to increase coordination and collaboration to address unique local needs
	Charged with creating and integrating the early childhood system at the local level; Responsibilities mirror the state council’s; State council establishes guidelines, but regional councils will make their own decisions about where to focus

	Local Staffing
	Full-time or part-time pilot coordinators
	Full-time or part-time community empowerment coordinators
	Part-time community coordinators who receive a small yearly stipend (~$5,000) for multiple years
	Full-time partnership executive directors
	Full-time or part-time local partnership directors
	Full-time regional council executive directors

	Incorporation of Local Input in State-Level System Building
	State-level staff gather pilot successes, ideas, and needs to inform the state-level system.

The waiver process (see below under unique characteristics or strengths) highlights local barriers to be addressed statewide.

Pilots have representation on the Early Childhood School Readiness Commission, and collaborate with the Commission on early childhood systems building work branded as Smart Start Colorado.
	The Iowa Community Empowerment Board gets ideas and insights from Community Empowerment coordinators through the State Empowerment Office and from local coordinators themselves on occasion. 

	Because the Initiative is foundation-sponsored and not tied to a state-level entity, advocacy is the main route for ensuring local input is incorporated into state-level system building.

Through the Build Initiative and Ready 4 K, MIF representatives are involved in boards and committees focused on moving Minnesota’s early care and education policy agenda and systems reform.


	Local partnerships regularly communicate with NCPC and provide feedback on what works and what does not.  NCPC communicates local input to its Board and to policymakers.

NCPC’s local partnership advisory committee includes eight local partnership board chairs and seven executive directors, and is a liaison and policymaking voice between local partnerships and NCPC.  Also, two LPAC members sit on the NCPC Board.
	OSPR receives local input in several ways including local coordinator participation on ad hoc committees, surveys, and attendance at partnership meetings.  

Fully incorporating the local point of view into the state-level systems planning is still a work in progress.
	The state council’s regional councils committee will be a vehicle for incorporating local input into state-level systems building.  

	Local Communication Mechanisms
	Monthly pilot coordinator meetings

Quarterly 2-day Pilot coordinator and state staff meetings
	Quarterly coordinator meetings

Some regional coordinator meetings 
	Local coalition meetings

Regional coordinator meetings

Quarterly statewide coordinator meetings

Shared compilation of promising strategies
	Executive director forums

Conferences

Smart.net website

Videoconferencing

Mentor partnerships
	Quarterly partnership coordinator meetings

Bi-monthly conference calls

Peer-to-peer networking 

Community newsletters
	[Specific communication mechanisms within and across regions will develop.]

	Technical Assistance (TA)
	State-provided for pilot site development; less TA available now.  TA needs have emerged in areas of financing, professional development, public engagement and data collection and evaluation.
	A state team of representatives from involved state agencies and the Office of Empowerment provide TA and a detailed Iowa Empowerment toolkit.  Topics include community planning, board development, accountability, and other areas as requested.
	MIFs work with coalitions to gather partners and community input, establish a vision, and develop an action plan for system building.  MIFs then help fund, monitor, and provide ongoing technical assistance to coalitions as they implement their action plans.  
	NCPC field staff and program specialists provide TA to local partnerships.  Topics include accounting, program monitoring, evaluation, board and organizational development, strategic planning, collaboration, fundraising, and community outreach and engagement.
	Sites receive individual TA during monthly meetings and peer-to-peer. Topics include coalition building, public engagement, planning, evaluation, grantwriting, advocacy, collaboration. Community newsletters publish ideas on best practices, collaboration, mobilization, early childhood, funding, and research.
	The State Council is responsible for ensuring regional councils have the TA they need.  

	Advocacy
	Pilot sites educate legislators about the importance of an early childhood focus.  The Colorado Children’s Campaign, a statewide child advocacy organization, includes Pilots in formulating policy and shaping messages.
	Coordinators advocate locally and together through the Association for Iowa’s Children.


	MIFs and coalitions participate in advocacy coordinated by Ready 4 K, a statewide child advocacy organization.
	 The State partnership coordinates a statewide message that is implemented locally through partnership advocacy networks. Local advocates talk to legislators to inform them about essential services and why funding must continue.
	Partnerships perform informal local advocacy with local representatives; State level staff and OPSR inform legislators about early childhood systems work.
	Regional councils will inform high-level state administrators though state council committees.  Regional councils may participate in statewide advocacy—e.g., Kids are Priority One and Vermont Children’s Forum.

	Unique Characteristics or Strengths
	Pilots can request waivers from state laws, rules, and regulations that may create barriers to implementing their work and to offering effective services—most have made funding more flexible
	Statewide effort, which includes a comprehensive focus with local flexibility.
	Comprehensive coalition building process 

Successful use of voluntary support networks

Compilation of promising strategies shared among local coalitions


	Longest-running statewide effort with deep learning 

Extensive technical assistance support system

Working data and reporting system
	Strong record of diffusing innovation by promoting successful programming at one site to other sites.

Includes a Foundation made up of private citizens for the purpose of private sector fundraising.
	Success in engaging high-level state administrators

Use of executive orders to put system-building efforts in motion
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