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Executive Summary
Introduction
From FY 07-08 through the conclusion of funding for the program in FY 15-16, the Child Development
Workforce Initiative (CDWFI) program provided direct support services to promote students’ entry into and
advancement in the field of ECE. The program population spanned high school students to graduate school
students. In FY 15-16, the CDWFI program was implemented by 9 projects and a network of partnered schools
located across Los Angeles County. These CDWFI projects offered student services that fell into four categories:
academic, financial, professional and social supports.
The CDWFI program is implemented by grantee community colleges who defined models of services specific to
their projects within common guidelines defined by the grant. Project staff’s latitude to define the services
offered was an intentional strategy, built in to allow adaptation to variations in local population needs and the
institutional contexts of the schools served by their projects.
Funding for the CDWFI program was initially granted through First 5 LA. From FY 11-12, the CDWFI program
was funded under the Los Angeles County ECE Workforce Consortium, a workforce effort that brought
together ECE organizations and leaders to improve the educational and professional development system for
ECE professionals in Los Angeles County.
Background
The Early Care and Education workforce is characterized by a low level of attainment of educational and
professional qualifications (Herzenberg, Price, & Bradley, 2005; National Survey of Early Care and Education,
2013; U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2012; Whitebook et al., 2006). A contributing factor to these
historical trends are the structural and personal barriers faced by the populations typically comprising the ECE
workforce in navigating college processes, affording college, and sustaining school enrollment, often while
balancing employment and familial responsibilities (Dukakis, Bellm, Seer, & Lee, 2007; Karoly, 2012; National
Survey of Early Care and Education, 2013; Saluja, Early, & Clifford, 2002; Whitebook, Phillips, & Howes, 2014).
Evaluation Purpose
The primary purpose of this evaluation is to understand the outcomes of members in FY 15-16. Where possible,
the results from this year are contextualized with data from prior years. Member outcomes are examined as
they relate to the impact areas of the Los Angeles County ECE Workforce Consortium logic model:
•
•
•
•
•

An expanded ECE workforce
A better qualified ECE workforce
Greater retention and advancement of the ECE workforce
Increased quality of ECE practices and programs
Greater coordination and alignment between systems

Finally, this evaluation concludes with recommendations for incorporating findings from the implementation of
the CDWFI grant into future efforts to assist the ECE workforce.
Methodology
The evaluation relied on multiple sources of data. The years of data analyzed extended as far back as FY 11-12,
depending on the data source. Data from members’ applications was analyzed, including members’
demographic, work and educational histories. Additionally, case management data, including the frequency
and types of services in which members participated, was also obtained for all members.
Multiple student surveys were administered as part of the evaluation. An annual student survey was conducted,
sampling all members. Different instruments were administered to high school and college members. Former
college members from FY 13-14 and FY 14-15 were surveyed on their job outcomes 10 to 12 months after
participating in the program.
Staff perspectives were captured through annual project leads surveys, and through annual focus groups of
different groups of CDWFI project staff.
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Quantitative data was analyzed with basic descriptive statistics. Open-ended responses were coded using
emergent themes from the responses to each question.
Findings
Member Demographics. From FY 11-12 to FY 15-16, the program served 4,732 individual members and
provided 7,297 member spaces. The member population was mostly composed of female community college
members from Hispanic/Latino backgrounds. Most members spoke English and at least one other language
fluently. Many members were not employed in ECE at the time of their application into the program (5-year
total: 44%). Those members who were employed in ECE represented a large spectrum of the ECE workforce in
terms of experience in the field. A substantial percentage of members from the high school and college
components faced life circumstances which are known risk factors for not successfully completing college. On
average, 76% of college members enrolled each year from FY 11-12 to FY 15-16 could be classified as nontraditional students. On average, 41% of high school members enrolled each year from FY 12-13 to FY 15-16
stood to potentially become the first generation in their family to attend college. On average, 69% of college
members enrolled each year from FY 11-12 to FY 15-16 earned less than the self-sufficiency standard for living
in Los Angeles County prior to accounting for educational expenses; high school members were not asked to
disclose their family’s income level.
Program Model. Each CDWFI project implemented a unique model of services within common guidelines
stipulated by the grant set in the overall program’s logic model (Appendix B), theory of change (Appendix C),
and scope of work. The evaluation sought to describe the program model that emerged from across the CDWFI
projects. Taking into account both how prevalently services were offered and how often services were
experienced by members, the “core” services in the high school component were content workshops and
networking opportunities. In the college component, “core” services were career workshops, content
workshops, direct financial aid, mentoring and networking.
Aside from the specific types of services offered, the CDWFI projects also shared similar strategies for
implementing those services, in that they all proactively intervened and required students to use
advising/counseling, offered services at alternative times to normal business hours, and incentivized student
participation in the program with direct material or financial aid; however, projects differed widely in the extent
to which these strategies applied to their services.
Members were asked to identify which CDWFI services they most valued. High school students identified
activities and lessons related to child development as the most valuable service by a wide margin; other services
named were college tours, center tours, opportunities to observe or interact with young children in a child care
setting, college information, and activities or lessons related to self-awareness. College students identified
counseling/advising as the most valuable service consistently; other services named were workshops,
mentoring, financial assistance, and book lending.
Increased Awareness of and Entry into the Field. To assess how the program met its desired outcomes of
increasing knowledge of ECE career pathways, increasing knowledge of ECE educational pathways, and
increasing new ECE professionals’ entry into the field, the evaluation relied heavily on student surveys during
members’ participation in the program. High percentages of high school and college member survey
respondents reported that through CDWFI, they had learned about key aspects of the ECE career pathways and
educational pathways identified. The percentages of members reporting they had learned about financial aid
through CDWFI greatly exceeded the percentages of members documented as having participated in financial
aid workshops or financial aid advisement. Plausible explanations include inadequate processes to document
participation in financial aid workshops and advisement, and dissemination of financial aid information through
means the program facilitates but does not document, such as referrals and student networks.
The program succeeded in drawing new membership into the program and into the field of ECE. The program’s
5-year total of 56% new membership reflects a balance between the goals of recruiting new members into the
program and supporting existing members towards the completion of multi-year goals. Limited evidence is
available on members’ entry into ECE positions; the data collected does not specify whether college applicants
were currently unemployed in ECE or had never been employed in ECE. A 5-year total of 16% of college
members gained a job in ECE during their participation in CDWFI. Entry into the workforce while in college
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could indicate outcomes adverse to the goals of the program. For this reason, the number of college members
gaining ECE jobs should not be interpreted as an accountability measure for the program in the absence of
additional context. For those college members choosing to enter the ECE workforce, the CDWFI program
appears to have played an integral role, with between 48% to 81% in the 5 years studied crediting the
program with their ability to gain that job. The CDWFI program also successfully promoted high school
members’ interest in exploring a future career in the ECE field. Approximately half of high school members
each year expressed interest in pursuing careers in ECE. A higher percentage of high school members were
interested in taking ECE classes in college than wanted to work in ECE.
Increased ECE Qualifications. The grant targeted college members’ achievement of four “milestone” outcomes:
certificates, permits, transfer from community colleges to four-year institutions, and degrees in CD/ECE or
related fields. The annual percentage of all college members achieving a milestone outcome was low. Although
each milestone outcome is reported independently, it is not the expectation that all college members would
seek to earn each of the categories of milestone outcomes. Most college members earning any milestone
outcome did so in just one category (54%). Annual percentages of members earning a milestone outcome also
inadequately reflect the fact that these milestone outcomes require completion of numerous courses over an
extended period of time. Over the period of FY 11-12 to FY 15-16, 52% of all college members earned at least
one milestone during their participation in CDWFI. Due to time limitations, the data was not analyzed to
determine the number of members earning multiple milestone outcomes within the same category. As a
precursor to obtaining milestone outcomes, CDWFI supported members’ completion of courses in CD/ECE
courses of study. Students achieved a high pass rate of courses attempted in CD/ECE programs of study (5-Year
Total: College, 89%; High School: 88%).
Greater Career Advancement and Retention. Surveys of former members 10 to 12 months after the end of the
year of their participation show stronger outcomes in terms of career advancement than surveys of members
during their participation in the program. A small percentage of college members employed in ECE reported
experiencing a pay increase (4-Year Total: 11%) during their participation in CDWFI. A much higher percentage
of former college survey respondents (between 36% and 50%) reported experiencing a pay increase in ECE
after their participation in CDWFI. Similarly, fewer current college respondents reported receiving a promotion
(4-Year Total: 14%), while a higher percentage of former college survey respondents (between 24% and 35%)
reported earning promotions after their participation in CDWFI. Between 58% to 59% of former college survey
respondents were employed in ECE. For members not employed in ECE during their participation in CDWFI, a
four-year total of 88% intended to obtain a job in the field. On the follow-up survey of members from FY 1415, 57% of college members not employed in ECE intended to seek jobs in ECE.
Increased Quality of ECE Practices and Programs. For a number of reasons, it was not possible to administer a
direct assessment of increase in knowledge of ECE practices. In the absence of a direct assessment of members’
knowledge or practice, the evaluation relied on members’ self-reported improvement in knowledge. A majority
of college members surveyed agreed that the CDWFI program improved their knowledge of ECE practice in the
areas identified. The evaluation also used course grades as a proxy for members’ knowledge, because course
grades are indicative of instructors’ assessment of students’ growth in knowledge of quality ECE practices.
While student performance in courses cannot be attributed directly to participation in CDWFI, the CDWFI
program does provide services to support students in successful completion of their courses in CD/ECE
programs of study. CDWFI college and high school members both achieved high course pass rates.
Greater Coordination and Alignment Between Systems. The present evaluation examined CDWFI’s influence on
coordination and alignment between systems from the perspective of CDWFI’s role as a link between separate
high school, community college and four-year university educational systems, and as one of many sub-systems
within the partner educational institutions. Attributions of systems change were collected from CDWFI staff and
students. CDWFI was credited with improving coordination and alignment between partnered institutions, by:
increasing information to parents about college preparedness; increasing information available to students
about what to expect at college; improving relationships between community college and four-year university
departments; increasing staff advocates for students; supporting the creation of BA programs of study; and
improving counseling for CD/ECE programs of study. The CDWFI program also effected change on sub-systems
within each partner institution through: changes in counseling practice for CD/ECE programs of study; the
creation of social support networks for college members; increasing the financial aid assistance available to
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members; increasing high schools’ capacity to provide quality CD/ECE instruction; integration of CD/ECE with
education departments; and replication of CDWFI services by partner institutions.
Specifically, with regards to improving counseling for CD/ECE programs of study, the CDWFI program was
credited with improving: the discipline specificity of counseling; the thoroughness of transcript evaluation; the
accessibility of counselors to students and faculty; and the availability of information on child development
permits. Survey results indicate that CDWFI members perceive that the closure of the CDWFI program will result
in a loss of access to accurate information about CD/ECE at their schools. College members reported that
CDWFI staff were more knowledgeable about CD/ECE than their college’s non-CDWFI staff, and that CDWFI
staff were more accessible than their non-CDWFI college staff.
Recommendations
• Future program implementers seeking to work with ECE student populations should consider integrating
from the outset the services and strategies for delivering services on which these projects converged.
• Funders and program implementers should consider meeting demand for services most valued by students
when designing future programs for the student population interested in or pursuing ECE qualifications.
• Reporting requirements should be reassessed and streamlined.
• Decentralized program models like that of CDWFI should have additional means of documenting lessons
learned at the project level, so that learning can be shared program-wide.
• Data management systems should be planned from the start of the program’s development and then
adapted as needs change.
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Introduction
Program Description
The Child Development Workforce Initiative (CDWFI) program assisted high school and college students
interested in exploring or pursuing careers in ECE. Services were designed to increase achievement of
educational and professional qualifications, such as college entry, degree completion, permits, certificates, and
transfers from a two-year to a four-year college or university. The CDWFI program was funded through a grant
from First 5 LA and was administered by Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP) beginning in FY 07-08. Starting
in Fiscal Year (FY) 11-12 and concluding in FY 15-16, funding for the CDWFI program was granted through the
Los Angeles County ECE Workforce Consortium. The CDWFI program was a key project within the Los Angeles
County ECE Workforce Consortium, a larger workforce effort that brings together organizations and leaders in
the field of ECE to improve the educational and professional development system for ECE professionals in Los
Angeles County. Table 1 cross-references the impacts and goals of the CDWFI program with those of the
Workforce Consortium.
The CDWFI program occupied an important space within the system of supports available for the ECE
workforce in LA County. Among the programs funded through the Los Angeles County ECE Workforce
Consortium, CDWFI was the only program offering services to individuals without requiring concurrent
employment in ECE settings. The program also afforded existing members of the ECE field the choice to turn a
greater focus to pursuing educational and professional qualifications in ECE than they otherwise could have if
required to maintain employment in ECE.
In addition to functioning as a direct service program, the program also intended to effect systems change by
increasing the capacity of partnered educational institutions to support and prepare students in the ECE field.
The CDWFI staff operated the program, with varying levels of involvement from high school, community
college, and four-year university staff, to implement services for students in participating schools.
Table 1. Matrix of Intended Impacts and Goals
Workforce Consortium
Logic Model Impact Areas
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CDWFI Logic Model
Impact Areas

CDWFI Program Goals

Recruitment

Expanded ECE workforce

Expanded ECE workforce

Attract a new and diverse
workforce

Qualifications

Better qualified ECE
workforce

Better qualified ECE
workforce

Elevate the educational and
professional qualifications of
the ECE workforce in Los
Angeles County

Retention and
Advancement

Increased retention and
advancement of the ECE
workforce

Greater retention in the
field
Increased rates of career
advancement

No specific goal stated

Quality

Increased quality of ECE
practices

Increased quality of ECE
practices

No specific goal stated

Systems
Change

More effective professional
development system in LA
County

Greater coordination and
alignment between systems

Increase the capacity of the
higher education system to
support and prepare the
current and potential ECE
workforce
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Participating Institutions
In FY 15-16, the CDWFI program consisted of nine independent projects, based out of grantee community
colleges across Los Angeles County. Each project implemented a unique model of student support services
through its high school and college components. The projects were unified under common guidelines set out in
the overall program’s logic model (Appendix B), theory of change (Appendix C), and scope of work. The CDWFI
program provided student support services that were designed to increase students’ achievement of
educational and professional qualifications (Appendix D). The CDWFI projects and partner institutions are listed
in the following table.
Table 2. Participating Institutions, FY 15-16
Grantee
Antelope Valley College
(AVC)
East Los Angeles College
(ELAC)
Los Angeles City College
(LACC)
Los Angeles Southwest
College (LASC)
Los Angeles Valley College
(LAVC)

Mount San Antonio College
(Mt. SAC)
Pasadena City College
(PCC)
Pierce College
(Pierce)
Santa Monica College
(SMC)

•
•
•
•
•

Partner Four-Year
Institution(s)
CSU, Bakersfield
CSU, Northridge
Brandman University
CSU, Los Angeles
National University

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

CSU, Los Angeles
National University
Pacific Oaks College
CSU, Los Angeles
Pacific Oaks College
CSU, Dominguez Hills
CSU, Northridge
University of La Verne
Pacific Oaks College
CSU, Fullerton
CSU, Los Angeles
Pacific Oaks College
University of La Verne
CSU, Los Angeles
Pacific Oaks College

•
•

CSU, Northridge
Pacific Oaks College

•

National University

Partner High School(s)
•

Antelope Valley Union High School
District

•

South Gate HS

•
•

Hollywood HS/TCA
Robert F Kennedy HS

•
•

Duke HS
Washington Prep HS

•
•
•
•
•

Panorama HS
San Fernando HS*
Ulysses S. Grant HS
Rowland HS
Pomona HS

•
•

Alhambra HS
Marshall Fundamental HS

•
•
•
•
•

Birmingham HS
Chatsworth HS
Cleveland HS
Ohel Chana HS (formerly Bais Chana HS)
Santa Monica HS

* No members enrolled from these partners in FY 15-16.

10

LAUP | Child Development Workforce Initiative Program Final Evaluation Report, FY 2015-16

Project Timeline
The FY 15-16 year was the last year of the program’s operation in which funding was received from the Los
Angeles County ECE Workforce Consortium. A timeline follows with a brief history of the program’s
implementation.
FY 07-08
FY 09-10
FY 10-11
FY 11-12
FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15
FY 15-16

Program funded through First 5 LA
Program begins at Cal Poly Pomona, East Los Angeles College, Los Angeles City College, Los
Angeles Valley College, Long Beach City College, Pierce College and Santa Monica College.
Los Angeles City College operates as a separate program from East Los Angeles College
Use of common hardcopy application submitted to LAUP
Program funded through the Los Angeles ECE Workforce Consortium
Last year Cal Poly Pomona operates
Implementation of unique member identifiers
Addition of Mount San Antonio College
Piloting of enhanced HS component at Los Angeles City College and Los Angeles Valley
College
LAUP begins to centrally manage member enrollment records
Addition of 3 new locations at Antelope Valley College, Los Angeles Southwest College and
Pasadena City College
Expansion of enhanced HS component at East Los Angeles College, Mount San Antonio
College, Pierce College and Santa Monica College
Last year Long Beach City College operates
Expansion of enhanced HS component at Antelope Valley College, Los Angeles Southwest
College and Pasadena City College
Full transition to online database for applications and grant reporting requirements
Last year of funding through the Los Angeles ECE Workforce Consortium

Evaluation Overview
The primary purpose of this evaluation is to understand the outcomes of members in FY 15-16. Where possible,
the results from this year are contextualized with data from prior years. In the cases where the criteria for
outcomes were changed, the outcomes were recalculated to be consistent with current specifications; for that
reason, historical figures presented in this report may not match previously published reports.
Member outcomes were examined as they relate to the impact areas of the Los Angeles County ECE Workforce
Consortium logic model:
•
•
•
•
•

An expanded ECE workforce
A better qualified ECE workforce
Greater retention and advancement of the ECE workforce
Increased quality of ECE practices and programs
Greater coordination and alignment between systems

Finally, this evaluation concludes with recommendations for incorporating findings and lessons learned into
future efforts to assist the ECE workforce.
The methodology used in this report is described in Appendix A.

Workforce Need
Historically, professionals in the early care and education field have held low levels of attainment of
educational and professional qualifications. ECE professionals often work without degrees, permits, or
other professional credentials (Herzenberg, Price, & Bradley, 2005). A 2012 report from the U.S. Government
Accountability Office found that 72% of the ECE workforce had not earned a post-secondary degree in any
field. A more recent study from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (National Survey of Early
1 East
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Care and Education, 2013) found slightly higher levels of degree attainment, with more than half of all centerbased teachers and a third of home-based teachers reporting some type of college degree. A 2006 study of the
California ECE workforce employed in licensed child care centers estimates that a little over half of all teachers
with a college degree also possessed a child development permit; similarly, a little over half of directors had
earned a site supervisor permit (Whitebook et al., 2006).
Studies consistently find economic disincentives for ECE professionals to invest in educational
qualifications. ECE professionals earn less than professionals in other fields with comparable levels of
education (National Survey of Early Care and Education, 2013; Whitebook, Phillips, & Howes, 2014). ECE
teachers who obtain their bachelor’s degrees command 56% less than their counterparts in elementary
education (Karoly, 2012). Workers in ECE often earn less than a living wage. A recent study found that in 2012,
ECE professionals were more likely to receive government assistance than any other type of worker with a
similar level of education (Whitebook, Phillips, & Howes, 2014). For many in the ECE sector, these poor
economic conditions put additional schooling financially out of reach, and may discourage the endeavor
entirely, in view of the low return on investment in terms of wages.
The current body of research on the relationship between bachelor’s degree attainment and the
quality of teacher practice and child outcomes is inconclusive. Reviews of the current research have
found that designs are inadequate to determine whether or how teacher education impacts quality of practice
(IOM & NRC, 2015).
Although there is conflicting evidence on the impact of teachers’ degree attainment on children’s
outcomes, increased educational attainment by ECE professionals could have other positive
outcomes. Some have argued that more uniform attainment of a bachelor’s degree by the ECE workforce
could lead to systematic improvements in working conditions in the ECE sector. Requirements for ECE teachers
to hold at least a bachelor’s degree could raise the competiveness of ECE workers for a wider range of career
options in the field, change public perception of the professionalism of the ECE workforce, and bolster support
for higher compensation for the ECE sector, on par with K-12 education (Bueno, Darling-Hammond, &
Gonzalez, 2010; IOM & NRC, 2015). Increased wages, in turn, could lead to improved child-caregiver
interactions by helping to attract and retain ECE professionals, and might alleviate the high levels of financial
stress experienced by ECE workers (Ackerman, 2006; Whitaker, Becker, Herman, & Gooze, 2012; Whitebook,
Phillips, & Howes, 2014; Whitebook, McLean, & Austin, 2016).
The state and federal policy landscape is changing, with an increased emphasis on obtaining
educational and professional qualifications. Recent federal grants competitions, such as the Early Head
Start-Child Care Partnerships and Preschool Development Grants, include an eligibility requirement that “highquality preschool programs” must define a bachelor’s degree as a minimum teacher qualification. Under the
U.S. Department of Education’s Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge grant which was awarded to
California, counties across the state (including Los Angeles County) are adopting quality rating and
improvement systems for ECE providers, with measures accounting for staff qualifications such as permits and
degrees.
Upon entering institutions of higher education, ECE professionals face numerous challenges to
completing educational and professional qualifications. When ECE professionals enter college to
complete requirements for degrees or permits, they are primarily non-traditional students, i.e., students who
delayed enrollment in college after high school, who are financially independent from their parents, who have
work and family responsibilities, and/or who did not obtain a traditional high school diploma (U.S. Department
of Education National Center for Education Statistics, 2002; Saluja, Early, & Clifford, 2002). A 2012 report to
the U.S. Congress and Secretary of Education from the Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance
outlined a number of challenges facing non-traditional college students, including: low academic preparation,
scheduling conflicts with courses, limited access to campus offices during the daytime, limited knowledge of
college admissions, low familial support, increased work and familial responsibilities, and difficulty in securing
affordable child care. In the Chutes or Ladders (2007) report from the Center for the Study of Child Care
Employment, the authors argue that targeted services, including advising and counseling, financial support,
academic support, technological support, and access to courses and services outside of normal business hours
are all necessary to meet the needs of non-traditional college students.
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Findings: Member Demographics
The CDWFI program served 1,670 members during FY 15-16. In the past five years, the CDWFI program has
served 7,297 member spaces and 4,732 individual members. Most of the program’s membership has been
comprised of community college members. A sustained increase in high school member enrollment beginning
in FY 12-13 corresponds to the start of the enhanced high school component. The following figure shows fiveyear trends in membership totals by education level.
Figure 1. Total Members Served by Education Level, FY 11-12 to FY 15-16

887

892

921

Community college
5-Year Total: 4,130

769

661
567
513

High school
5-Year Total: 2,060

426
396

221

224

191
158

15
FY 11-12

202
161

26

22

24

Four-year university
5-Year Total: 999

Graduate school
21

5-Year Total: 108

FY 15-16

Member demographics did not change substantially in the last five years. The majority of members were female
and Hispanic/Latino. Most members spoke English and at least one other language fluently. Table 3 contains
demographics for all members.
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Table 3. Member Demographics, FY 11-12 to FY 15-162
FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

5-Year
Total

Female

92.0%

90.2%

92.3%

91.6%

90.8%

91.3%

Male

8.0%

9.4%

7.4%

8.3%

9.1%

6.7%

Hispanic

62.6%

63.6%

63.1%

63.3%

65.7%

63.8%

White/Caucasian

14.4%

12.2%

13.9%

13.7%

12.3%

13.2%

Black/African-American

6.3%

5.4%

8.0%

10.0%

9.5%

8.1%

Asian

6.9%

9.1%

6.9%

6.1%

7.3%

7.2%

Multiracial

5.2%

4.7%

3.5%

3.0%

2.5%

3.6%

Other

4.6%

4.5%

4.6%

4.0%

2.7%

4.0%

English and other languages

58.0%

69.7%

66.1%

66.6%

65.0%

65.7%

English only

30.0%

26.9%

31.4%

31.1%

31.6%

30.3%

Non-English only

11.2%

3.3%

2.6%

2.2%

3.5%

3.9%

English

60.9%

65.2%

69.8%

72.7%

72.3%

69.1%

Spanish

31.3%

25.4%

22.1%

20.8%

20.9%

23.3%

Armenian

1.8%

2.0%

1.6%

1.5%

1.0%

1.5%

Cantonese/Mandarin

0.8%

1.3%

1.3%

1.2%

1.5%

1.3%

Tagalog

0.7%

1.2%

0.8%

0.6%

0.8%

0.8%

Korean

0.8%

1.0%

0.8%

0.4%

0.8%

0.8%

Farsi

1.2%

0.8%

0.6%

0.4%

0.5%

0.7%

Other

2.4%

2.9%

3.0%

2.3%

2.1%

2.5%

Gender

Ethnicity

Fluent Languages

Primary Language

ECE Employment Characteristics
The CDWFI program primarily served students not employed in ECE at the time of their involvement. The data
collected is limited in that we do not know if members who were unemployed in ECE at the time of their
application had previously worked in the field at some point.
Figure 2. College Member Employment in ECE at Time of Application into CDWFI

44.2%

43.9%

41.9%

44.5%

45.1%

43.9%

FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

5-Year Total

The CDWFI program served a broad spectrum of the ECE workforce. A large percentage of members were
relatively new to the field; each year, between 58.7% to 71.5% of those college members employed in ECE
reported that they had less than five years of experience. The program also served members with extensive
experience in ECE who were returning to school later in life to earn higher education credentials – some with as
many as 40 years of experience in ECE.
2 Values
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do not add up to 100%, due to missing data or participants who declined to state.
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Table 4. College Members’ Years of Experience in ECE
FY 1112

FY 1213

FY 1314

FY 1415

FY 1516

5-Year
Total

5.0 (5.8)

6.3 (6.2)

5.8 (5.7)

5.8 (7.3)

5.5 (6.5)

5.7 (6.4)

N with valid data

358

443

475

496

498

2292

Maximum years of experience in
ECE

31

31

33

38

40

40

% of ECE-employed with five or
fewer years of experience

71.5%

58.7%

61.1%

67.1%

69.1%

65.4%

Average years of experience in ECE
(SD)

Risk Factors
Most college members faced life circumstances which classified them as “non-traditional students”, including
delayed entry into college, full-time employment, and family responsibilities.3 In the last five years, 59% to 93%
of college students had non-traditional student characteristics. The circumstances facing these members can
make it difficult to pursue educational or professional qualifications without the types of supports that are
offered by the CDWFI program.
Figure 3. College Members with Non-Traditional College Student Characteristics
92.0%

59.1%

FY 11-12

65.1%

66.2%

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

93.3%
76.0%

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

5-Year Total

A significant percentage of high school members also faced challenges that put them at a disadvantage in
attempting to complete college. About a third of the high school member population in each year would be the
first in their family to attend college. These students are at higher risk of not successfully obtaining a college
degree as compared to their peers, in part because they have fewer means of receiving information and
guidance about navigating college processes (Choy, 2001; Horn & Nunez, 2000; Collier & Morgan, 2008; Engle
& Tinto, 2008). In the years with data available, the percentage of high school members who would potentially
be the first generation peaked at over half, but mostly ranged around one-third. The figures for first-generation
college student status are conservative in that members who did not respond to the survey, or who did not
know or chose not to disclose their parents’ level of education, were not included.

3 This

report adopted the definition used by the National Center for Education Statistics (2002). The analyses may
underrepresent non-traditional students, as data on part-time enrollment was only collected from survey respondents.
Additionally, delayed college enrollment was estimated for community college and four-year university members based on
whether they were more than 24 years old.
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Figure 4. High School Members that were Potentially First-Generation College Students

52.1%
35.4%

43.5%

35.6%

41.4%

NA

FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

4-Year Total

Data was collected on college members’ risk from financial instability. CDWFI’s college membership tended to
be composed of students from low socio-economic backgrounds. In the last five years, between 60% to 72%
of all members reported household incomes which were less than the estimated income necessary for an
individual to live in Los Angeles County, prior to accounting for educational expenses (approximately $30K).4
Figure 5. College Members Reporting Household Incomes Less than Self-Sufficiency Standard for LA County

59.6%

FY 11-12

69.6%

72.3%

69.9%

70.5%

68.8%

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

5-Year Total

High school students were not asked to report their family’s income.

Findings: Program Model
The CDWFI program was designed to address the specific needs of the current and potential ECE workforce to
enable them to pursue higher educational and professional qualifications.
As discussed earlier, by design, the CDWFI program allowed local projects the flexibility to design a model of
student support services that will be responsive to their local context and the needs of their student population.
To understand the emerging program models, the evaluation collected data from staff surveys, staff focus
groups, student services tracking, and grant reporting narratives.
The CDWFI projects offered student services which fell into four categories: academic, financial, professional
and social.
•

Academic supports included instruction in child development content, and assistance with defining and
attaining educational goals (for example: dedicated discipline-specific advising/counseling, resource
center/lab, tutoring, and workshops).

•

Financial supports included direct aid, assistance in securing outside financial aid, and training in personal
finance skills (for example: incentives, lending library, school supplies, and workshops).

4

The self-sufficiency standard to cover the cost of housing, food, health care, transportation and taxes in Los Angeles
County was estimated at $29,167 by the Insight Center for Community Economic Development in 2014.
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•

Professional supports encompassed services to help students explore career pathways, develop job readiness
skills, and achieve job qualifications in ECE (for example: career counseling, workshops, center tours, job
readiness preparation).

•

Social supports were opportunities for students to connect with fellow students, ECE faculty, and
professionals in the ECE field (for example: cohort meetings, dedicated advising, and networking).

In FY 14-15, project staff were surveyed to create a full inventory of services they offered at that point in time.
In each area of support, services reported were categorized into the following categories: services available in all
the projects, services available in most projects, and “specialty services” offered in less than half of all projects.
In the high school component, services offered by all projects included content workshops and networking
opportunities. In the college component, services offered by all projects included academic advising/counseling,
academic workshops, career counseling, career workshops, content workshops, dedicated advisors,
incentives/direct financial aid, networking notification of ECE job opportunities, resource center/lab, school
supplies, and tutoring. In addition to these core services, there were many more services offered in most
projects (high school: 13, college: 27), and a variety of other “specialty” services (high school: 36, college: 3)
found in only a few projects.
Table 5. Student Supports Offered by the CDWFI Projects, FY 14-15
Academic Supports
High School
Available in all projects:
• Content workshops
Offered in most projects:
• Academic advising/counseling
• Academic workshops
• College tours
• Technical assistance: college applications
• Technical assistance: college portals
Other specialty services:
College counseling, College coursework placement
assessment, College courses, College orientation,
Computer lab, Education plan, Resource center/lab
materials, Summer Leadership Institute, Technical
assistance: bridge programs, Tutoring

College
Available in all projects:
• Academic advising/counseling
• Academic workshops
• Content workshops
• Resource center/lab
• Tutoring
Offered in most projects:
• College tours
• Computer lab
• Education plan
• Technical assistance: college/transfer applications

Financial Supports
High School
Available in all projects:
• None
Offered in most projects:
• Financial aid workshops
• Incentives/ Direct financial aid
• Lending library
Other specialty services:
Financial aid advisement, Financial aid information,
School supplies, Technical assistance: FAFSA,
Technical assistance: other aid applications
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College
Available in all projects:
• Incentives/ Direct financial aid
• School supplies
Offered in most projects:
• Financial aid advisement
• Financial aid workshops
• Lending library
• Technical assistance: financial aid applications
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Professional Supports
High School
Available in all projects:
• None
Offered in most projects:
• Career workshops
• Child care center tours
• Training on professionalism
Other specialty services:
Career interest assessment, Career Pathway booklet,
Conferences, CPR and First Aid certification,
Develop/update resume, Develop cover letter,
Internships, Job/Career fair, Job shadowing, Mock
interview, NAEYC membership, Training on interviewing
skills, Training on job research skills, Notification of ECE
job opportunities, Referral to ECE job search assistance,
Supporting member in their existing job, Volunteering
opportunities

College
Available in all projects:
• Career counseling
• Career workshops
• Notification of ECE job opportunities
Offered in most projects:
• Child care center tour
• Conferences
• CPR/ First Aid certification
• Develop/update resume
• Develop cover letter
• Mock interview
• Training on interviewing skills
• Training on professionalism
• Training on job research skills
• Job/career fairs
• Referral to ECE job search assistance
• Supporting members in their existing jobs
• Technical assistance: CD permit application
• Volunteering opportunities
Other specialty services:
Internships, Job shadowing, NAEYC membership

Social Supports
High School
Available in all projects:
• Networking
Offered in most projects:
• Member meeting
• Mentoring (informal)
Other specialty services:
Afterschool study space, Mentoring (formal), Online
hubs, Parent orientation, Referral to afterschool
services, Social events

College
Available in all projects:
• Dedicated advisors
• Networking
Offered in most projects:
• Cohort meetings
• Mentoring (formal)
• Mentoring (informal)
• Online hubs
• Social events

The high school component showed much more divergence than the college component. A number of factors
may explain this outcome. More restricted funding for serving high school students, as compared to college
students, meant that project staff had to be more selective about the types of services offered in their high
school components than their college components. Projects also had to adapt to more programmatic variation
in the institutional context of each high school. While all college partners had CD/ECE programs, only some of
the high school partners already had CD/ECE courses and programs for CDWFI to complement. Additionally, in
the college component, the members were already committed to the field, so there was a clearer "roadmap" of
the steps the CDWFI program needed to move them through as compared to the high school component.
Finally, the delayed roll-out of the enhanced high school component also meant that projects had less time to
develop, test and refine the high school component as compared to the college component.
In addition to commonalities in the types of supports offered to students, the CDWFI projects shared similar
strategies for delivering services to students. Specifically, the projects tended to proactively intervene with
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advising and counseling, offer services at alternative times to normal campus business hours, and also
incentivize and support student access to services with direct financial aid.
Proactive Intervention. The CDWFI program model used proactive intervention, a practice designed to increase
utilization of services because it does not rely on students determining that they need to use those services.
Students were required to “check in” with CDWFI project staff for a set number of meetings, for as long as
they choose to comply with the program requirements and participate in the program. At the same time, the
CDWFI program gave flexibility for each project to accommodate their local student populations in how many
and what types of meetings to require; according to project staff, a “less is more” approach could also have the
benefit of not creating burdensome demands on students’ time. Different portraits emerged of the total
number of meetings members were required to have with staff at each project. In FY 14-15, 1 to 18 check-ins
were required per year with CDWFI advisors, counselors, mentors and/or other staff by each CDWFI project;
staff often met or were in contact with students much more frequently as needed (Dong, 2014, 2015).
Weekend and Evening Services. The CDWFI program offered services at weekend and evening times, to make
them accessible to non-traditional college students. In FY 14-15, for instance, it was determined that on
average 26 services were offered at weekend and evening times by each CDWFI project. The following table
lists the services offered at weekend or evening times by more than half of all CDWFI projects in FY 14-15.
Table 6. CDWFI Services Available to College Members at Weekend and Evening Hours, FY 14-15
Service

# Projects

Content workshops
Academic advising/counseling
Develop/update resume
Education plan
Lending library
Notification of ECE job opportunities
CD permit application assistance
Career counseling
Career workshops
Cohort meetings
College/transfer application assistance
Develop cover letter
Mentoring
Networking
Resource center/lab
School supplies
Tutoring

9
8
8
8
8
8
8
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

Service

# Projects

Academic workshops
CPR/First Aid certification
Referral to ECE job search assistance
Social events
CD permit fees
Child care center tour
Financial aid advisement
Financial aid application assistance
Financial aid workshops
Incentives
Mock interview
Stipends
Training on interviewing skills
Training on professionalism

6
6
6
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Financial Incentives. Most CDWFI leads in FY 14-15 reported that if financial supports were offered, they were
usually tied to student progress. Seven projects offered financial supports and required progress towards goals
to remain eligible for that support. Less commonly, four projects reported individualizing requirements for
financial supports based on the students’ needs; one project objected to the practice and felt that as a matter of
fairness, it was not advisable to individualize perks. Not all CDWFI projects were permitted to provide stipends
or gift cards. At AVC, the only project barred by their college from distributing stipends and gift cards, the
project instead gave away materials and books; these perks were given in a number of settings, such as the
computer lab and workshops, to incentivize students’ use of those services.
Alternatively, the “core” services of the program can be conceptualized as the services that were most often
experienced by all CDWFI members. There are limitations to this approach; it over-represents the services of
projects with larger membership, and not all services developed by CDWFI projects were documented for grant
reporting. However, this perspective more accurately depicts the typical experiences of students in CDWFI.
Based on three years of student services tracking (FY 13-14 to FY 15-16), career workshops, content workshops,
and networking were the services most often experienced by high school members; counseling/advising,
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content workshops, direct financial aid, mentoring, and networking were the services most often experienced
by college members.
Tables 7 and 8 display the most frequently used career and educational services (used by more than 10% of
members).
Table 7. Delivery and Use of Tracked Career and Educational Pathway Supports in the High School Component
FY 13-14
47.2%

Career workshops

FY 14-15 FY 15-16
67.8%
73.9%

3-Year
Total
53.4%

Content workshops

55.6%

61.2%

61.0%

50.3%

Academic workshops

52.1%

42.7%

78.5%

49.0%

College courses

42.3%

38.8%

46.8%

36.2%

Counseling/advising

22.3%

25.7%

62.7%

31.3%

College tours

34.3%

29.0%

20.0%

23.6%

Child care center tour

24.6%

24.2%

17.1%

18.6%

Table 8. Delivery and Use of Tracked Career Pathway and Educational Pathway Supports in the College Component
FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16
66.1%
75.7%
69.9%

Counseling/advising

3-Year
Total
71.5%

Content workshops

48.7%

52.9%

54.6%

52.8%

Career workshops

35.4%

43.0%

43.0%

41.0%

Resource center/lab

30.5%

37.2%

34.8%

34.6%

Academic workshops

29.7%

37.9%

34.5%

34.5%

Tutoring

23.7%

23.6%

11.1%

19.7%

The majority of college members completed an up-to-date education plan while participating in CDWFI.
Figure 6. Percentage of College Members Completing an Education Plan
92.0%

FY 11-12

88.3%

FY 12-13

5-Year
77.3%

74.4%

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

Total
77.8%
81.4%
81.4%

FY 15-16

Very few members were documented as having attended a financial aid workshop or having received financial
aid advising from CDWFI staff. However, over the three-year period studied, delivery and use of financial aid
workshops and advising consistently increased. High school members appear to have utilized financial aid
workshops and advisement more frequently than college members (see Tables 9 and 10). College members
were prioritized for direct financial assistance since they were seen as being in greater financial need given their
educational expenses (Table 11).
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Table 9. Use of Services to Deliver Financial Aid Information in the High School Component

Financial aid workshop
Financial aid advising

FY 13-14
11.5%

FY 14-15
25.5%

FY 15-16
33.7%

3-Year
Total
24.6%

1.2%

4.3%

32.3%

14.0%

Table 10. Use of Services to Deliver Financial Aid Information in the College Component

Financial aid workshop
Financial aid advising

FY 13-14
6.1%

FY 14-15
8.7%

FY 15-16
11.4%

3-Year
Total
8.7%

13.7%

16.3%

20.0%

16.6%

Table 11. Annual Total Financial Aid Awards Distributed to Members through CDWFI, by Component
FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

3-Year Total5

21.8%

32.9%

28.7%

28.2%

Mean award

$171

$93

$89

$131

SD

$478

$140

$140

$291

$10 - $4,175

$5 - $758

$20 - $819

$5 - $4,247

64.9%

72.0%

70.6%

69.1%

Mean award

$645

$569

$581

$890

SD

$612

$473

$453

$911

High school members
Direct financial assistance

Range
College members
Direct financial assistance

Range

$10 - $5,550 $14 - $6,175 $20 - $4,150

$10 - $11,594

The wide ranges and high SD of total financial aid awards (Table 11) reflect the many different types of awards
offered within projects. For instance, projects might offer small-value gift cards widely, to support members in
need of transportation and textbook assistance or to incentivize attendance at workshops. As mentioned
earlier, stipends could be tied to requirements (like degree completion, internships, permits, or peer mentoring)
that only a few members would complete. The wide variation in financial awards also reflects the projects’
varying approaches in structuring their budgets and financial awards. In FY 13-14, the unusually high maximum
award for high school members can be accounted for by one project that provided tuition assistance of varying
amounts to a few students at a private high school determined to be in need; that was not a situation
encountered at other projects, since no other projects partnered with private high schools.
Financial assistance was also provided via access to a textbook lending library. Between 0.8% and 28% of high
school members were documented as having used the lending library. The dip in reported use does not track
with a drop in college course enrollment, which was 39% that year. The low reported use of lending library
services in FY 1415 in the high school component may reflect a lapse in data entry for that particular reporting
requirement, due to the transition to the online database in that year. A higher percentage of college members,
between 28% to 39%, were documented as having used the lending library.

5

The 3-Year Total summarizes the aggregated awards from all 3 years, and not the annual totals.
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Table 12. Delivery and Use of Lending Library in the High School Component

Lending library

FY 13-14
27.9%

FY 14-15
0.8%

FY 15-16
17.9%

3-Year
Total
14.9%

Table 13. Delivery and Use of Lending Library in the College Component

Lending library

FY 13-14
28.8%

FY 14-15
34.1%

FY 15-16
39.0%

3-Year
Total
33.9%

CDWFI facilitated the formation of student networks by organizing settings such as lunch or afterschool
meetings for high school students, and organizing cohort meetings for college members. This provides students
with the ability to meet like-minded students who are exploring or in the process of pursuing a career in
CD/ECE. Particularly in the college component, students have a chance to learn from peers and alumnae who
have navigated college life and requirements. As the program matured, more students engaged in networking
opportunities in both the high school and college components. Specifically, in the high school component, the
number of students receiving mentoring more than doubled between FY 13-14 and FY 15-16; this may reflect
the investment of funding for enhanced high school component sites, which increased from covering two pilot
projects to supporting all projects over this same period.
Table 14. Delivery and Use of Peer Supports in the High School Component

Networking

FY 13-14
27.5%

FY 14-15
60.4%

FY 15-16
61.6%

3-Year
Total
51.5%

Mentoring

24.2%

45.4%

54.6%

42.9%

Table 15. Delivery and Use of Peer Supports in the College Component

Networking

FY 13-14
44.7%

FY 14-15
53.6%

FY 15-16
65.8%

3-Year
Total
54.6%

Mentoring

59.0%

57.8%

67.8%

61.5%

Based on delivery and use of services, between FY 13-14 to FY 15-16, career workshops, content workshops,
and networking were the services most often experienced by high school members; counseling/advising,
content workshops, direct financial aid, mentoring, and networking were the services most often experienced
by college members.
Considering both the availability of services and the delivery and use of services by students, the most “core”
services of the CDWFI program appear to have been content workshops and networking in the high school
component, and career workshops, content workshops, direct financial aid, mentoring, and networking in the
college component.
Most Valued Services
High school survey respondents were asked to describe the service they considered most useful. The four most
frequently named services for each are listed below. By a large margin, high school members most frequently
named activities and lessons related to child development. To a much lesser extent, high school students also
valued five other services: college tours, center tours, opportunities to observe or interact with young children
in a child care setting, college information, and activities or lessons related to self-awareness or building
personal skills. This finding suggests that there is demand in high school populations for child development
content, and that funders and implementers should prioritize this content if the program is continued.
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Table 16. Services Most Valued by High School Members
FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

NA

1. Activities or lessons related to
child development (N=84)
2. College tour (N=20)
3. Child care center tour (N=17)
4. Observing or working directly
with children (N=14)

1. Activities or lessons related to
child development (N=102)
2. Observing or working directly
with children (N=48)
3. College tour (N=23)
4. College information (N=12)

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

1. Activities or lessons related to
child development (N=94)
2. College tour (N=26)
3. Activities or lessons related to
self-awareness or building
personal skills (N=20)
4. Child care center tour (N=16)

1. Activities or lessons related to
child development (N=124)
2. College information (N=36)
3. Activities or lessons related to
self-awareness or building
personal skills (N=29)
4. College tour (N=28)

College survey respondents were similarly asked to describe the service they considered most valuable. Each
service listed by college members was coded. The four most frequently named services for each year are listed
below. With slight variations in rank, the services named as most valuable were remarkably consistent. The five
services named over the years were: advisement/counseling, workshops, mentoring, financial assistance, and
book lending. If the CDWFI program were continued in whole or replicated in part, these services would be
recommended as prioritized offerings for college members.
Table 17. Services Most Valued by College Members
FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

1. Advisement/counseling
(N=149)
2. Mentoring (N=136)
3. Workshops (N=104)
4. Financial assistance (N=83)

1. Advisement/counseling
(N=180)
2. Workshops (N=148)
3. Mentoring (N=116)
4. Financial assistance (N=108)

1. Advisement/counseling
(N=246)
2. Mentoring (N=175)
3. Financial assistance (N=142)
4. Workshops (N=118)

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

1. Advisement/counseling
(N=282)
2. Lending library (N=166)
3. Workshops (N=159)
4. Mentoring (N=148)

1. Advisement/counseling
(N=235)
2. Lending library (N=186)
3. Workshops (N=111)
4. Financial assistance (N=106)
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Findings: Increased Awareness of and Entry into the Field
This section discusses CDWFI’s performance on one of its desired outcomes: increased awareness of and entry
into the field. This outcome has the intermediate outcomes of increasing knowledge of ECE career pathways,
increasing knowledge of ECE educational pathways, and increasing the number of new ECE professionals who
enter the field. The report relies primarily on student survey responses, which provide feedback on the
perceived value of students’ participation in CDWFI for increasing their self-reported knowledge of specific
aspects of the ECE career and educational pathways. Lastly, this section presents evidence on CDWFI‘s
effectiveness for promoting students’ entry into the field.
Knowledge of ECE Career Pathways
Overall, the CDWFI program succeeded in increasing the knowledge of a majority, and in some cases nearly all,
of survey respondents on the areas of ECE career pathways identified in the end-of-year survey. Informing
members about the compensation expected in ECE was an area of relatively weaker performance in both
components, compared to other topics. Understandably, the CDWFI high school projects appear not to have
emphasized detailed information on permits and how to apply for permits; this choice reflects an emphasis on
promoting higher education after high school over immediate entry into the workforce, as well as members’
need for more general information at their early stage of career exploration.
Figure 7. Respondents Who Reported Learning about ECE Career Options Through CDWFI
High School
87.8%

FY 12-13

College
92.1%

94.6%

93.0%

92.6%

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

FY 12-13

4-Year
92.0%Total
92.0%

87.3%

90.0%

92.4%

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

4-Year
90.4%Total
90.4%

Figure 8. Respondents Who Reported Learning About Compensation in ECE Through CDWFI
High School

College

79.9%

85.9%
76.6%

60.6%

80.0%

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

86.3%

4-Year
82.9%Total
82.9%

73.1%

FY 12-13
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73.0% 4-Year
73.1%Total

80.2%

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

FY 12-13

FY 15-16
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Figure 9. Respondents Who Reported Learning About Steps to Pursue an ECE Career Through CDWFI
High School

College

89.3%

90.6%

92.7%

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

87.6% 4-Year
89.9%Total
89.9%

FY 15-16

93.5%

FY 12-13

89.7%

FY 13-14

96.0%

FY 14-15

92.9%
4-Year
93.0%Total
93.0%

FY 15-16

Figure 10. Respondents Who Reported Learning About Educational Requirements for ECE Careers Through CDWFI
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Figure 11. Respondents Who Reported Learning About CD Permit Requirements Through CDWFI
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Figure 12. Respondents Who Reported Learning About Where to Find Information on CD Permits Through CDWFI
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Figure 13. Respondents Who Reported Learning About the Steps to Apply for a CD Permit Through CDWFI
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Knowledge of Educational Pathways
Overall, the CDWFI projects informed a majority of high school and college members about the educational
pathways identified in the survey. The CDWFI program supplemented college counseling available at high
schools, and informed members about general processes for college admissions and financial aid. High school
members also received information that was specifically applicable to nearby degree programs in ECE.
In the college component, the CDWFI program provided advisement specific to CD/ECE about the courses
students needed to complete, and about how to advance to the next educational level. Results also showed
that the program disseminated information on how to pursue graduate degrees even to students at the
community college level.
Figure 14. Percentage of Respondents Agreeing They Learned Steps to Pursue a College Education Through CDWFI
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Figure 15. Percentage of Respondents Agreeing They Learned How to Apply to College Through CDWFI
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Figure 16. Percentage of Respondents Agreeing They Learned About ECE College Programs Through CDWFI
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Figure 17. Respondents Who Reported Learning the Steps to Transfer Through CDWFI
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Figure 18. Respondents Who Reported Learning the Steps to Apply to Graduate School through CDWFI
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Knowledge about Financial Aid. For each year with data available, the majority of members in the high school
and college components reported learning about types of financial aid and the required steps in applying for
financial aid through their participation in the CDWFI program. Fewer percentages of high school members
tended to report learning about financial aid from CDWFI than college members.
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Figure 19. Respondents Who Reported Learning About Types of Financial Aid Through CDWFI
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Figure 20. Respondents Who Reported Learning About Steps to Apply for Financial Aid Through CDWFI
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Unexpectedly, the percentages of members reporting they learned about financial aid types and application
processes greatly exceed the percentages of members documented as having attended a CDWFI financial aid
workshop or received financial aid advisement through CDWFI (compare Figure 20 to Tables 9 and 10). As can
be seen in Table 18, the differences in survey respondents’ rates of participation in financial aid workshops and
financial aid advising as compared to the general member population tracked each other closely and were not
so great as to account for the discrepancy observed.
Table 18. Delivery and Use of Financial Aid Information Services for Survey Respondents Compared to All Members
Year

Difference in Delivery and Use
(All Members - Survey Respondents)
High School Component
College Component

Financial Aid Workshops
FY 13-14

-0.6%

0.8%

FY 14-15

12.0%

1.6%

FY 15-16

6.3%

2.7%

Financial Aid Counseling/Advising
FY 13-14

0.0%

0.9%

FY 14-15

0.7%

0.5%

FY 15-16

7.4%

2.5%
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There are several plausible explanations for why reports of learning about financial aid through CDWFI and
documentation of participation in financial aid services appear to differ:
• Program staff may have developed inadequate processes to track the financial aid workshops and
advisement services provided through the CDWFI program.
• Members may have credited CDWFI for referrals to financial aid services that were not documented as part
of the projects’ reporting requirements. Even though these types of referrals were not documented, this is a
practice the program encourages, and it would be seen as a positive service delivery outcome.
• Members may have learned about financial aid through CDWFI mentors and their network of peers in the
program. If this were the case, this would also be a desirable outcome, even though financial aid discussions
were not documented as part of the projects’ reporting requirements.
Project staff should reflect on which explanation seems most likely to explain the discrepancy between the
CDWFI financial services tracked and the students reporting that they had learned about financial aid from
CDWFI. If it is the case that staff inaccurately documented data, future efforts should seek to increase staff
capacity in this area, not solely to comply with grant reporting requirements, but also to support the essential
functions of program feedback and sustainability. Accurate data is necessary to support both. If it is the case
that CDWFI financial aid services were underutilized, and referrals are driving students’ increase in knowledge,
CDWFI staff should increase referrals and reallocate resources that were expended in their own provision of
financial aid information (to the extent that their partners have the capacity to meet the demand). If members
are successfully learning about financial aid information through their mentors and peers, perhaps additional
monitoring should be added on the student survey, to track the source of the disseminated information and to
provide an assessment of its accuracy.
New ECE Professionals Entering Field
Recruitment of New Students into the CDWFI Program. CDWFI successfully recruited new members into the
program. Over the past five years, a total of 56% of the program’s membership was new to the program. The
mix of new and returning students reflects the program’s intent to recruit new students into the program while
providing sustained support to students working on multi-year goals.
Figure 21. Percentage of All Members Who Were New to the Program

62.0%

58.7%

53.7%

44.6%
FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

55.7% 5-Year
Total
55.5%
55.5%
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Entry of College Members into the ECE Workforce. Evidence of CDWFI’s impact on college members’ entry into
the ECE workforce is available for the members of the population who were not employed in ECE at the time of
their application, and who also completed the end-of-year survey. As a result of how application data was
collected, it is not possible to distinguish whether college members were new to the field of ECE or on hiatus
from ECE employment. Between 8% and 19% of members not employed in ECE at the time of their
application to the program reported that they had sought and secured jobs in ECE by the time of survey
administration during that same program year. This data reflects only those college members who were not
employed in ECE when they applied and who had data available at both time points (ranging from 50% to
76% of all members).
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Figure 22. Percentage of College Members Who Gained a Job in ECE During their CDWFI Participation
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There are many reasons students may choose to put off joining or rejoining the ECE workforce that are in
alignment with program goals; for instance, a student may want to focus on their schoolwork full-time. If
students are financially able to leave the workforce to pursue education, that would be a desirable outcome.
There are also other cases where students’ entry or re-entry into the workforce signal an event contrary to
program goals, such as the member’s need to scale up paid work and cut back on coursework in order to
financially support their family or keep up with educational expenses. With this in mind, in the absence of a
greater context for these results, the rates of college members gaining ECE jobs during their participation in the
program should be interpreted as exploratory in nature, and not as accountability indicators for the
performance of the program.
Of those college members who did gain a job in ECE during their participation in CDWFI, between 48% and
81% credited CDWFI with giving them the ability to secure that job.
Figure 23. Percentage of College Members Who Gained a Job in ECE During their CDWFI Participation Who
Credited CDWFI
80.6%
63.2%

FY 11-12

50.6%

48.4%

51.3%

FY 12-13
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5-Year
Total
55.1%

FY 15-16

Recruitment of High School Members into the ECE Workforce. Around half of high school survey respondents
expressed interest in pursing careers in ECE (ranging from 48% to 55%). A higher percentage of high school
members expressed interest in taking ECE classes in college (ranging from 53% to 70%).
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Figure 24. Respondents Agreeing They Wanted to Pursue a Career in ECE
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Figure 25. Respondents Agreeing They Wanted to Take ECE Classes in College
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Findings: Increased ECE Qualifications
This section presents findings on members’ achievement of ECE qualifications during the course of each
program year of their participation. Data was collected on high school and college members’ college-level ECE
course pass rates as a prerequisite to attaining ECE educational and professional qualifications. The section also
covers rates of college members’ achievements of certificates, transfers from two-year to four-year colleges,
degrees, and permits. Lastly, this section covers 12th grade students’ progress towards matriculation into
college.
Completion of Courses
From FY 11-12 to FY 15-16, college members passed between 83% and 94% of courses in CD/ECE programs
of study. Course grades for college members represent courses in CD/ECE programs of study. Course grades for
high school members come from CD/ECE courses in which students were dual-enrolled through the CDWFI
program. In the years where data was collected, between 39% and 46% of high school members completed
college-level CD/ECE courses. Data was not available on the number of high school members who enrolled in
but later withdrew from dual-enrolled courses. Out of the high school members completing courses, from 84%
to 100% had course grades available for analysis (see Appendix A, Table 14 for more details). The course pass
rate achieved by high school members ranged from 82% to 91%.
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Figure 26. College Member Course Pass Rates
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Figure 27. High School Member Course Pass Rates
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Certificates, Transfers, Degrees, and Permits Achieved
This section reviews evidence of the program’s ability to assist members with achieving “milestone outcomes,” i.e.,
certificates, transfers, degrees, and permits. The percentage of all college members earning any individual milestone
outcome during each program year was low. Figures 28 through 31 show the percentages of members who earned at least
one milestone outcome, for each type of outcome, within the program year.
Figure 28. Percentage of College Members Who Earned at Least One Certificate within the Fiscal Year
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Figure 29. Percentage of Community College Members Achieving Transfer to a Four-Year College within the Fiscal Year
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Figure 30. Percentage of College Members Earning at Least One Degree within the Fiscal Year
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Figure 31. Percentage of College Members Earning at Least One Permit within the Fiscal Year
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Although each outcome is reported independently to comply with grant reporting requirements, it is not the
expectation that each college member is equally likely to earn or is equally engaged in attempting to earn each
type of milestone outcome. Additionally, reporting achievement of milestone outcomes annually does not take
into account the fact that certificates, permits, transfers, and degrees can be multi-year goals, because they
require completion of numerous courses over a extended period of time.
To account for members’ increased likelihood of earning outcomes after more than one year of participation,
the longitudinal records of members who participated in the college component at any time between FY 11-12
and FY 15-16 were re-analyzed to determine what percentage had achieved at least one milestone outcome.
Out of the 2,954 college members who participated in CDWFI from FY 11-12 to FY 15-16, 51.8% completed at
least one type of milestone outcome.
Table 19. College Members’ Longitudinal Achievement of Milestone Outcomes, FY 11-12 to FY 15-16
Types of Milestone Outcomes

% of College
Members

Certificates

25.2%

Permits

24.0%

Transfers

11.7%

Degrees

23.8%

Total Earning Any Milestone Outcome

51.8%

The data confirms that most college members achieved only one type of milestone outcome, and suggests that
indeed, they may not have intended to earn all the types of milestone outcomes targeted by the program. Of
the college members earning a milestone outcome, 53.5% earned just one type. Fewer members earned two
(31.4%) or three (11.6%) of the types of milestone outcomes. Only 3.2% of college members earned one
outcome in each of the four categories. Because a standardized member ID and centralized member records
were not established prior to FY 11-12, these longitudinal analyses do not capture whether individuals in the
dataset were members before FY 11-12, or whether they earned outcomes while enrolled in CDWFI prior to FY
11-12.

Findings: Greater Career Advancement and Retention
This section reports career advancement and retention outcomes for college members during their participation
in CDWFI and after their participation in CDWFI. In FY 14-15 and FY 15-16, a survey was conducted of all
college members from the previous year who had not re-enrolled in the program; these surveys captured job
outcomes 10 to 12 months after members’ participation in the program.
Career Advancement
A small percentage of college members reported experiencing a pay increase or promotion during their
participation in CDWFI. A higher percentage of former college members reported experiencing pay increases
and promotions after their participation in CDWFI than during their participation in CDWFI.
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Figure 32. College Member Respondents Who Experienced a Pay Increase in ECE During their CDWFI Participation
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Figure 33. Former College Member Respondents Who Experienced a Pay Increase in ECE
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Figure 34. College Member Respondents Who Experienced a Promotion in ECE During their CDWFI Participation
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Figure 35. Former College Member Respondents Who Experienced a Promotion in ECE
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Retention
Retention was examined in terms of employment in the field and intention to seek employment in the field.
Former college members were asked if they were employed in ECE 10 to 12 months after they had left the
CDWFI program. Between 58% and 59% of former college members were employed in ECE.
Figure 36. Former College Respondents Employed in ECE
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Data was also collected on members’ intent to look for jobs in ECE, if they were not employed in an ECE job.
Most college members in the CDWFI program who were not employed in ECE planned to be employed in the
field within three years.
Figure 37. College Member Respondents Not Employed in ECE Who Planned to Join the Field Within 3 Years
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In FY 15-16, former college members from FY 14-15 who were not employed in ECE were asked if they were
looking for jobs in ECE. A majority of those members not employed in ECE reported that they were seeking jobs
in ECE (57%).

Findings: Increased Quality of ECE Practices and Programs
There is limited evidence of the impact of the CDWFI program on the quality of ECE practices. The CDWFI
projects did not share a common definition of quality for ECE practices and programs. Members may have
received varied exposure to instruction about ECE practice, according to the theoretical framework favored by a
particular college, department, or instructor. In absence of a direct assessment of the quality of members’ ECE
practice, or of members’ knowledge, the evaluation relied on members’ self-reported improvement in
knowledge and instructors’ assessments of members’ improvement in knowledge.
College Members’ Self-Assessment of Growth in Knowledge of Quality ECE Practice
From FY 12-13 to FY 14-15, college members were asked to rate their agreement with the statement, “The
CDWFI program helped me to improve my knowledge of…” with respect to various areas of quality ECE
practice. The response options were formatted as a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree”. Each year, the majority of college members surveyed either agreed or strongly agreed that
the CDWFI program helped to improve their knowledge of the identified areas of ECE practice. The data from
the years this question was asked are presented below.
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Figure 38. College Member Respondents Reporting Growth in Knowledge of Quality ECE Practice, FY 12-13 to 14-15
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A decrease appears in FY 13-14 for knowledge in all 6 areas of ECE practice surveyed. It is of note that in that
year, about 20% of survey respondents came from three new CDWFI projects; at the time of the survey, these
projects were only a few months into implementing their programs, after an extended planning period in the
first half of the year.
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In FY 15-16, the tracked categories of member knowledge about ECE practice were changed, to align with
revised categories for tracking workshop topics requested by First 5 LA. College members were asked to report
whether the CDWFI program had helped them to improve their knowledge of topics aligned with the major
categories of the CA ECE Competencies. The majority of members reported learning about each of the topics
of ECE practice posed on the survey. The topics that members least often reported learning about dealt with
special populations (special needs and inclusion, and dual-language development) and specialized roles
(administration and supervision).
Figure 39. College Member Respondents Reporting Growth in Knowledge of Quality ECE Practice, FY 15-16
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College Instructors’ Assessment of Members’ Growth in Knowledge of Quality ECE Practice
Instructors’ assessment of members’ performance in CD/ECE classes also provides an indication that members
grew in their knowledge of quality ECE practice. As discussed earlier, over the last five years, college members
passed 89% of courses attempted in CD/ECE programs of study. High school members passed 88% of collegelevel CD/ECE courses completed; data was not available on high school members’ withdrawal from dual
enrolled courses.

Findings: Greater Coordination and Alignment Between Systems
One of the intended outcomes of the CDWFI project was to create greater coordination and alignment
between systems. The systems with which CDWFI interacted can be defined in a number of ways. Past and
present evaluations have focused on the following systems:
•
•
•
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CDWFI as a part of the system of programs forming the LA County ECE Workforce Consortium
CDWFI as a link between separate high school, community college, and four-year university educational
systems
CDWFI as one of many sub-systems within partner educational institutions
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The present evaluation focuses on the latter two conceptualizations of systems in which the CDWFI program is
intertwined.
CDWFI as a link between separate high school, community college, and four-year university
educational systems
CDWFI was intended to create a pathway from high school to college, and from community college to fouryear universities. Past evaluations have examined CDWFI’s success in linking educational systems through
outcomes measures that report the percentages of students matriculating from a given high school to any
college, as well as the percentages of community college students achieving transfer for CD/ECE programs of
study. Aside from these outcome measures, we can examine CDWFI’s impact by looking at CDWFI partner
schools’ changes in policy or practice, which were intended to address systemic barriers to milestones such as
matriculation to college or transferring from a community college to a four-year university.
Increase in information to parents about college preparedness. Most projects engaged parents of high school
members, in an effort to better equip them to support their child’s educational and career aspirations. Some
projects extended invitations to parents to attend workshops or tours with their children, but staff reported that
parents rarely attended. One project offered Spanish-language phone conferences to parents in the evenings;
CDWFI staff reported that this strategy allowed them to interact with parents who desired the opportunity to
discuss their child’s situation in depth, but whose work schedules or language fluency did not allow them to do
so with school staff.
Increase in information about what to expect at a college. CDWFI staff reported that a major barrier to transfer
was how intimidating and unfamiliar four-year college settings were to their community college members. To
some of the CDWFI staff, the recruitment presentations from partner schools were too far removed from the
procedural knowledge students needed in order to believe they could navigate four-year colleges, particularly in
the areas of college norms and daily student life. Many CDWFI staff felt students needed assistance in
identifying relevant support services and finding the specific staff they could turn to for assistance at the fouryear university. During the grant, CDWFI activities at the community college supplemented the transfer services
of the community colleges and four-year universities. Some services duplicated existing services in form, but
added to them by specializing in content relevant to the CDWFI population (for example, by offering
workshops, counseling, and college tours). Some projects were also able to leverage the influence gained from
the grant to push for improvements in information provided to students. For example, some projects would
only allow a four-year university to participate in a transfer workshop if they agreed to send representatives
from key departments, including the CD/ECE department, financial aid office, and college recruitment; this
would allow students to ask more specific questions than they could if only the college recruiter was in
attendance. CDWFI also offered completely new services that bridged the gap between community colleges
and four-year universities. For example, CDWFI created settings for community college members to build
supportive networks with students who were more advanced in the CD/ECE educational pathway. Some
projects hired alumni from partner schools to advise, tutor, and mentor students. Students advanced in the
CD/ECE pathway were encouraged, and in some projects, required, to mentor other students. Several projects
also hired college members to work with high school students as resources for answers on college life. From FY
13-14 to FY 15-16, between 29 and 55 college members within each year were documented as having
provided mentoring to other college members. At the end of the grant, the CDWFI program continues to exert
some influence, increasing available information about transfer institutions through the student networks
established during the grant (until those students move on), and through the increased capacity of former
members to mentor other students.
Improved relationships between community colleges and four-year university departments. CDWFI staff
included community college department chairs and faculty, counselors employed at the community college,
and staff hired specifically for the grant. CDWFI staff with knowledge of the situation reported that the CD/ECE
departments of their community colleges had maintained poor working relationships with CD/ECE departments
at four-year universities prior to the grant. This had a number of implications, including the fact that public
four-year university CD/ECE departments often rejected CD/ECE units from the community college as nonequivalent to their own courses, adding more time and money to students’ attempts to transfer. During the
grant, community college staff had frequent contact with department chairs, deans and other university
personnel. Many of the CDWFI staff felt that the communication necessitated by the grant helped to contribute
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to stronger personal and professional networks. CDWFI staff felt that improved acknowledgement of
professional parity of the community college staff by the four-year university staff led to CSU partners’ being
more disposed to accept courses through the Transfer Model Curriculum.6 The end of the grant will leave some
lasting changes after the conclusion of the grant, such as the continuation of relationships with staff, and an
institutional history of collaboration and course acceptance paving the way for future cooperation.
Increase in staff advocates for students. CDWFI staff felt that, prior to the grant, students did not have
widespread access to advocates who could help them surmount barriers to transfer. Staff at both the
community colleges and four-year universities were too overwhelmed by the number of students to provide
effective support to all the students who needed it. As a result, students sometimes got lost in the system. As
discussed earlier, the grant improved relationships between the community colleges and universities; this was
particularly true for the CSU CD/ECE departments. The grant also paid for additional staff to advocate on behalf
of students. As a result, the CDWFI staff felt that students received more immediate attention from four-year
university staff, and that case resolution to facilitate students’ transfer was expedited.
Supporting the creation of BA programs of study. The CDWFI staff reported that a systemic barrier to the
workforce’s educational and professional advancement was the limited options for ECE programs of study.
During the grant, the CDWFI program contributed to a rise in the number of ECE students who transferred to
the region’s CSU campuses. CDWFI staff felt that this increased demand for ECE courses and programs helped
set the stage for the creation of an ECE focus at CSUN. Some CDWFI staff traced the start of Cal Poly Pomona’s
BA degree program to that school’s earlier participation in the CDWFI program; CDWFI staff were also involved
in the BA development process. The CDWFI staff also felt that the program helped equip students to lobby and
advocate for CD/ECE programs of study.
Improvements in counseling for CD/ECE programs of study. The CDWFI staff reported changes in counseling
and advisement7 that supported students’ transfer. Those changes are discussed in the next section.
CDWFI as one of many sub-systems within partner educational institutions
Each educational partner is composed of many sub-systems with bearing on students’ educational
advancement. The CDWFI program was intended to create systems change by aligning those sub-systems with
its own goals for CD/ECE student advancement.
Improvement in counseling for CD/ECE programs of study. One of the major areas in which CDWFI influenced
the sub-systems within partner institutions was the area of alignments between the needs of the CDWFI
population and the counseling practices at college partners. Those changes in counseling practices are outlined
in detail below.
1. Availability of discipline-specific counseling. The community colleges involved in the grant have traditionally
offered counseling by generalists, who are responsible for a vast number of majors. The CDWFI staff
reported that general counselors were not knowledgeable about CD/ECE-specific issues, such as courses
needed for permits. There was also a perception that generalist counselors did not support the field, and
sought to steer students to majors with higher earning potential. The grant enabled temporary hiring of
counselors with specific training in CD/ECE. Students’ access to counselors was increased due to the grant’s
allotment of time for CDWFI students exclusively. CDWFI also supplemented counseling services with other
staff and students trained to provide some educational and professional advisement. With the conclusion of
the grant, the CDWFI program will have increased partner schools’ capacity to provide discipline-specific
counseling through training of non-CDWFI counselors, and in some cases, through the college’s retention
of CDWFI counselors past the end of the grant. The CDWFI staff also felt that the program’s demonstration
of discipline-specific counseling created greater interest in expanding discipline-specific counseling

6

The Transfer Model Curriculum refers to courses of study developed in response to SB 1400 (Padilla); this 2010 CA Senate
Bill authorized the creation of Associate Degrees for Transfer entitling the earner to CSU admission with Junior standing in a
similar program of study as their transfer degree. The bill also prohibited CSUs from requiring students to retake courses at
the CSU that were deemed by the CSU to be similar to those passed at the community college.
7 At some campuses, CDWFI projects offered advisement services that were very similar to or the same as counseling
services, but were not able to refer to those services as counseling due to school policy.
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campus-wide at their community colleges. CDWFI staff have credited the adoption of discipline-specific
counseling at LBCC in part to CDWFI’s use of the discipline-specific counseling model at that college.
Improved practices for transcript evaluation. CDWFI students are overwhelmingly non-traditional college
students. This means many are older students who may not have been able to sustain continuous
enrollment as students, who have taken breaks from school and/or have enrolled at multiple institutions. To
further complicate matters, many students have taken classes without a clear academic program before
they were able to create educational plans through CDWFI. CDWFI staff felt that generalist community
college counseling staff relied on students’ declared major when determining the degrees with which
students could graduate. As a result, students sometimes graduated with degrees only in their declared
majors, unaware that they had inadvertently completed undeclared programs of study. The CDWFI staff
reported that CDWFI counselors were trained to search for additional degrees which students might have
completed in the course of accruing excess units. For example, one project reported that a student
graduated with four associates’ degrees as a result of this practice. It is not clear that CDWFI has created
systems change in this area, other than potentially raising greater awareness of this issue at the community
college level.
3. Location improving accessibility of counselors to students and faculty. The CDWFI staff reported that
traditionally, community college counselors are housed in a centralized counseling building. The CDWFI
staff felt that counselors were inaccessible to students and faculty as a result. During the grant, many of
the CDWFI projects relocated their counselors to the CD/ECE department offices on a part-time basis. This
was seen as an important improvement for increasing the utilization of counselors. Staff could offer “onestop” referral of students to see CDWFI staff, faculty, and counselors when they were all located in the
same area. The closer physical proximity was credited by some CWDFI staff for fostering closer relationships
between faculty and counselors. Some faculty reported that they had improved their understanding of
intricate transfer rules and processes as a result of their closer relationships to counselors, and some
projects’ counselors reported visiting classes rather than asking students to meet counselors for an
appointment. For instance, one project’s counselors visited class during break times so that students could
complete graduation petitions and have their paperwork signed by the counselors. After the grant, the
CDWFI program will have potentially created greater awareness of this issue. Staff contemporary with the
grant will have closer working relationships with those remaining past the end of the grant. Faculty will also
benefit from increased capacity to assist students with transfer-related issues, due to their closer working
relationships with counselors.
4. Increase in counseling resources pertaining to child development permits. The CDWFI staff felt that, prior to
the grant, there was a lack of emphasis or awareness of permits in CD/ECE programs at four-year
universities. CDWFI found that four-year students were not informed about the courses necessary to obtain
permits. As a result, students graduated with their bachelor’s degrees expecting to work immediately, only
to find out that without permits, they were limited in their job prospects. During the grant, four-year
university staff were able to refer students to the CDWFI staff for permit assistance. The CDWFI staff also
supplemented counseling at the four-year level with workshops on permits at the four-year campus. CDWFI
staff were trained to advise students to complete elective practicum courses necessary for permits, instead
of the research courses usually emphasized by four-year university CD/ECE departments. One project
reported that CDWFI staff improved a partner institution’s CD/ECE department handbook to improve the
permit information provided to students. After the grant, partner schools will retain this improved
information, and the CDWFI program potentially will have created greater awareness of the need for
additional resources to facilitate students’ achievement of permits.
CDWFI college members and CDWFI staff agree that the CDWFI program resulted in improved disciplinespecific counseling in CD/ECE. Results from the college survey indicated that students perceived that the closure
of the CDWFI program would result in a loss of access to accurate information about CD/ECE. College members
were asked to indicate whether CDWFI services or their college’s non-CDWFI services were better in areas
relating to accessibility and accuracy. Overall, and across all individual projects, a majority of students reported
that CDWFI staff were more knowledgeable about CD/ECE than were their college’s non-CDWFI staff. Similarly,
overall and across all individual projects, a majority of students felt that CDWFI provided more accurate
information about CD/ECE than did their college’s non-CDWFI services. In a majority of projects, students felt
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that CDWFI staff were better than non-CDWFI staff at their college in terms of accessibility in these areas: had
staff available to talk to when needed (8 out of 9 projects); had needed services in one place (7 out of 9
projects); and had services at convenient times (6 out of 9 projects).
Figure 40. College Members’ Comparison of CDWFI Services to Their College’s Non-CDWFI Services, FY 15-16
For the following areas, which was better?
Had staff knowledgeable about CD/ECE

Had staff that gave accurate information on CD/ECE

% College Member Respondents

CDWFI
Non-CDWFI

% College Member Respondents

69.0%

Non-CDWFI

1.3%

Both
Both Good

CDWFI

69.6%
1.7%

Both
Both Good

26.3%

25.4%

None

0.6%

None

0.6%

I don't know

1.8%

I don't know

1.7%

Decline

0.9%

Decline

1.0%

-10%

10%

30%

50%

Had staff available to talk to when needed

70%

-10%

% College Member Respondents

CDWFI
Non-CDWFI

63.5%

Both
Both Good
None

0.8%

None

I don't know

2.1%

I don't know

Decline

1.2%

Decline

-10%

10%

30%

50%

70%

50%

70%

% College Member Respondents

55.3%
3.4%

Both Good

29.4%

Had many needed services in one place

30%

CDWFI
Non-CDWFI

3.1%

10%

Available at convenient times

-10%

34.8%
1.6%
3.6%
1.3%
10%

30%

50%

70%

% College Member Respondents

CDWFI
Non-CDWFI

58.0%
3.1%

Both
Both Good
None
I don't know
Decline
-10%

30.7%
0.8%
5.4%
1.9%
10%

30%

50%

70%

The next section describes qualitative analysis of students’ open-ended responses as to why they valued
CDWFI’s counseling. Most college member respondents who had named advisement/counseling as one of the
most valuable aspects of the CDWFI program did not articulate specific reasons for this choice in their answers.
Respondents who did provide lengthier responses with reasons for their answer (N=415) offer a glimpse into
the ways in which students felt CDWFI advising/counseling was distinctive from other counseling available on
their campuses. The reasons students found CDWFI advising/counseling to be most valuable could be grouped
into four main categories: the quality of the CDWFI advisor/counselor(s), specificity to CD/ECE, accessibility, and
the supportive relationship formed with the advisor/counselor.
The most frequent reason students gave for their answer was appreciation for the quality of the CDWFI staff
(N=141). Usually, students cited a particular staff member they appreciated, or reported a high quality of
interaction with staff members. The following quotes are illustrative of the responses under this theme:
42

LAUP | Child Development Workforce Initiative Program Final Evaluation Report, FY 2015-16

“[CDWFI advisor] has been and still is the support that I needed. I was new to the area and she
took [me] under her wing to make sure that I was successful in my development as an ECE
teacher.”
- Graduate School Member
“[My CDWFI counselor] was exceptional in the time and effort that he has put in with me. I
hope I can still see him as a counselor. He was direct in the plan, course of action that he
wanted me to follow which has gotten me to the point of 3-6 [units] shy of receiving my AA
degree.”
- Community College Member
“[CDWFI advisor] knows exactly what needs to be done and how to obtain and meet the
educational requirements to transfer. Unfortunately, not all other academic advisors at LACC
are as knowledgeable or as involved in their student education.”
- Community College Member
The second most frequent reason listed by students was that the CDWFI advising/counseling staff were
knowledgeable about CD/ECE (N=137). This allowed the staff to discuss aspects of the CD/ECE field that
general counselors could not – specifically, permits and career pathways. The following quotes are illustrative of
the responses under this theme:
“[CDWFI counselor]’s counseling helped a lot. Sometimes it is hard to get a counselor to
understand what path you want to pursue. I went to a counselor and he told me to be a
childlife specialist but I'd have to wait for them to accept me in nursing school. I don’t.“
- Four-Year University Member
“Access to a counselor who is familiar with the field because she was familiar with what I had
to take in order to get to where I wanted to go.”
- Community College Member
“[The CDWFI advisors] were most supportive in the process of achieving my goals and making
sure that I was staying on track with schooling and helping me with the process of getting my
permit.”
- Community College Member
Next, students reported that CDWFI’s advising/counseling was more accessible to them than general counseling
(N=102). Some of the benefits students identified included the ability to ask questions by email, the ability to
book appointments and do so within a reasonable timeframe, weekend/evening availability, and staff’s visits to
college classrooms. Other reasons why CDWFI seemed more accessible than general counseling may have had
to do with the smaller caseloads of CDWFI counselors, as compared to the general counseling department.
Students recounted feeling unrushed, and also that the staff responded quickly. The following quotes are
illustrative of the responses under this theme:
“Having a private counselor that I could email to make an appointment with was great. I did not
have to sit around and wait for hours on end to as[k] someone a few questions.”
- Four-Year University Member
“I was able to meet with a counselor to ensure that I was taking the correct classes. This took
place on a Saturday and if it was not for this program I would not have been able to attend
counseling.”
- Four-Year University Member
“Being able to communicate with [CDWFI advisor] through email about my struggles and her
promptly replying when I had come across some issues.”
- Community College Member
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Another common reason students gave was the feeling of forming a supportive relationship with their
advisor/counselor (N=95). Students reported that their meetings with their advisor/counselor encouraged them
or kept them on track with their goals. In many cases, the students recalled benefitting from the regular checkins required by the program. In some cases, students reported feeling that they were familiar to the
advisor/counselor and that staff members could remember the students’ history, something that general
counselors were not able to do.
“The meetings with my advisor... I always left feeling refreshed, positive, & focused again.”
- Community College Member
“Meeting with a counselor once a semester... is something that I am beyond thankful for. The
counseling is helping me stay on track and keep up with my education.”
- Community College Member
“Counseling made me succeed. Having someone who actually knew you a lot better than
college campus counselors.”
- Community College Member
To provide context for these findings, Table 20 displays the annual total of the counseling/advising contacts
documented for high school and college members. Between FY 13-14 and FY 15-16, the average number of
contacts in the high school component was 2.2, and in the college component was 4.6. The range of sessions
varied widely, with as many as 16 visits in the high school component and 138 visits in the college component.
Table 20. Annual Total of Counseling/Advising Contacts by Component, FY 15-16
FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

3-Year
Total

22.3%

25.7%

62.7%

38.4%

Mean total

1.2

2.2

3.0

2.5

SD

0.8

1.5

2.5

2.2

1-6

1-8

1 - 16

1 - 16

66.1%

75.7%

69.9%

70.4%

Mean total

2.4

3.7

7.9

4.6

SD

2.2

4.9

7.9

7.4

1 - 16

1 - 71

1 - 138

1 - 138

High school members
Delivery and use

Range
College members
Delivery and use

Range

Creation of social support networks for college members. Student responses suggest that the CDWFI program
did succeed in enhancing the social supports available to CD/ECE students. The majority of college students
perceived both non-CDWFI and CDWFI staff as supports they could turn to, but CDWFI succeeded at
positioning themselves as a supportive resource for the subset of members who were underserved by their
college and might otherwise “fall through the cracks”. More college members were comfortable talking to
CDWFI staff about their personal and academic issues. CDWFI staff were also reported by more college
students as having followed up with college survey respondents, as compared to non-CDWFI staff.
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Figure 41. College Member Survey Respondents’ Comparison of CDWFI and Non-CDWFI Staff Approachability,
FY 15-16
Members had at least one staff member to whom they felt comfortable talking about their personal and
academic issues.
CDWFI Staff
Non-CDWFI College Staff

91.2%
74.1%

Figure 42. College Member Survey Respondents’ Comparison of CDWFI and Non-CDWFI Staff Follow-Up, FY 15-16
The staff followed up with college members to make sure they had the help that they needed.
CDWFI Staff
Non-CDWFI College Staff

92.3%
79.9%

A majority of high school member survey respondents (76.3%) reported that there was at least one staff
member from the CDWFI program to whom they felt comfortable talking about their personal or academic
issues. High school students were not asked to compare CDWFI staff to non-CDWFI staff.
Increase in financial aid assistance available to members. CDWFI projects distributed direct financial aid and
material support (e.g., books, school supplies) that would not otherwise have been available to members. As
reported in Table 11, from FY 13-14 to FY 15-16, between 22% and 33% of high school members received
financial assistance. A much higher percentage of college members, between 65% and 72%, received financial
assistance. For college members in particular, who tended to come from low-income households, the direct
financial assistance provided by CDWFI was a vital support allowing them to afford school. As discussed in
Table 10, college members consistently named either the lending library or the direct financial assistance they
received as one of the top four most valuable CDWFI services.
Increase in high schools' capacity to provide quality CD/ECE instruction. Two CDWFI projects, Pierce and SMC,
provided training to high school CD/ECE caregivers and instructors. At SMC, instructors were given access to
the full privileges of college membership, including advisement, financial support, and tutoring. At Pierce, high
school instructors were given access to coaching, fieldwork experience, workshops, and curricular materials.
Integration of CD/ECE with education departments. Some CDWFI staff felt that CD/ECE was not integrated as a
pathway into K-12 education at their community college. They felt that the CDWFI program promoted
students’ understanding that CD/ECE could be a pathway to K-12 careers. Despite the conclusion of the grant,
the CDWFI program’s contributions to addressing this separation may continue, through a proposal at one
grantee community college that would form a center for child development, special education, and education
majors.
Replication of CDWFI services. A key staff member at the four-year college involved in the writing of the CDWFI
grant went on to develop a program mirroring CDWFI for additional non-CD/ECE majors. This program is called
Pathways, and is hosted at Cal State LA. CDWFI went on to partner with Pathways; one of the benefits for
CDWFI students was their guaranteed ability to enroll in class sections which were specifically set aside for them
through Pathways. This program will continue after the end of the CDWFI grant.
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Recommendations
Future program implementers seeking to work with ECE student populations should consider
integrating from the outset the services and strategies for delivering services on which these projects
converged. The services offered by projects and used by students most commonly were content workshops
and networking in the high school component, and career workshops, content workshops, direct financial aid,
mentoring, and networking in the college component. Strategies adopted were: proactive intervention to
require students to check in a set number of times for counseling/advising, offering services at alternative
hours, and tying financial assistance to activities and progress relevant to program outcomes.
Funders and program implementers should consider meeting demand for services most valued by
students when designing future programs for the student population interested in or pursuing ECE
qualifications. High school students most valued activities which familiarized them with child development
content. Other less popular, but frequently named, activities were college tours, center tours, opportunities to
observe or interact with young children in a child care setting, college information, and activities or lessons
related to self-awareness. College members consistently identified counseling/advising as the most valuable
service, along with workshops, mentoring, financial assistance, and book lending. In particular, CDWFI staff and
college members identified dedicated counseling/advising as an essential part of the program. Program
implementers and funders should examine the feasibility of continuing the improvements in counseling that
were identified, including availability of discipline-specific counseling, improved practices for transcript
evaluation, locations improving accessibility of counselors to students and faculty, and an increase in counseling
resources pertaining to child development permits.
Reporting requirements should be reassessed and streamlined. CDWFI program staff expressed that the
reporting requirements of the grant required intensive staff resources for data entry and following up with
students. Program implementers should streamline data reporting to reduce the burden on staff, while
supporting them in collecting data that is relevant for program improvement and monitoring. Funders and
program implementers should also consider collecting data that could help to understand the program’s
outcomes, if carried forward. These variables should include additional information on prior history of
employment in ECE for members not currently employed in ECE, topics discussed in mentoring sessions, and
the sources from which students learned about financial aid.
Decentralized program models like that of CDWFI should have additional means of documenting
lessons learned at the project level, so that learning can be shared program-wide. Informal learning
cycles and the knowledge gained from them were decentralized in the CDWFI program. Over the course of the
grant, LAUP facilitated the exchange of lessons learned through quarterly reporting, as well as in settings
organized by LAUP, such as leads meetings and Los Angeles County ECE Workforce Consortium meetings.
Additionally, new projects were assigned to work with more experienced projects, to support them in the startup of their programs. Although some documentation was created (e.g., meeting notes from leads meeting
share-outs, reflective narratives in quarterly reporting), those did not consistently capture details of the
interventions and refinements made that would be necessary to replicate findings at the project level.
Data management systems should be planned from the start of the program’s development and then
adapted as needs change. The CDWFI program began with an inadequate plan for data management.
A standard application and unique, longitudinal participant identifier were incorporated years into the
implementation of the program. To help streamline reporting, an online database was developed, but was only
available in the last 3 years of the program. On balance, the database was a significant step forward in
efficiency, and reduced staff’s time spent reporting and accessing case management records. However, the
technical issues encountered with the roll-out of the database created burdensome demands in themselves on
staff time. Investment in such a database at the start of the program would provide efficient means of tracking
trends relevant to the performance of the program; for example, it would allow for tracking of longitudinal
achievement of milestone outcomes, in addition to tracking of annual rates of achievement.
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Limitations
The chief limitations of this study are as follows.
Obtaining student-level high school, community college, four-year college/university, and graduate school
student data for non-members at each partner institution fell outside the scope of this evaluation. In the
absence of student-level data for a control group, it is unclear how CDWFI students fare as compared to other
ECE students or to the general student body.
The CDWFI program has evolved in data management practices since the start of the program in FY 07-08. As
a result, reliable longitudinal data is only available for FY 11-12 to FY 15-16. Prior to FY 11-12, member records
were either decentralized or reported centrally to LAUP without a consistent student identifier.
Due to limitations on time for data analysis, delivery and use statistics only include FY 13-14 to FY 15-16, which
are the years for which the data was entered into an online database.
For tracking of transfers, degrees, and permits, projects were required to substantiate that members had
completed these goals. However, for reasons beyond the control of CDWFI staff, the documents required by
First 5 LA to substantiate these outcomes were not readily available by end-of-year reporting deadlines. To
account for this, the evaluation has reported both the verified totals and the unverified totals. As of FY 12-13,
projects were allowed to report unverified transfers to account for lag between reporting deadlines and the
availability of proof of enrollment. In FY 15-16, degrees and permits were also allowed to be reported without
verification, because the projects would not be able to amend these outcomes as they had previously, due to
the program’s conclusion.
The evaluation relies heavily on end-of-year student surveys. While the surveys reached response rates of over
50%, and over 70% for the college component, the survey is likely to over-represent students who were more
active in the program. The timing of the surveys at the end of the year and the survey’s administration by
CDWFI staff mean that it is less likely that students who dropped out prior to the survey’s administration, due
to dissatisfaction or disengagement, would have chosen to complete the survey. Efforts were made to reach
students no longer active in the program in some projects that had enough staff time to call or email those
students.
The evaluation obtained course grades from copies of unofficial grade reports and transcripts submitted by
members. Due to the late timeframe in which some colleges posted final grades, transcripts were not available
for all members. Also, transcripts received may not reflect all educational institutions in which members were
enrolled for this year; the evaluation relied on members to submit all relevant transcripts.
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Appendix A. Methodology
Evaluation questions for this project required data from multiple sources. The individual data sources associated
with report findings are attributed throughout the report.
Administrative Data
Member Application. The application contains demographic information and academic and employment
histories (Appendices F and G). Returning members were required to re-apply each year. Application deadlines
varied by each program, but were required by LAUP to be before March 31st.
Member Services Tracking. The CDWFI projects tracked the services that were provided to their members at the
individual student level. Projects recorded the types of services provided and the cumulative utilization of those
services per member for the year. Data was analyzed using descriptive statistics.
Student Surveys
Multiple surveys of students and staff were administered as part of the evaluation. Data was analyzed using
descriptive statistics. Open-ended responses were coded thematically.
High School Member End-of-Year Survey. High school members were surveyed at the end of their year of
participation, for the years FY 12-13 to FY 15-16. In FY 12-13 and FY 13-14, the sample was drawn from only
those members who were active in the program at the time of the survey’s administration. A copy of the
version of this instrument used in FY 15-16 is included in Appendix G.
Table 19. High School Member End-of-Year Survey Response Rates, FY 12-13 to FY 15-16
FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

Number of respondents

254

329

303

355

Response rate

68%

85%

51%

63%

College Member End-of-Year Survey. College members were surveyed at the end of their year of participation
in the years FY 11-12 to FY 15-16. In FY 12-13 and FY 13-14, the sample was drawn from only those members
active in the program at the time of the survey’s administration. A copy of the version of this instrument used in
FY 15-16 is included in Appendix H.
Table 20. College Member End-of-Year Survey Response Rates, FY 11-12 to FY 15-16
FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

Number of respondents

471

678

844

867

772

Response rate

63%

73%

79%

78%

70%

Former College Member Surveys. College members who did not return to the program were surveyed the
spring following their last year of participation. In FY 14-15, the survey sample included all college members
from FY 13-14 who did not re-enroll in the program in FY 14-15. In FY 15-16, the survey sample included all
college members from FY 14-15 who did not re-enroll in the program in FY 15-16. The surveys captured job
outcomes 10 to 12 months after the end of the previous program year.
To encourage participation in the survey, each year’s sample was offered entry into a raffle for one of four $50
Target gift cards. In FY 14-15, a secondary raffle for one $100 Target gift card was offered to improve the
response rate. Multiple efforts were made to reach former members by email and phone. The version of this
instrument used in FY 15-16 is included in Appendix I.
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Table 21. Job Follow-Up Survey, FY 14-15
FY 14-15
Number of respondents

259

Response rate

50%

Table 22. Job Follow-Up Survey, FY 15-16
FY 15-16
Number of respondents

290

Response rate

53%

Student Outcome Documentation
Certificates, Transfers, Degrees, and Permits. As part of their grant reporting requirements, CDWFI project staff
submitted copies of members’ certificates, permits, transcripts, and proofs of transfer. These documents were
reviewed for accuracy by LAUP staff. Due to the large number of documents collected for reporting, LAUP
program staff reviewed approximately 30% of the documents submitted for each project. The data in the
report is based on all documents submitted by the CDWFI project staff.
Courses Passed. In order to verify degrees earned and grades for college-level CD/ECE courses, transcripts were
obtained for high school and college members. High school members’ grades in college-level CD courses were
entered by CDWFI project staff into the CDWFI database. From FY 14-15 and on, CDWFI project staff were
required to provide a final course grade or drop status in order to report that the high school member had
attempted the course.
College members’ grades were entered by LAUP data entry staff from transcripts submitted by college
members. For the purpose of this analysis, courses were included only if they were CD/ECE courses or
interdisciplinary courses with a focus on young children that were required in CD/ECE programs of study. The
content of courses was determined based on online course descriptions. In FY 15-16, fewer transcripts were
included in the analysis, as a result of the shorter timeframe for entering the data before reporting.
Table 23. High School Course Grades
FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

% of Total High School Members Taking
College-Level ECE Classes through CDWFI

43.2%

46.0%

39.0%

% of High School Members Enrolled with
Grades Available

83.7%

100%

100%

Table 24. College Member Transcripts

% of College Members with
Transcripts Submitted

FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

63.4%

83.7%

85.3%

83.6%

67.0%

Staff Surveys
Staff Survey. From FY 12-13 to FY 15-16, the CDWFI project leads were asked to complete a survey. The topics
addressed by the survey changed every year, but generally pertained to year-end reflections and inquiries about
the emerging program model. A copy of the version of this instrument used in FY 15-16 is included in Appendix
J.
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Table 25. Project Leads Survey
FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

7

10

9

9

100%

100%

100%

100%

Number of Participants
% of Projects

Staff Focus Groups
From FY 11-12 to FY 14-15, members of the CDWFI projects participated in focus groups. These focus groups
included self-selected representatives from each CDWFI project, as well as their corresponding high school
component staff; each project met separately to develop a logic model for their high school component. In FY
15-16, project leads and/or designated staff representatives from each project met together to discuss their
reflections on the state of partnerships with higher education in their projects. A copy of the version of this
instrument used in FY 15-16 is included in Appendix K.
Table 26. Staff Focus Groups
FY 11-12

FY 12-13

FY 13-14

FY 14-15

FY 15-16

Number of Participants

25

10

16

19

12

# of Projects

7

4

7

9

9

Grant Reporting Narratives
CDWFI project staff submitted quarterly narratives as part of their required grant reporting. Narratives for the
period FY 11-12 to FY 15-16 were analyzed for themes.
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Appendix B. CDWFI Program Logic Model
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Appendix C. Theory of Change
The major assumptions associated with the CDWFI program are:
1. The schools involved in CDWFI are willing and prepared to partner with the CDWFI projects to implement
or facilitate the activities outlined in the logic model to support the CDWFI students. They have the staff,
materials, space, administrative support, interest, and/or authority to work with the CDWFI staff to support
students within the scope and goals of the CDWFI program.
2. The CDWFI staff are able to execute the CDWFI grant within their institutions of higher education (IHEs),
including, but not limited to, the hiring of appropriate project staff, the availability of key staff to meet
regularly with students for direct services, the use of meeting and/or classroom space, the provision of
courses or dedicated seats within courses, the allocation of CDWFI funds, and the administrative support
necessary to maintain and enhance the Early Childhood degree, department, and course offerings.
3. CDWFI college students are interested in achieving the academic and professional milestones outlined in
the CDWFI program. They are motivated to work towards these milestones, and understand that these
achievements are meant to boost their success in joining or advancing in the ECE workforce.
4. CDWFI high school students are interested in participating in the activities provided through the CDWFI
program. They are engaged by these activities and understand that reaching academic and professional
goals in the program is meant to boost their success in exploring career options in ECE, and enrolling in
college in any program at either a two-year or four-year college/university.
5. There is a need among the ECE/Child Development students and ECE professionals for the services provided
through CDWFI. Without the types of services provided through CDWFI (academic, financial, professional,
and social support), college students would be significantly less likely to achieve transfers, degrees,
certificates, and permits in a timely manner (or at all).
6. There is a need among high school students for the services provided through CDWFI. Without the types of
services provided through CDWFI (academic, financial, professional, and social support), high school
students would be significantly less likely to be informed about, interested in, or prepared for college
and/or entry into the ECE workforce.
7. The services provided through CDWFI are the correct services, are provided in an effective and timely
manner, and are provided in the appropriate dosage, to bring about the expected improvement in student
achievement and knowledge.
8. The CDWFI students receive and retain the knowledge and skills necessary to work with young children
through the CDWFI program. These skills and knowledge are related to increased quality of practice in
working with young children.
9. There is a need within the field of ECE for an educated and skilled workforce that can deliver high-quality
services to children ages 0 to 5. This field recognizes and rewards degrees, certificates, and permits, so that
there is a financial incentive for students to work towards these academic and professional achievements.
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Appendix D. Application for High School Students, FY 15-16
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Appendix E. Application for College Students, FY 15-16
Please help us to provide high quality services by sharing the following information. ALL PERSONAL
INFORMATION SHARED IN THIS APPLICATION WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL. All questions in red are required.
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

Date of Application (mm/dd/yyyy)

First Name

Middle Initial
Last Name
Previous Last Name (if applicable)
Home Address
Street Address
Apt
City
State
Zip Code
Day Phone
Evening Phone
Cell Phone
Primary (School) Email
Secondary Email
Gender

Date of Birth (mm/dd/yyyy)

Place of Birth
City
State
Country
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Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
date must be between the
start of the current
application year and the
end of the current fiscal
year
require at least one letter,
if returning student: autopopulate from system,
disallow numbers
if returning student: autopopulate from system,
letters only
require at least one letter,
if returning student: autopopulate from system
require at least one letter,
if returning student: autopopulate from system

if returning student: autopopulate from system




Female
Male
Other

select one option, if
returning student: autopopulate from system
date must be at least 16
years before current date
and less than 90 years
before current date, if
returning student: autopopulate from system
if returning student: autopopulate from system,
disallow numbers
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Page 2: Program Information
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

Please select the program you are
applying for.













Antelope Valley College
East Los Angeles College
Los Angeles City College
Los Angeles Southwest College
Los Angeles Valley College
Pasadena City College
Pierce College
Mount San Antonio College
Santa Monica College
Yes
No









2008-09
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14
2014-15

Have you participated previously in the
program?
If yes, please check all of the academic
years that you have participated in the
program.

College Student ID Number
Please select the school you are
currently attending
If Other, please specify

Please select all the high schools,
community colleges and/or 4-year
universities you have attended in the
past
If Other, please specify. Separate
multiple schools with commas.




[all schools in system]
Other

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
select one option, readonly, for partner users:
selected based on partner
entering application, for
student users: autopopulated from the
registration form
select one option, If
answer is No Skip to
College Student ID.
check all that apply

list of schools based on
response to “Please select
the program you are
applying for.”
required/visible if “Please
select the school you are
currently attending” =
Other. require at least 1
letter
check all that apply

required/visible if “Please
select all the high schools,
community colleges
and/or 4-year universities
you have attended in the
past” = Other, require at
least 1 letter

If you have attended any other high
schools or colleges, please list them
here.
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Item Wording
What is your primary language?

What are all the languages you speak
fluently? (check all that apply)

Options (if applicable)

Arabic

Armenian

Cantonese

English

Farsi

Hmong

Japanese

Korean

Mandarin

Russian

Spanish

Tagalog

Vietnamese

Other (Please specify)

Arabic

Armenian

Cantonese

English

Farsi

Hmong

Japanese

Korean

Mandarin

Russian

Spanish

Tagalog

Vietnamese

Other (Please specify)

Logic (if applicable)
select one option

Options (if applicable)

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)

check all that apply

Page 4: Financial Information
Item Wording

How many adults in your household
contribute to your annual household
income?
What was your annual household
income last year?

Are you currently receiving financial
aid?
If yes, what type of financial aid?

How much are you currently receiving
(per semester)?
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valid range: 1 to 10
















Less than $10,000
$10,000 – less than $20,000
$20,000 – less than $30,000
$30,000 – less than $40,000
$40,000 – less than $50,000
$50,000 – less than $75,000
$75,000 or more
Don’t know
Yes
No
Federal Student Loan
Federal Grant
Scholarship
BOG Waiver
Other (Please specify)

select one option

select one option
check all that apply,
required/visible if “Are
you currently receiving
financial aid?” = Yes
required/visible if “Are
you currently receiving
financial aid?” = Yes
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Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

Are you receiving an additional fee
waiver (other than the BOG)?




Yes
No

If you received a waiver, please list the
agency/institution which granted the
waiver and the amount.
Institution
Amount

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
select one option,
required/visible if “Are
you currently receiving
financial aid?” = Yes
required/visible if “Are
you receiving an
additional fee waiver
(other than the BOG)?”

Page 5: Employment Information
Item Wording
Options (if applicable)
Are you currently employed in the field 
Yes
of Early Care & Education?

No
If yes, where do you work?

Please provide your work address.
Street Address
Apt/Unit/Suite
City
State
Zip Code
County

When did you start your current
position? (MM/DD/YYYY)
What best describes your primary
position?













63

Student Teacher/Practicum
Teacher
Teacher Aide/Classroom Assistant
Teacher
Lead Teacher/Master Teacher
Site Supervisor
Assistant Director
Executive Director
Specialized teacher staff (e.g.,
special ed. Teacher)
Professional support staff (e.g.,
curriculum specialist, mental
health consultant)
Manager/Coordinator/Administrati
ve Assistant
Other (Please specify)

Logic (if applicable)
select one option
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes, require
at least 1 letter.
visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes, letters
only
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
select one option,
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
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Item Wording
Are you the owner of a family child
care?

Options (if applicable)

Yes

No

If you are not the owner of a family
child care, please provide the following
information about your direct
supervisor.
Supervisor’s name

Supervisor’s phone
Supervisor’s email
Which best describes the setting you
primarily work in?












Licensed child care center
Licensed family child care home
License-exempt provider (familyfriend-neighbor)
License-exempt center or schoolage program (e.g., Cal-SAFE,
military child care, parent co-op)
Resource & referral agency
4-year college/university
Community college
K-3 setting
Training organization
Other (Please specify)

If Other, please specify

Please check the type of funding your
child care program receives. (check all
that apply)











If Other, please specify
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Head Start/Early Head Start
Alternative Payment Vouchers
Private Foundation/Employer
Sponsored
Parent Fees
First 5 (county)
LAUP
California Department of
Education/Child Development
Division (CDE/CDD, e.g., general
child care, migrant child care, state
preschool, campus child care)
Don’t know
Other (please specify)

Logic (if applicable)
select one option,
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
visible if “Are you the
owner of a family child
care?” = No
required/visible if “Are you
the owner of a family child
care?” = No, require at
least 1 letter
required/visible if “Are you
the owner of a family child
care?” = No
required/visible if “Are you
the owner of a family child
care?” = No
select one option,
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes

required/visible if “Which
best describes the setting
you primarily work in?” =
Other, require at least 1
letter
check all that apply,
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes

required/visible if “Please
check the type of funding
your child care program
receives.” = Other, require
at least 1 letter.
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Item Wording
Please indicate a number. If less than a
year, write “1”.
Number of years you have been
employed in the ECE field.

Number of years you have been
employed with your current employer.

How many hours per week and months
per year do you work at your current
job, on average?
Number of hours per week

Number of months per year

How many total children are in your
care at the program where you work?
How many children in your care are in
the following age groups? Please write
a number in each box. If you don’t care
for any children in a category please
type “0”.
Infant (Birth to 18 months)

Toddler (19 months to 36 months)

Preschool (3 to 5 years)

Transitional Kindergarten (4 to 5 years)
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Options (if applicable)

Logic (if applicable)
visible if “Are you currently
employed in the field of
Early Care & Education?” =
Yes
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes, valid
range: 1 to 90
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes, valid
range: 1 to 90
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes, valid
range: 1 to 168
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes. valid
range: 1 to 12
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
visible if “Are you currently
employed in the field of
Early Care & Education?” =
Yes
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
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Item Wording
School-Age/Elementary (Kindergarten
to 6th grade)

Options (if applicable)

Of the children 0-5 that you serve, do
you serve any children who are English
language learners?





Yes
No
Don’t know

Of the children age 0-5 that you serve,
do you serve any children with special
needs? Children with special needs are
those who have an IEP (Individualized
Education Plan), an ISF (Individualized
Family Service Plan) OR who have a
behavioral, developmental, or health
issues that impact their family's ability
to receive child care services.
If yes, how many are special needs?





Yes
No
Don’t know

What is your salary type?





If Yes, how many are English language
learners?

Hourly
Salary
No Salary – I am an unpaid intern,
student teacher or volunteer.

If Hourly, what is your wage per hour?
If annually, what is your annual salary
in ECE (Early Childhood Education)
field?

Logic (if applicable)
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
select one option,
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
required/visible if “Of the
children 0-5 that you
serve, do you serve any
children who are English
language learners?” = Yes
select one option,
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes

required/visible if “Of the
children age 0-5 that you
serve, do you serve any
children with special
needs?” = Yes
select one option,
required/visible if “Are you
currently employed in the
field of Early Care &
Education?” = Yes
required/visible if “What is
your salary type?” =
Hourly
required/visible if “What is
your salary type?” = Salary

Page 6: Academic Information
Item Wording
Indicate the highest level of education
you have completed
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Options (if applicable)

I have not earned a high school
diploma or GED

GED

High school diploma

Some college

AA/AS in ECE

AA/AS in non-ECE major (please
specify)

BA/BS in ECE

BA/BS in non-ECE major (please
specify)

MA/MS in ECE

MA/MS in non-ECE major (please
specify)

Logic (if applicable)
select one option
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Item Wording
Please indicate what major your degree
is in.

Options (if applicable)

How many early childhood
education/child development units have
you completed?
How many total college units have you
completed?
If you have earned your diploma or

degree, did you earn your highest

degree from another country?
If Yes, please specify

Please check your GPA range in each
type of school you have attended.
Please check N/A for “not applicable”.
High School

2-Year College

4-Year College

Have you met an Academic Counselor
at your school and developed an
educational plan for your studies?
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Yes (please specify)
No

Logic (if applicable)
required if "Indicate the
highest level of education
you have completed" =
AA/AS in non-ECE Major
OR BA/BS in non-ECE Major
OR MA/MS in non-ECE
Major, require at least 1
letter

select one option
required if “If you have
earned your diploma or
degree, did you earn your
highest degree from
another country?” = Yes,
disallow numbers, require
at least 1 letter

Less than 1.5
1.5 to 1.99
2.0 to 2.49
2.5 to 2.99
3.0 to 3.49
3.5 to 4.0
N/A
Less than 1.5
1.5 to 1.99
2.0 to 2.49
2.5 to 2.99
3.0 to 3.49
3.5 to 4.0
N/A
Less than 1.5
1.5 to 1.99
2.0 to 2.49
2.5 to 2.99
3.0 to 3.49
3.5 to 4.0
N/A
Yes
No

select one option

select one option

select one option

select one option

LAUP | Child Development Workforce Initiative Program Final Evaluation Report, FY 2015-16

Page 7: Permit/Teaching Credential Information
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

Please indicate the highest level Child
Development Permit you currently
hold.



Please indicate the type of Child
Development Permit you plan to apply
for within the current academic year.

Please indicate the type of Teaching
Credential you plan to apply for after
receiving your BA/BS.
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I do not currently hold a Child
Development permit
Assistant
Associate Teacher
Teacher
Master Teacher
Site Supervisor
Program Director
I do not plan on applying for a
Child Development permit
Assistant
Associate Teacher
Teacher
Master Teacher
Site Supervisor
Program Director
Don’t know
I do not plan on applying for a
Teaching Credential
Don’t know
Multiple (K-12)
Special Education
Single Subject (please specify)
Other (please specify)

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
select one option

select one option

select one option
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Page 8: Participant Goals
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

Please indicate what you hope to
achieve THIS YEAR by participating in
the program. (check all that apply)
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Meet other students interested in
Early Childhood Education/Child
Development
Learn about careers in Early
Childhood Education/Child
Development
Learn about degrees in Early
Childhood Education/Child
Development
Advance my education by taking
college courses
Enroll in community college
Transfer to a 4-year college or
university
Enroll in a 4-year college or
university
Enroll in a graduate program
Earn a Child Development
Program
Upgrade my Child Development
Permit
Renew my Child Development
Permit
Earn an ECE certificate at a
community college
Obtain a 2-year college degree
(AA/AS)
Obtain a 4-year college degree
(BA/BS)
Obtain a graduate degree
(MA/MS)
Earn a promotion to a higher
position (please specify)
Other (please specify)

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
check all that apply
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Page 9: Educational Pathways and Career Options
Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

I know about the different career
options that exist in the field of Early
Childhood Education/Child
Development.





































I know the steps to take in order to
pursue a career in Early Childhood
Education/Child Development.
I know about the educational
requirements for careers in Early
Childhood Education/ Child
Development.
I know about the compensation (pay) I
can expect from a career in Early
Childhood Education/ Child
Development.
I know about the Child Development
Permit requirements.

I know about how to apply for a new
or upgraded Child Development
Permit.
I know where to find more
information on Child Development
Permits.
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Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Decline to state
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Decline to state
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Decline to state
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Decline to state
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Decline to state
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Decline to state
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Decline to state

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
select one option

select one option

select one option

select one option

select one option

select one option

select one option
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Page 10: Life Experiences
The following set of questions will help us to understand the unique life experiences of our students
so that we can improve the services we offer. If you do not wish to answer a question, you may select
"Decline to state".
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

Do you receive financial support from
your parents?











Yes
No
Decline to state
Yes
No
Decline to state
Yes
No
Decline to state
















Yes
No
Decline to state
Yes
No
Decline to state
Yes
No
Decline to state
Never married
Married
Divorced or separated
Widowed
Decline to state

select one option







Aid for Dependent Children
CalFresh (EBT cards)
CalWorks
Section 8 Housing Voucher
Social Security Disability Insurance
(SSDI)
Supplemental Security Income
(SSI)
Woman, Infants and Children
program (WIC)
Other
I do not receive any financial
support from the government
Decline to state

check all that apply

Are you a veteran of active services in
the U.S. Armed Forces?
At any time, were you in foster care, a
dependent/ward of the court, or in
out-of-home care (living with a
relative, living in a foster home, group
home, or other out -of-home
placement)?
Are you an emancipated youth?
Did you receive an IEP during high
school?
Are you an AB540 student?
Please indicate your marital status.

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
select one option
select one option
select one option

select one option
select one option
select one option

How many children do you have under
the age of 18?

Are you receiving any of the following
financial supports from the
government?
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Page 11: Permission to Share Data
You may choose to answer “I agree” or “I do not agree” to the statements on this page without
affecting your ability to access services or participate in the program.
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

1. I AUTHORIZE THE CALIFORNIA
EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION
WORKFORCE REGISTRY
ADMINISTRATORS TO USE THE
INFORMATION I PROVIDE ON THIS
APPLICATION TO SET UP AND
MAINTAIN AN ACCOUNT FOR ME IN
THE REGISTRY. I UNDERSTAND THAT I
WILL RECEIVE AN ACCOUNT
VALIDATION EMAIL THAT CONTAINS
MY PERSONAL USER ID AND
PASSWORD. I UNDERSTAND THAT AT
ANY TIME I WILL BE ABLE TO LOG IN
TO THE REGISTRY USING MY
PERSONAL USER ID AND PASSWORD
TO VIEW MY INFORMATION AND IT IS
MY RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE ITS
ACCURACY. I UNDERSTAND THAT I
CAN VIEW THE REGISTRY PRIVACY
POLICY AND TERMS OF USER
AGREEMENT AT ANY TIME ON THE
REGISTRY HOME PAGE AT
www.caregistry.org.”

I agree
I do not agree

Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
select one option

The following statement concerns whether you give permission to share information from this form
in the event that you transfer or matriculate to a different CDWFI project. Your data would only be
shared with the CDWFI project that you joined.
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

2. I AGREE THAT INFORMATION
FROM THIS FORM MAY BE SHARED
WITH CHILD DEVELOPMENT
WORKFORCE INITIATIVE PROGRAM
STAFF AT OTHER SCHOOLS TO
ENHANCE AND CUSTOMIZE MY
SERVICES IN THE CASE THAT I
TRANSFER BETWEEN PROJECTS.

I agree
I do not agree
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Validation and Logic (if
applicable)
select one option
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Page 12: Certification and Signature
Please initial after reading each statement.
Item Wording

Options (if applicable)

1. I CERTIFY THAT ALL OF THE
INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS
APPLICATION IS TRUE AND CORRECT.
I UNDERSTAND THAT FALSIFICATION
OF ANY INFORMATION WILL RENDER
ME INELIGIBLE FOR THE CDWFI
(CHILD DEVELOPMENT WORKFORCE
INITIATIVE) PROGRAM AND WILL
REQUIRE THE RETURN OF ANY FUNDS
COLLECTED.
2. I HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD
THE RULES OF ELIGIBILITY FOR
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR THE
SEMESTER.
3. I UNDERSTAND THAT IT IS MY
RESPONSIBILITY TO INFORM THE
CDWFI PROGRAM STAFF OF ANY
CHANGES TO MY ADDRESS FROM
THE TIME OF MY APPLICATION
THROUGH THE COMPLETION OF THE
PROGRAM AND TO PROVIDE
INFORMATION AND
DOCUMENTATION AS REQUESTED.
4. I UNDERSTAND THAT
INFORMATION FROM THIS FORM
AND OTHER NON-IDENTIFYING
INFORMATION THAT I PROVIDE TO
THE PROGRAM THROUGH
PARTICIPATION IN SURVEYS, FOCUS
GROUPS AND INTERVIEWS MAY BE
REVIEWED BY REPRESENTATIVES OF
LAUP, FIRST 5 LA, INDEPENDENT
AUDITORS, OR OTHERS AS
NECESSARY FOR THE EVALUATION
AND ADMINISTRATION AND TO
SECURE ONGOING FUNDING FOR THE
PROGRAM.
5. I UNDERSTAND THAT IN ORDER TO
REMAIN ELIGIBLE FOR THE CDWFI
PROGRAM I MUST COMPLETE A
STUDENT CONTRACT AND REMAIN IN
COMPLIANCE THROUGHOUT THE
DURATION OF THE PROGRAM.
I understand under penalty of perjury
that the above statements are true
and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief. I understand
that by typing my name in the
signature field I am providing an
electronic signature.
Applicant’s Signature and Date

Initials
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Validation and Logic (if
applicable)

Initials

Initials

Initials

Initials

Initials
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Appendix F. High School Member Survey, FY 15-16
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Appendix G. College Member Survey, FY 15-16
* Required question
[Note: Page titles are not visible to survey respondents and are used for page logic.]
Page 1: General Information
1) What is your CDWFI ID number?*
If you do not know your CDWFI ID number, please consult your program director before taking this survey.

(Must be between 10000 and 99399999.)
2) Personal Information*
First Name*:

Last Name*:

Email address:*:

3) What Child Development Workforce Initiative (CDWFI) program are you a member of?*
( ) Antelope Valley College
( ) East Los Angeles College
( ) Los Angeles City College
( ) Los Angeles Southwest College
( ) Los Angeles Valley College
( ) Mt. San Antonio College
( ) Pasadena City College
( ) Pierce College
( ) Santa Monica College
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Page 2: Educational Background
4) Please estimate how many years you have been working toward of each of the following? Enter "0" if it does
not apply to you. Please enter 1 if it has been less than a year.*
AA Degree*:

BA Degree*:

MA Degree*:

Permit*:

Transfer*:

(Validation: Min = 0 Max = 100 Must be numeric Min. answers = 5 (if answered))
5) Are you enrolled full-time as a college student?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
6) What is the highest level of education completed by your father?*
( ) Less than high school
( ) GED
( ) High school diploma
( ) Some college
( ) Certificate program
( ) Community College (Associate's degree)
( ) 4-year University (Bachelor's degree)
( ) Graduate school (Master's degree or PhD)
( ) I don't know
( ) Decline to state
7) What is the highest level of education completed by your mother?*
( ) Less than high school
( ) GED
( ) High school diploma
( ) Some college
( ) Certificate program
( ) Community College (Associate's degree)
( ) 4-year University (Bachelor's degree)
( ) Graduate school (Master's degree or PhD)
( ) I don't know
( ) Decline to state
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Page 3: Employment Background
8) Are you currently employed?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state

LOGIC:
Page exit logic: IF: Question "Are you currently employed?" #8 is one of the following answers ("No")
THEN: Jump to page 6 - Page 6: Employment Background (Part 3) - Plan to Work in ECE
Page exit logic: IF: Question "Are you currently employed?" #8 is one of the following answers ("Decline
to state") THEN: Jump to page 6 - Page 6: Employment Background (Part 3) - Plan to Work in ECE
Page 4: Employment Background (Part 2) - CDWFI Assistance
9) Did your participation in the CDWFI program help you get your current job? [Note: For this
question please answer for any job you currently hold even if it is not in ECE.]*
( ) No
( ) Yes, it helped a lot
( ) Yes, it helped somewhat
( ) Don't know
( ) Decline to state
10) Have you been promoted (either at your current job or by changing your job) since you began
participating in the CDWFI program? [Note: For this question please answer for any job you currently
hold even if it is not in ECE.]*
( ) No
( ) Yes, because of my participation in the program
( ) Yes, but unrelated to my participation in the program
( ) Decline to state
11) Have you received a pay increase (either at your current job or by changing your job) since you
began participating in the CDWFI program? [Note: For this question please answer for any job you
currently hold even if it is not in ECE.]*
( ) No
( ) Yes, because of my participation in the program
( ) Yes, but unrelated to my participation in the program
( ) Decline to state
Page 5: Employment Background (Part 3) - Employed in ECE
12) Are you currently employed in the field of Early Care and Education (ECE)?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state

LOGIC:
Page exit logic: IF: Question "Are you currently employed in the field of Early Care and Education
(ECE)?" #12 is one of the following answers ("Yes") THEN: Jump to page 7 - Page 7: CDWFI Services Helpfulness of CDWFI Services Used
Page exit logic: IF: Question "Are you currently employed in the field of Early Care and Education
(ECE)?" #12 is one of the following answers ("No","Decline to state") THEN: Jump to page 6 - Page 6:
Employment Background (Part 3) - Plan to Work in ECE
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Page 6: Employment Background (Part 3) - Plan to Work in ECE
13) If you are not currently working in the Early Care and Education/Child Development field, do you
intend to do so in the next three years?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Not sure
( ) Decline to state
Page 7: CDWFI Services - Helpfulness of CDWFI Services Used
14) Please choose the option that applies to each service listed.*
Service
not
available

Service
helpful

Service
not
helpful

Service
not
needed

Decline
to state

CDWFI workshops about child development
concepts (for example: children's development,
developmentally appropriate activities, learning
environment, parent engagement)*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI workshops about careers in child
development*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI workshops about child development
permits*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI workshops about college (for example:
registering for classes, transferring, accessing
campus services) *

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI workshops about financial aid*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI counselors/advisors*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI mentors*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI cohort meetings*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI tutors*

()

()

()

()

()

Help from CDWFI with using your college's websites
(for example: online registration for classes) *

()

()

()

()

()

Help from CDWFI with completing an application to
transfer*

()

()

()

()

()
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Service
not
available

Service
helpful

Service
not
helpful

Service
not
needed

Decline
to state

Help from CDWFI with completing an application for
a child development permit*

()

()

()

()

()

Help from CDWFI with completing an application for
financial aid*

()

()

()

()

()

Service
not
available

Service
helpful

Service
not
helpful

Service
not
needed

Decline
to state

CDWFI-led college tours*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI-led child care center tours*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI computer labs*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI resource center/lab*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI stipends/financial assistance*

()

()

()

()

()

CDWFI lending library*

()

()

()

()

()

Conference fees paid for by CDWFI*

()

()

()

()

()

NAEYC membership fees paid for by CDWFI*

()

()

()

()

()

Job/career Fairs hosted by CDWFI*

()

()

()

()

()

Service
not
available

Service
helpful

Service
not
helpful

Service
not
needed

Decline
to state

Help from CDWFI with developing or updating a
resume.*

()

()

()

()

()

Help from CDWFI with developing a cover letter.*

()

()

()

()

()

Help from CDWFI with practicing interviewing skills
in a mock interview.*

()

()

()

()

()

15) Please choose the option that applies to each service listed.*

16) Please choose the option that applies to each service listed.*
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Service
not
available

Service
helpful

Service
not
helpful

Service
not
needed

Decline
to state

Training from CDWFI on professionalism (for
example: presentation, timeliness, etc.) *

()

()

()

()

()

Job shadowing*

()

()

()

()

()

Internship*

()

()

()

()

()

Training on interviewing skills without a mock
interview*

()

()

()

()

()

Training on how to research job opportunities*

()

()

()

()

()

Notification of CD/ECE job opportunities (for
example: emails, job boards) *

()

()

()

()

()

Referral to non-CDWFI organizations that assist
with CD/ECE job research*

()

()

()

()

()

Support from CDWFI staff or members with issues
in your specific work setting*

()

()

()

()

()

Page 8: Knowledge of Child Development Topics
17) We would like to know how much you agree with the following statements. *
The CDWFI program helped me improve my knowledge of...
Strongly
disagree

Disagre
e

Agree

Strongly
agree

Decline
to state

Child development and learning*

()

()

()

()

()

Culture, diversity, and equity*

()

()

()

()

()

Relationships, interactions, and guidance*

()

()

()

()

()

Family and community engagement*

()

()

()

()

()

Dual-language development*

()

()

()

()

()

Observation, screening, assessment, and
documentation*

()

()

()

()

()

Special needs and inclusion*

()

()

()

()

()

Learning environments and curriculum*

()

()

()

()

()
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Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Decline to
state

Health, safety, and nutrition*

()

()

()

()

()

Leadership in Early Childhood Education*

()

()

()

()

()

Professionalism*

()

()

()

()

()

Administration and Supervision*

()

()

()

()

()

Page 9: Professional Growth
18) We would like to know how much you agree with the following statements.*
Through the CDWFI program...
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Decline to
state

I learned about the educational
requirements for careers in Early Care and
Education/Child Development.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned about Early Care and
Education/Child Development degree
requirements.*

()

()

()

()

()

I have learned the steps to take to transfer
to a 4-year university.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned the steps to take to apply to
graduate school.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned how to complete applications for
financial aid.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned about different types of financial
aid (for example: stipends, scholarships,
grants and federal student loans).*

()

()

()

()

()

19) We would like to know how much you agree with the following statements.*
Through the CDWFI program...

I learned about the different career
options that exist in the field of Early Care
and Education/Child Development.*
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Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Decline to
state

()

()

()

()

()
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Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Decline to
state

I learned the steps to take in order to
pursue a career in Early Care and
Education/Child Development.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned about the compensation (pay) I
can expect from a career in Early Care and
Education/Child Development.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned about professional development
opportunities (for example: trainings and
workshops).*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned about the Child Development
Permit requirements.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned where to find more information
on Child Development Permits.*

()

()

()

()

()

I learned about how to apply for a new or
upgraded Child Development Permit.*

()

()

()

()

()

Page 10: Community and Plans
20) We would like to know how much you agree with the following statements.*
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Decline to
state

CDWFI staff followed up with me to make
sure I had the help that I needed.*

()

()

()

()

()

College staff who were not from the
CDWFI program followed up with me to
make sure I had the help that I needed.*

()

()

()

()

()

It is important to me to be part of a
community of CDWFI staff, students and
Early Care and Education/Child
Development faculty.*

()

()

()

()

()

The other members of the CDWFI program
have similar goals and priorities as me.*

()

()

()

()

()

I see myself as part of the CDWFI
community.*

()

()

()

()

()

I see myself as part of my college's
community.*

()

()

()

()

()
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Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Decline to
state

There was at least one staff member from
the CDWFI program I felt comfortable
talking to about my academic or personal
issues.*

()

()

()

()

()

There was at least one staff member from
my college who was not from the CDWFI
program that I felt comfortable talking to
about my academic or personal issues.*

()

()

()

()

()

I intend on a long-term career in CD/ECE.*

()

()

()

()

()

Page 11: Comparison of services
21) For the following areas, we would like to know which was better: CDWFI services or your college's nonCDWFI services.*
CDWFI
was
better

Non-CDWFI
services at
your college
were better

They
were
both
good

Neither
was
good

I don't
know

Decline
to state

Available at times convenient to
you*

()

()

()

()

()

()

Had many services you needed in
one place*

()

()

()

()

()

()

Had staff that were available to
talk to you when you needed*

()

()

()

()

()

()

Had staff knowledgeable about
CD/ECE*

()

()

()

()

()

()

Had staff that gave you accurate
information about CD/ECE*

()

()

()

()

()

()

Page 12: Your Feedback
22) How has the CDWFI program benefited you?*
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23) Has your participation in the CDWFI program contributed to your interest to pursue your
education further? Please explain.*

24) What CDWFI services would you most like to see continue to be offered at your campus?*

25) What support service offered through the CDWFI program was most valuable in helping you to
be successful in your studies?*

26) What are the obstacles you face to continuing your education?*

THANK YOU!!!!
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Appendix H. Job Follow-Up Survey, FY 15-16
LAUP is conducting a brief survey concerning how the Child Development Workforce Initiative
Program has assisted past participants with reaching their career goals. You were contacted about
this survey because you previously participated in one of the following Child Development Workforce
Initiative programs.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Antelope Valley College
East Los Angeles College
Los Angeles City College
Los Angeles Southwest College
Los Angeles Valley College
Mount San Antonio College
Pasadena City College
Pierce College
Santa Monica College

The goal of this survey is to identify how services can be improved to better assist students with
reaching their educational and professional goals. Your participation in this survey is completely
voluntary and your responses will be kept strictly CONFIDENTIAL. We expect the survey will take
about 5 minutes to complete.
To thank you for your participation, if you complete the survey by July 15, 2016 you will be entered
into a raffle for one of four $50 Target gift cards. If you have any questions or would prefer to
complete this survey over the phone please contact Lydia Dong, Research Analyst with LAUP, at 213416-1852 or by email at ldong@laup.net.
1) Please enter the following information:
First Name*: _________________________________________________
Last Name*: _________________________________________________
CDWFI ID: _________________________________________________
LOGIC: Hidden Value: CDWFI ID Value: [contact("role")]
Employment
2) Are you employed right now?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state

LOGIC IF: Question "Are you employed right now?" #2 is exactly equal to ("Yes") THEN: Jump to
page 4 - ECE Employment
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ECE Employment Interest
3) Are you currently looking for a job in the Early Childhood Education field?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
LOGIC IF: Question "Are you currently looking for a job in the Early Childhood Education field?" #3
THEN: Jump to page 13 - School Enrollment
Note: Section headers not visible to respondents. They are included here to follow page logic.

ECE Employment
4) Do you work in the Early Childhood Education field?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
LOGIC IF: Question "Do you work in the Early Childhood Education field?" #4 is one of the following
answers ("Yes") THEN: Jump to page 6 - ECE Work Setting
Want to enter ECE
5) Are you currently looking for a job in the Early Childhood Education field?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
LOGIC IF: Question "Are you currently looking for a job in the Early Childhood Education field?" #5
THEN: Jump to page 7 - Non-ECE Employment Sector
ECE Work Setting
6) Please tell us which type of Early Childhood Education setting you are currently working in. If you
have multiple jobs, please select the setting which you primarily work in.*
( ) Family child care
( ) Center-based
( ) Other: _________________________________________________
( ) I don't know
( ) Decline to state
LOGIC IF: Question "Please tell us which type of Early Childhood Education setting you are currently
working in. If you have multiple jobs, please select the setting which you primarily work in." #6 THEN:
Jump to page 8 - Employment Background
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Non-ECE Employment Sector
7) What industry do you work in?*
( ) Please enter your industry here:: _________________________________________________
( ) Decline to state
Employment Background
8) What is your job title?*
( ) Please enter your job title here:: _________________________________________________
( ) Decline to state
9) Were you working for your current employer while you were participating in the CDWFI
program?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
10) Please choose one of the following to describe your agreement with this statement. Did your
participation in the CDWFI program help you to get your job?*
( ) No
( ) Yes, it helped somewhat
( ) Yes, it helped a lot
( ) Decline to state
11) Is your current job better than the job you previously had?*
( ) I did not have a job before my current job.
( ) Yes, it is better than my previous job.
( ) No, it is not better than my previous job.
( ) Decline to state.
12) What best describes your plans or situation?*
( ) Full-time
( ) Full-time, looking for part-time work
( ) Part time
( ) Part-time, looking for full-time work
( ) Decline to state
13) How much do you earn a year?*
( ) $10,000 or less
( ) Between $10,001 - $20,000
( ) Between $20,001 - $30,000
( ) Between $30,001 - $40,000
( ) Between $40,001 - $50,000
( ) Between $50,001 - $60,000
( ) Between $60,001 - $70,000
( ) More than $70,000
( ) Decline to state

90

LAUP | Child Development Workforce Initiative Program Final Evaluation Report, FY 2015-16

Promotions
14) Have you experienced a promotion since participating in the CDWFI program?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
LOGIC IF: Question "Have you experienced a promotion since participating in the CDWFI program?"
#14 is not one of the following answers ("Yes") THEN: Jump to page 11 - Raises
Promotions - Part 2
15) Did your promotion involve changing your place of employment?
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
Raises
16) Have you experienced an increase in pay since participating in the CDWFI program?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
LOGIC IF: Question "Have you experienced an increase in pay since participating in the CDWFI
program?" #16 is not one of the following answers ("Yes") THEN: Jump to page 13 - School
Enrollment
Raises - Part 2
17) Did your raise involve changing your place of employment?
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
School Enrollment
18) Are you currently attending school?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
LOGIC IF: Question "Are you currently attending school?" #18 is one of the following answers
("No","Decline to state") THEN: Jump to Page - Future Educational Plans
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Educational Goals
19) Are you working towards any of the following? (Check all that apply).*
[ ] Associate's degree
[ ] Bachelor's degree
[ ] Master's degree
[ ] PhD
[ ] Child Development Certificate
[ ] Child Development Permit
[ ] Transferring to a 4-year university
[ ] Decline to state
LOGIC: IF Question "Are you working towards any of the following? (Check all that apply)." #19
answered THEN: Jump to Page – Contact information for raffle
Future Educational Plans
20) Do you plan to return to school in the next 2 years?*
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) Decline to state
Contact information for raffle
21) Please verify your contact information so that we can reach you if you are selected as one of the
raffle winners. We will notify the winners by July 1, 2016 by email.
Email Address: _________________________________________________
Validation: Using custom RegEx pattern
Phone Number
(Please use the format: ###-###-####): _________________________________________________
LOGIC: Validation: %s format expected Using custom RegEx pattern
Thank You!
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Appendix I. CDWFI Leads Survey, FY 15-16
The purpose of this survey is to determine how the CDWFI projects serve the needs of the ECE
student population and at-risk student groups, such as non-traditional college students. Except where
otherwise noted, all questions refer to your project's college component. The survey also explores the
current outlook for the continuation of services past the current grant funding period.
* This question is required.
Strategic Delivery of Services in the CDWFI College Component
1) What services and supports, if any, does your project offer through the college component that are
provided at evening or weekend times? (Please check all that apply.)*
Note: For financial supports please indicate whether members have the ability to complete related
requirements, such as paperwork, or receive a dispersal of that financial support without needing to
appear on campus during normal business hours.
[ ] Academic advising/counseling
[ ] Academic workshops
[ ] Book fees
[ ] CD permit fees
[ ] College tours
[ ] Computer lab
[ ] Career counseling
[ ] Career workshops
[ ] Child care center tour
[ ] Cohort meetings
[ ] Conferences
[ ] Content workshops
[ ] CPR/First Aid certification
[ ] Develop cover letter
[ ] Develop/update resume
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[ ] Education plan
[ ] Financial aid advisement
[ ] Financial aid workshops
[ ] Incentives
[ ] Internships
[ ] Job/career fairs
[ ] Job shadowing
[ ] Lending library
[ ] Mentoring
[ ] Mock interview
[ ] NAEYC membership
[ ] Networking
[ ] Notification of ECE job
opportunities
[ ] Referral to ECE job search
assistance
[ ] Resource center/lab

[ ] School supplies
[ ] Social events
[ ] Stipends
[ ] Supporting members in their
existing jobs
[ ] Tutoring
[ ] Technical assistance: CD permit
application
[ ] Technical assistance:
college/transfer applications
[ ] Technical assistance: financial
aid applications
[ ] Tuition assistance
[ ] Training on interviewing skills
[ ] Training on job research skills
[ ] Training on professionalism
[ ] Volunteering opportunities
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2) The next set of questions are to determine whether and how support with child care was provided
to college members through your project.
Please select one.*
Child care during CDWFI
events

Not offered
Offered to some members
Offered to all members

Child care extending
beyond CDWFI events

Not offered
Offered to some members
Offered to all members

Child care priority
enrollment

Not offered
Offered to some members
Offered to all members

Financial assistance for
child care costs incurred

Not offered
Offered to some members
Offered to all members

Please describe.*

3) How often are college members required to meet with the following individuals?
Please select one.*
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CDWFI counselor/advisor

Not required
Once a year
Once a semester
Monthly
Twice a month
Other (please describe)

CDWFI mentor

Not required
Once a year
Once a semester
Monthly
Twice a month
Other (please describe)

Other CDWFI staff

Not required
Once a year
Once a semester
Monthly
Twice a month
Other (please describe)

Please describe.*
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4) How have direct financial supports (e.g., stipends, gift cards) been structured in your project for
college members?
Please select one.*
Eligibility requirements
tied to student progress

Not offered
Offered to some members
Offered to all members

Individualized eligibility
requirements

Not offered
Offered to some members
Offered to all members

Strategic timing of
dispersal

Not offered
Offered to some members
Offered to all members

Please describe.*

5) Are there other thoughts you would like to share about the strategies and/or services your project
has found are needed for serving the ECE college student population and sub-populations within the
ECE college student population (e.g., non-traditional students)?*

Sustainability
6) What services, if any, do you expect to be able to offer next year through the college component
after the conclusion of the grant?*

7) What services, if any, do you expect to be able to offer next year through the high school
component after the conclusion of the grant?*

8) Please list sources of funding, if any, that have been secured to continue any aspect of the
program after the conclusion of the grant.*

Conclusion
9) Are there any other thoughts you would like to share?

Thank You!
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Appendix J. Leads Focus Group Protocol, FY 15-16
1. What resources did your higher ed partners contribute to the CDWFI program?
2. What are your expectations of your higher ed partners? (Note: Probe for recruitment, courses,
policy changes, funding, rooms, staff)
Alternative Phrasing: Is there anything you wish your higher ed partners had done but had not? Why
would that have been helpful?
3. Have any of your higher ed partners provided input into the CDWFI program model or services
offered to students that you know of?
a. Follow-up: Among those who indicated yes, can you describe what sort of input your higher ed
partners provided into the program model or specific services?
(If applicable) For those of you who responded that all or some of your partners did not provide any
input into the CDWFI program model, do you think it worked for or against the program for the
partner to take a more “hands-off” approach?
4. Has the CDWFI program’s partnership with other institutions of higher ed changed your
community college’s policies, practices, or systems?
a. Follow-up: Among those who indicated yes, can you describe what sort of changes have resulted
at your community college in terms of policies, practices or systems as a result of CDWFI’s partnership
with other institutions of higher ed?
5. Are any of you aware of any changes in your higher ed partner institutions’ policies, practices or
systems as a result of their involvement with CDWFI?
6. Will the partnership with your current higher ed partners established through the CDWFI program
continue in any form after the conclusion of the grant? If so, what will that partnership look like?
7. What, if any, barriers to forming “effective” partnerships has your project experienced with your
past or current higher ed partners?
Wrapping Up: Is there anything else you’d like to mention that we haven’t discussed? That concludes
our focus group. Thank you so much for sharing your thoughts and opinions with us.
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