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Executive Summary
Introduction
The Los Angeles County Early Care and Education Workforce Consortium is a workforce
development system initiative. It consists of a network of direct-service programs,
institutions of higher education, and leaders in the field of early care and education, who
work together to implement and improve the workforce development system for the early
care and education workforce in Los Angeles County. The work of the Workforce
Consortium is guided by three overarching goals: a) increase the educational attainment,
professional qualifications, and knowledge and use of quality practices among ECE
professionals; b) develop, align and coordinate educational pathways and professional
development opportunities for ECE professionals; and c) inform and engage policymakers
and vested stakeholders about the need for a prepared and qualified ECE workforce. These
three goals are integrated under the overarching vision of a more effective early care and
education professional development system in Los Angeles County that better prepares
ECE professionals to meet the needs of children and families. In order to reach this vision,
the Workforce Consortium must improve the coordination and collaboration of programs
and institutions that provide professional development and educational services. In order to
develop this system-wide coordination and collaboration, the Workforce Consortium
provides formal opportunities for programs and institutions to meet and work towards a
more effective professional development system in Los Angeles County.
Methods
This evaluation summarizes the Workforce Consortium system improvement outcomes,
and poses recommendations for future implementation based on information gathered
during the program year. The evaluation questions are:
1. Have Workforce Consortium partners increased coordination and collaboration of
ECE workforce development efforts?
2. Have Workforce Consortium partner efforts resulted in new or improved
educational and professional development pathways and programs?
3. What are the perceived benefits of participating in the Workforce Consortium?
4. What were the successes and challenges of the Workforce Consortium system
change efforts?
A mixed methods design was used to collect data for this evaluation. Quantitative data
about the extent and nature of interactions among Workforce Consortium partner
programs was collected from active Workforce Consortium participants using the Levels of
Collaboration Scale. Qualitative information about system improvement efforts was
collected from funded Workforce Consortium partner program leads using the System
Initiative Questionnaire. The Levels of Collaboration Scale and System Initiative
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Questionnaire were administered at the end of the 2012-13 program year. Verification of
system improvement efforts and outcomes was obtained through the review of scope of
work reports and Workforce Advisory Committee meeting notes.
Findings
Findings from the data collected during the 2012-13 program year are organized according
to the long-term system improvement outcomes for the Workforce Consortium effort.
These long-term outcomes are:
•
•

Increased coordination and alignment of ECE workforce development efforts
New and improved educational and professional development pathways and
programs

The Workforce Consortium system efforts resulted in significant advancement towards
new and improved educational and professional development pathways and programs. In
addition, social network mapping revealed dramatic increases in the coordination and
collaboration of ECE workforce development efforts, and Workforce Consortium partners
attribute their opportunities for coordination and collaboration to the supports and
resources provided through the Workforce Consortium.
Increased Coordination and Alignment of ECE Workforce Development Efforts
The Levels of Collaboration Scale was used to understand the change in the number of
interactions and the nature of the interactions between Workforce Consortium partner
programs during the first two years of the Workforce Consortium effort (2011 to 2013).
The density of the network comprised of Workforce Consortium partner programs
increased from 48% in 2011 to 79% in 2013. This increase represents more actual
interactions out of all the possible interactions that could occur among partner programs.
The number of programs at the center of the network increased from 2011 to 2013. By
2013, more programs were positioned in the center of the network, with high numbers of
connections to other programs in the network. These programs are in a better position to
direct or mobilize the flow of information and resources, access information and resources,
and engage in mutual decision-making. Two programs moved dramatically, from the
periphery of the network in 2011 to the center of the network in 2013. One program
experienced a decrease in centrality between 2011 and 2013. This indicates a decrease in
the number of interactions between this program and other programs.
Coordination and collaboration among Workforce Consortium partner programs increased
from 2011 to 2013. Although partner programs are still most closely connected at the
networking level, the percentage of interactions characterized as coordination or
collaboration increased, while interactions characterized as networking decreased over the
course of the Workforce Consortium efforts. The largest increase was at the level of
collaboration, which is characterized by frequent and trustful communication, idea and
resource sharing, formalized roles, and joint decision making. The number of interactions
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between programs has increased, and the nature of those interactions has intensified. ECE
professional development system improvement efforts are starting to move beyond
networking and coordination to collaboration.
New and Improved Educational and Professional Development Pathways and Programs
The Workforce Consortium system efforts, including monthly Workforce Consortium
meetings, Workforce Advisory Committee meetings, and PEACH workgroup meetings,
resulted in significant achievement toward new and improved educational and professional
development pathways and programs. These achievements included: progress toward a
new ECE degree on a CSU campus, and toward a new ECE credential in California; new
ECE trainer competency recommendations; learning objectives for ECE professionals
participating in Workforce Consortium programs; coordinated services for ECE
professionals; targeted capacity development for the professional and academic advisors
across Workforce Consortium programs; and increased data collection and alignment.
Workforce Consortium partners reported that the Workforce Consortium provided
significant supports and resources that facilitated this system-improvement work, such as
meeting time and space, funding, technical assistance, group leadership, and the
development of a framework to guide the work. According to partner reports, these
supports and resources made it possible to engage in the collaborative working
relationships, project alignment, and idea and resource exchange that were necessary to
work on improvements to educational and professional development pathways and
programs. Although the Workforce Consortium partners experienced challenges and
barriers to system improvement efforts, they reported feeling excited and enthusiastic
about the power of collaboration afforded by the Workforce Consortium, and the
achievement of system improvement efforts to date.
Recommendations
The evaluation findings resulted in the following recommendations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Continue to provide opportunities for partner programs to work together on system
improvement efforts.
Encourage non-funded programs to become involved in PEACH efforts or
Workforce Consortium workgroup efforts to increase the density of the network.
Investigate dramatic change in “closeness centrality” to identify best practices or
need for additional capacity.
Investigate collaborations between non-funded partner programs to determine the
sustainability of this resource-intensive interaction.
Continue to provide funding and other resources that facilitate collaborative
interactions among programs.
Consider a more central meeting location to increase access to meetings.
Work with funder to stabilize requests for information and data, as new requests
take time away from system improvement efforts.
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•
•
•
•

Continue to provide technical assistance, leadership, updated work plans and logic
models, and other supports as necessary.
Continue to emphasize the power of collaboration and highlight the instances of
collaborative efforts during meetings.
Consider inviting additional partners who may provide valuable contributions to
system-improvement efforts.
Recognize and replicate the power of a unified Workforce Consortium “voice” by
exploring additional opportunities for improving the professional development
system at the County, State, and Federal levels.
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Introduction
The Los Angeles County Early Care and Education Workforce Consortium 1 is a workforce
development system initiative. It consists of a network of direct-service programs,
institutions of higher education, and leaders in the field of early care and education, who
work together to implement and improve the workforce development system for the early
care and education workforce in Los Angeles County. The work of the Workforce
Consortium is guided by three overarching goals: a) increase the educational attainment,
professional qualifications, and knowledge and use of quality practices among ECE
professionals; b) develop, align and coordinate educational pathways and professional
development opportunities for ECE professionals; and c) inform and engage policymakers
and vested stakeholders about the need for a prepared and qualified ECE workforce. These
three goals are integrated under the overarching vision of a more effective early care and
education professional development system in Los Angeles County that better prepares
ECE professionals to meet the needs of children and families. In order to reach this vision,
the Workforce Consortium must improve the coordination and collaboration of programs
and institutions that provide professional development and educational services. In order to
develop this system-wide coordination and collaboration, the Workforce Consortium
provides formal opportunities for programs and institutions to meet and work towards a
more effective professional development system in Los Angeles County.
System Outcomes
The system change efforts of the Workforce Consortium are meant to achieve the
following long-term system outcomes. A logic model that includes these system outcomes,
and how they relate to the efforts and intended impacts of the Workforce Consortium, can
be found in Appendix A.
Long-Term System Outcomes
Increased coordination and alignment of ECE workforce development efforts.
New and improved educational and professional development pathways and programs.

1

The Los Angeles Early Care and Education Workforce Consortium will be abbreviated to “Workforce
Consortium” throughout this paper.
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Evaluation Overview
The primary purpose of this evaluation report is to understand the extent to which the
Workforce Consortium efforts have resulted in increased connections between Workforce
Consortium partners, as well as the strength and nature of those connections. This
evaluation report will also highlight the work that was completed during the 2012-13
program year to create new and improved educational and professional development
pathways. Finally, the report will summarize the successes and challenges related to the
Workforce Consortium system change efforts and outcomes, and propose
recommendations for future Workforce Consortium system change efforts.
According to the Build Initiative’s framework for evaluating system initiatives (Coffman,
2007; Coffman, 2012), a system initiative can focus its efforts and resources on changing
or building one or more of the following areas: a) the political context surrounding the
system, b) the components (i.e., programs or efforts) that provide direct services within the
system, c) the connections that are made among system components, d) the infrastructure
that the system needs to function effectively, and e) the scale of the services provided
through the system. The Workforce Consortium is a large and comprehensive system
initiative within Los Angeles County, and it does work to influence each of these five areas.
This evaluation report addresses the efforts of the Workforce Consortium to improve the
connections that are made among funded and non-funded partner programs involved in
the Workforce Consortium, as well as efforts to improve the infrastructure (the educational
and professional development pathways) of the professional development system in order
to provide optimal services to early care and education professionals.

Program Description
The Los Angeles Early Care and Education Workforce Consortium is funded through a
grant from First 5 LA and is coordinated and administered by Los Angeles Universal
Preschool. The Workforce Consortium was rolled out during the 2011-12 program year,
and the 2012-13 program year was the first full year of program implementation. The
Workforce Consortium is a system initiative that brings together organizations, programs,
and leaders in the field of early care and education from across Los Angeles County who
make a commitment to improve and coordinate the ECE workforce development system.
There is consensus among the Workforce Consortium partners that the ECE workforce
development system in Los Angeles County is fragmented, unaligned, and difficult to
access. This fragmented system contributes to low levels of preparation of the ECE
workforce, and has serious implications for children, the economy, and the professional
recognition and compensation of the workforce.
ECE professionals in the field of early care and education experience lower pay and higher
turnover rates as compared to K-12 teachers (Whitebook, Bellem, Lee & Sakai, 2005). They
often work without a degree, permit, or other professional credential. A degree in ECE
does not usually lead to significantly higher wages for the ECE professional, and so there is
no fiscal incentive to pursue coursework or other professional development. At this time,
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individuals with a degree in ECE experience the second-lowest median income as
compared to other college majors (Carnevale, Strohl & Melton, 2009). This fiscal reality
results in a cycle of low educational attainment, low wages, and fragmented professional
development for the workforce charged with stewarding our country’s children.
Research has found that early care and education professionals with a bachelor’s degree
provide higher quality teacher-child interactions for young children (Barnett, 2011;
Bowman, 2011). Research has also found a link between high-quality adult-child
interactions and children’s acquisition of language, social, and academic skills (Burchinal,
Howes, Pianta, Bryant, Early, Clifford & Barbarin, 2008; Hamre & Pianta, 2005). The highquality environment that is provided by a skilled and educated early childhood professional
is important for all children engaged in early education settings, and is especially critical for
children living in poverty or experiencing other risk factors for school failure (Campbell, et
al., 2002; Hamre & Pianta, 2005; Schweinhart, et al., 2005). The link between the
professional preparedness of the teacher and the outcomes for children highlight the need
for an accessible and high-quality professional development system.
In addition to contributing to positive outcomes for children, an educated, trained, and
properly credentialed workforce is a boon for the economy. Currently, the ECE workforce
generates more than 1.9 billion dollars in gross receipts in Los Angeles, and represents over
49,839 small businesses in California. The early care and education workforce also provides
large returns on the investment of public dollars. A recent study (MacGillvery & Lucia,
2011) reported returns on investment that ranged from $2.69 to $7.16 per dollar of public
investment due to positive outcomes for children and families. The same study reported
that high-quality ECE care increases worker productivity in the general population, and is
related to decreased absenteeism, decreased turnover, and higher maternal career
earnings. In addition to benefits for current industry and wage earners, high quality early
care and education also provides benefits for future wage earners. If Los Angeles County
were able to raise the average years of schooling by one year (from its current rate of 12.5
years to 13.5 years), this would translate to an increase of $27 billion in personal income
(Yu, 2012). Quality early care and education provides a foundation for economic success.
Workforce Consortium Partnerships
The Workforce Consortium has established multiple partnerships to develop or enhance
direct-services programs and work on system change. These partnerships are listed below.
CHILD DEVELOPMENT WORKFORCE INITIATIVE (CDWFI)
Administered by: Los Angeles Universal Preschool and the following Community College Partners:
East Los Angeles College * Long Beach City College * Los Angeles City College
Los Angeles Valley College * Mt. San Antonio College * Pierce College * Santa Monica College
Provides dedicated advisement, mentoring, tutoring, coursework, and financial support to
increase the number of students who receive permits, and complete transfers and degrees in ECE.
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EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES (ECEPLC)
Administered by: Los Angeles County Office of Education
Provides professional development training for transitional kindergarten (TK) teachers and
elementary school principals to increase knowledge of high quality ECE practices. Creates learning
communities to promote ECE practices and increased collaboration between preschools and
elementary schools.

GATEWAYS FOR EARLY EDUCATORS (Gateways)
Administered by: Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles
Provides one-on-one quality and career coaching and leverages existing trainings for licensed and
licensed-exempt ECE professionals. Supports increased quality of ECE practices and career and
educational advancement for ECE professionals.

PARTNERSHIPS FOR EDUCATION, ARTICULATION AND COORDINATION
THROUGH HIGHER EDUCATION (PEACH)
Convened by: 23 representatives from the Community College and CSU systems and key leaders
from the ECE professional development community
Partners collaborate to create an ECE BA program and ECE teaching credential, establish a PhD or
EdD in ECE leadership, and create ECE trainers’ certification criteria.

STEPS TO EXCELLENCE PROGRAM (STEP)
Administered by: Los Angeles County Office of Child Care
Provides quality ratings for licensed ECE centers and family child care homes using the STEP Quality
Rating and Improvement System (QRIS) standards, issues quality improvement grants, and provides
access to professional development opportunities to help participants improve their quality ratings
and overall program quality.

In addition to the funded programs listed above, LAUP has Memorandums of
Understanding (MOUs) with agencies and programs that contribute to the collaborative
efforts of the consortium. These collaborative efforts consist of monthly Workforce
Consortium meetings and involvement with the PEACH effort. MOU partners include the
Early Care and Education Career Development Policy Project, Project Vistas, Program for
Infant/Toddler Care, and Zero to Three. In addition to funded partners and MOU partners,
the Workforce Consortium also has informal partnerships with programs and agencies that
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are invited to participate in Workforce Consortium meetings and PEACH efforts, but that
did not have an MOU or contract through the Workforce Consortium during the 2012-13
program year. These partners include the ASPIRE program, the Alliance for a Better
Community, the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, National College Resources (NCR),
and WestEd.
System Change Efforts
The Workforce Consortium provides direct services to the ECE workforce through its
funded programs, and it also funds and facilitates system change efforts through the
PEACH group and through monthly Workforce Consortium meetings and Workforce
Consortium Advisory Committee meetings. The direct-service projects funded through the
Workforce Consortium provide services to support the educational advancement and
professional development of the current or future Early Care and Education workforce. A
brief explanation of these direct services and their intended impacts appears in the section
above, and a more thorough exploration of the outcomes associated with these direct
services can be found in the Workforce Program Evaluation Summary (Love, 2013).
The system change efforts of the Workforce Consortium consist of the work of the PEACH
group as well as the system change work advanced by the Workforce Consortium Advisory
Committee and the monthly Workforce Consortium meetings. During the 2012-13
program year, the PEACH group met monthly to organize work groups tasked with the
following system change efforts: a) develop an ECE trainer certificate and work plan for
including ECE trainers in the registry, b) report on the state of alignment and articulation
between community colleges and CSUs in Los Angeles County, and c) initiate the design of
an ECE BA/BS degree and an ECE teaching credential. These PEACH system change efforts
address the infrastructure of the workforce development system.
In addition to the PEACH efforts, the Workforce Consortium Advisory Committee also
came together to plan and implement system changes. The Workforce Consortium
Advisory Committee met monthly to work on the following system change efforts: a)
finalize goal and mission language for the Workforce Consortium, b) share information
about best practices and challenges in order to identify solutions, c) plan logistics for
contextualized computer workshops for participants in Workforce Consortium directservice programs, d) create learning objectives for efforts to increase knowledge of ECE
career options, educational pathways, and professional development opportunities among
program participants, and e) revise a career options folder for ECE students and
professionals. The efforts of the PEACH group and the Workforce Consortium Advisory
Committee were shared with all funded and non-funded program partners during the
monthly Workforce Consortium meetings. These meetings also provided a formal meeting
time for programs and other invited entities to share-out highlights, successes, challenges,
opportunities, best practices, and research findings, so that partners had an opportunity to
learn from each other, leverage resources, and network with other professionals involved
in the ECE professional development system in Los Angeles County.
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Theory of Change
A theory of change is a set of “theories” or interlocking assumptions which serve as the
base for the changes expected to occur during the course of a program. Explicitly outlining
these assumptions helps evaluators and program staff test and explain the changes that
are expected to occur during the course of the program. A theory of change provides the
“roadmap” for applying, practicing, or realizing ideas in order to bring about change
(Bruner, 2004). In order to give context for the Workforce Consortium theory of change, a
logic model was created (Appendix A). The logic model outlines the short, intermediate,
and long-term outcomes expected of the Workforce Consortium, as well as the intended
long-term impacts of the initiative. The major assumptions (or theories) associated with the
Workforce Consortium are:
1. The partner agencies involved in the Workforce Consortium are willing and prepared to
partner with LAUP to implement their programmatic activities and efforts. They have the
staff, materials, space, administrative support, funding, interest, and/or authority to
support participants within the scope of their respective programs or projects.
2. The partner agencies involved in the Workforce Consortium are willing and prepared to
work with each other towards shared goals, including more seamless services for ECE
professionals in Los Angeles County, increased opportunities for educational and
professional advancement, and shared standards for ECE workforce competencies, skills,
and qualifications.
3. There is a need among Early Care and Education students and professionals for the
services provided through the Workforce Consortium. Without the types of services
provided through the Workforce Consortium, Early Care and Education students and
professionals would be less likely to achieve the educational and professional milestones
expected.
4. The services provided through the Workforce Consortium 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.
5. There is a need within the field of Early Care and Education 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 are financial and
professional incentives for students and professionals to work towards these academic and
professional achievements.
6. The Workforce Consortium leadership seeks out opportunities to share information
about the System Initiative and the ECE workforce in order to raise awareness, create a
shared vision, and influence policy change around ECE workforce needs and conditions.
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Methods
This evaluation addresses the following evaluation questions:
1. Have Workforce Consortium partners increased coordination and collaboration of
ECE workforce development efforts?
2. Have Workforce Consortium partner efforts resulted in new or improved
educational and professional development pathways and programs?
3. What are the perceived benefits of participating in the Workforce Consortium?
4. What were the successes and challenges of the Workforce Consortium system
change efforts?
Data Collection and Analysis
Data was collected using a variety of data collection instruments. The following table
outlines the data collection instruments, timeline, and analyses used for this report.

Data Collection Instrument

Participants Involved

N

Levels of Collaboration Scale

Workforce Consortium
Active Participants

72

System Initiative Questionnaire

Workforce Consortium
Funded Partner Leads

SOW Reports
Workforce Advisory
Committee Meeting Notes and
Agendas

PEACH Lead
Workforce Advisory
Committee Members

29

1

10

Timeline

Analysis

July, 2013

Social Network
Analysis

July, 2013

Descriptive
Statistics and
Content Analyses

July 2012 to
June 2013

Text review to
confirm activities
and services

January 2013
to June 2013

Text review to
confirm activities
and services

The Levels of Collaboration Scale was used to measure changes in the interactions among
Workforce Consortium partners over the course of the system change efforts. This scale is
based on the work examining various stage models of collaboration, and was originally
developed to measure change in collaboration among grantees involved in a school safety
initiative (Frey, Lohmeier, Lee, Tollefson, & Johanning, 2004). A method for social network
analysis and visual display was adapted from the method developed and presented by
Resnick, Lee, Martinez, and Harder (2011). This method allows for visual representation of
the network of Workforce Consortium partner programs at specific time points in order to
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track the increased coordination and collaboration that results from the Workforce
Consortium system efforts.
The Levels of Collaboration Scale was reviewed with the Workforce Consortium Evaluation
group, and the scale was revised to include information specific to the Workforce
Consortium. The revised version of the scale was created on Survey Gizmo and
administered to participants electronically. All individuals who regularly attended the
Workforce Consortium meeting on behalf of a funded, non-funded, or MOU partner were
sent the Levels of Collaboration Scale. The Levels of Collaboration Scale was administered
as a retrospective assessment. This means that each respondent was instructed to rate all
other invited partner programs or institutions using the levels of Collaboration Scale at two
time points. First, they were instructed to think back to the first Workforce Consortium
meeting held in November 2011, and to rate all levels of collaboration at that time.
Second, they were instructed to think about the current Workforce Consortium efforts and
rate all levels of collaboration occurring at the time of the survey in 2013. Average scores
were calculated for each partner program at each time point using the information
provided by respondents from that program. Average partner program scores were
mapped using NodeXL. Using structural statistics, each map displays the properties of the
network and the location of each partner program within the network.
The System Initiative Questionnaire was used to gather information about the system
change work that was accomplished during the 2012-13 program year, the challenges and
barriers partners experienced while engaging in system change work, how the Workforce
Consortium supported system change work, satisfaction with LAUP, and suggestions for
improvement. The System Initiative Questionnaire was reviewed with senior program and
evaluation staff at LAUP and modified to fit the informational and reporting needs of the
Workforce Consortium program. The final version of the questionnaire was administered
to the program leads of funded Workforce Consortium partner programs. Average
satisfaction scores were calculated using Microsoft Excel. Responses to open-ended
questions were analyzed for common themes, which were summarized for inclusion in this
report.

Findings
This section of the report summarizes the results from all data analyses. The findings are
organized according to the evaluation question they address.
Evaluation Question: Have Workforce Consortium partners increased coordination
and collaboration of ECE workforce development efforts?
In order to examine increased coordination and collaboration among Workforce
Consortium partners, the Levels of Collaboration Scale was administered to all individuals
who attended Workforce Consortium meetings on behalf of a partner program. Partner
programs included funded, non-funded, and MOU partners. The scale asked respondents
to rate the level of interaction between their program and every other program involved in
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the Workforce Consortium. Respondents were asked to provide this information
retrospectively, so that they provided one set of ratings that represented pre-Workforce
Consortium program interactions in 2011, and a second set of ratings that represented
current Workforce Consortium program interactions in 2013. Between one and eight
respondents from each program completed the scale, with the exception of one nonfunded program that had zero respondents.
Number of Programs and Respondents

Funded
Partner
Programs

Non-Funded
Partner
Programs

Total # of Programs

5

Total # of Respondents

First 5 LA

LAUP

Total

9

1

1

16

34

10

3

3

50

Executive Director

2

1

0

0

3

Program Director

11

3

0

1

15

Program Coordinator

3

4

0

0

7

Program Staff/Consultant

7

1

0

0

8

Research & Evaluation Staff

2

0

0

1

3

Other

9

1

3

1

14

Respondents were asked to use the Levels of Collaboration Scale to indicate the extent to
which their program or organization interacted with each of the other programs and
organizations on efforts related to early care and education workforce development before
the first Workforce Consortium meeting (2011) and currently (2013). If they were not
aware of any interactions, they were instructed to give a score of zero; otherwise,
interactions were rated as Networking (1), Coordination (2), or Collaboration (3). For each
program, scores were averaged across the respondents and rounded up. This produced
one program-level score for each partner program. These scores were analyzed and
mapped using social network mapping software. The maps illustrate the interactions
among programs, and the change in interactions that occurred during the first two years
of the Workforce Consortium effort (2011-2013).
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Levels of Collaboration Scale

No Interaction

No Interaction Known

0

Networking

Aware if program or organization; loosely defined roles;
little communication; all decisions are made
independently.

1

Coordination

Share information; some defined roles; frequent
communication; some shared decision making.

2

Collaboration

Share ideas and resources; formalized roles; frequent
communication is characterized by mutual trust; decision
making is done jointly.

3

Social network maps provide visual information to illustrate changes in the interactions
among Workforce Consortium partner programs over time. The maps also provide
information on the nature of those interactions, including whether the interaction is
unidirectional or bidirectional, whether there is agreement in scale ratings between any
two programs, and the closeness centrality of any given program within the network.
Closeness centrality is a measure of the distance between all pairs of programs, based on
the length of their shortest paths with other programs. The “farness” of a program is the
sum of the distances to all other programs, and the “closeness” of a program is the inverse
of the “farness”. Programs in the center of the network map have a lower total distance to
all other programs. Closeness centrality influences the placement of a program on a visual
map, and it is also a measure of how long it takes for information to spread from one
program to all other programs (Newman, 2005). Programs in the center of the map are
“key players” within the system because they are more closely related to more programs
through direct and indirect connections (Harder and Company, 2011). These programs are
in a better position to engage in effective system-change efforts because of their location
within the system.
Social network maps also provide a “density” score for each level of interaction on the
rating scale. Density is defined as the number of actual interactions divided by the number
of possible interactions in a system. Density describes the degree to which programs are
connected within the system. Because the Workforce Consortium partner programs are
key components of the ECE workforce development system in LA County, higher density
scores at the “coordination” and “collaboration” levels indicate a more coordinated and
collaborative workforce development system in Los Angeles County. The 2012-13 program
year was the first full year of program implementation of the Workforce Consortium, and
so it is not expected that all partner programs are interacting at the “collaboration” level.
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However, it is expected that the levels of interaction among partner programs have
increased since the inception of the Workforce Consortium system effort. The relationships
between programs in the Workforce Consortium system are illustrated in the network
maps in the following ways:

Programs are represented by shapes.
Circles = Funded Workforce Consortium Partner Programs
Triangles = Non-funded Workforce Consortium Partner Programs
Square = First 5 LA
Diamond = LAUP

The Interaction between two programs is represented by a line.
Thick line = Programs reported the same level of interaction (Networking, etc.).
Thin line = Programs reported different levels of interaction.

The direction of each interaction is indicated with arrows.
Unidirectional interaction = Line has one arrow pointing from the program that
made the rating to the program that was rated.
Bidirectional interaction = Line has two arrows, as each program rated the other
program.

The closeness centrality of each program is represented with color.
Red = Most central programs.
Orange = Intermediate programs.
Blue = Least central programs.
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The following maps will compare interactions at two time points (2011 and 2013) for all
levels of interaction measured by the Levels of Collaboration Scale, as well as each
individual level (i.e. networking, coordination, and collaboration). The first set of maps
show the interactions at all levels. Map 1 displays all interactions that occurred in 2011,
and Map 2 displays all interactions that occurred in 2013.
Map 1. All Levels of Interactions in 2011
Program H

Program N

Program E

Program M

Program D

Program J

LAUP

Program K

Program I

Program B

Program G

Program C

F5LA
Program F

Program A
Program L
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Map 2. All Levels of Interactions in 2013
Program E
Program J

Program A

Program H

Program B

Program F

LAUP
Program C

Program I
Program G
Program D

Program K

Program L

F5LA
Program N

Program M

Map 1 and Map 2 illustrate the dramatic increase in interactions that occurred between the
start of the Workforce Consortium system effort in 2011 and the current state of the
Workforce Consortium system effort in 2013. The number of all actual interactions
increased from 117 to 190 between 2011 and 2013, increasing the density of the network
from 49% to 79% within the same time period. Partner programs reported having more
direct interactions with other partner programs in 2013. The dramatic increase in network
density among Workforce Consortium partner programs between 2011 and 2013 may be
a result of the system work and monthly meetings that started with the advent of the
Workforce Consortium system initiative. Before the Workforce Consortium, partner
programs did not have a regular time or space to meet with other programs, and did not
have a central goal or mission related to system change.
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Network Statistics
Year 1 – 2011

Year 2 - 2013

16

16

48%

79%

# of possible interactions

240

240

# of actual interactions

117

190

Total # of Programs
Density

Levels of Interaction (% of actual interactions)
Networking

56%

44%

Coordination

27%

29%

Collaboration

17%

27%

Map 1 and Map 2 also illustrate that programs have shifted location within the network. In
2011, there were five partner programs in the center of the network (in red). Four of these
five programs remained in the center of the network in 2013, and the fifth program
(Program F) moved out once level in the network, from red to orange. Program F was the
only program to lose a level of centrality between 2011 and 2013, indicating a relative
decrease in interactions with other programs. Two programs shifted from the periphery of
the network (blue) to the center of the network (red) between 2011 and 2013. These were
Program A and Program L. This dramatic increase in closeness centrality for these two
programs indicates interactions with more programs over the course of the Workforce
Consortium. Finally, one program did not change position at all. Program H appears on
the periphery of the network in 2011 and 2013, indicating no change in interactions. This
is somewhat expected, as Program H has participated in fewer system change efforts.
Overall, the number of programs at the center of the network has increased, indicating
more interactions among programs, and programs that are better positioned to share
information and resources, access information or resources more quickly, monitor or
control the flow of information, and work together on mutual decisions.
In addition to an increase in overall density and centrality between 2011 and 2013, there
was also an increase in the complexity of interactions between partner programs. The
percentage of interactions rated as “networking” decreased, while the percentage of
interactions rated as “coordination” or “collaboration” increased. Collaborations, the
highest level of interaction on the scale, jumped 10% between 2011 and 2013. This
signifies an increase in interactions that are characterized by idea and resource sharing,
formalized roles, trusting and frequent communication, and joint decision making. The
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following maps illustrate the interactions that occurred at the collaboration level. Map 3
displays interactions at the collaboration level that occurred in 2011, and Map 4 displays
interactions at the collaboration level that occurred in 2013.
Map 3. Collaborations in 2011

Program A

Program E

F5LA
Program L

LAUP

Program C

Program J

Program F

Program N
Program I

Program K
Program M
Program G
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Map 4. Collaborations in 2013
Program D
Program H

Program L

Program A

Program E
LAUP

Program F

Program B
Program C
F5LA
Program J
Program K

Program M
Program N

Program I

Program G

The percentage of actual interactions that occurred at the collaboration level increased
from 17% of actual interactions in 2011 to 27% of actual interactions in 2013. Although
the density of the network at the collaboration level is less than the density of the overall
network, density did increase from 2011 to 2013. In addition to the increase in density,
there was also an increase in the number of interactions characterized by rater agreement,
where both partner programs rated the other program at the collaboration level. These
interactions are represented with thicker lines. In 2013, there is more agreement between
partner programs that the working relationships are collaborations. There was also an
increase in the number of partner programs at the center of the network. Most notably,
Program A and Program L moved from the periphery (blue) in 2011 to the center (red) of
the network in 2013. The Levels of Collaboration scale measured interactions related to
early care and education workforce development efforts. The Workforce Consortium
partner programs engaged in these interactions constitute the major components of the
ECE professional development system in LA County. The fact that more partner programs
interact at the collaboration level and more have moved towards the center of the network
suggests growth and alignment of the ECE professional development system in LA County.
Because collaborative interactions require more time and other resources as compared to
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less complex interactions, a plausible reason for the growth in collaboration is the time,
funding, and direction provided by the Workforce Consortium since its inception in 2011.
Evaluation Question: Have Workforce Consortium partner efforts resulted in new
or improved educational and professional development pathways and programs?
The Workforce Consortium partners’ efforts to improve the ECE professional development
system has resulted in substantial advancement towards new and improved educational
and professional development pathways. The PEACH component reported the following
2012-13 achievements related to new or improved educational and professional
development pathways:
•

Development and administration of a questionnaire to gather information regarding
articulation and alignment of ECE coursework and transfer requirements across
community college, CSU, and selected private universities in Los Angeles County. A
report summarizing the results was completed in 2013 and provides rich data for
future dialogue with campuses.

•

Campus visits to each of the 6 identified ECE-related undergraduate programs on 5
CSU campuses in order to: a) become more acquainted with the program, faculty,
and administrators, b) inform each program about PEACH and the Workforce
Consortium, and the goal to establish collaborations, and c) identify individual
campus interest or plans to modify a BA/BS in ECE to meet the professional needs
of the ECE workforce. The campus visits led to dialogue with faculty and
administration regarding ECE BA/BS degree program development or modification.

•

Research on the history and current status of ECE credential development in
California and across the United States led to the development of testimony and a
presentation to the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) and the
development of a written statement in support of the development and approval of
an ECE credential in California. This effort was coordinated with other supporters of
an ECE credential, including California Community College Early Childhood
Educators, Early Edge, and the WestEd/Packard ECE initiative. These efforts lead to
the inclusion of an ECE credential on the state’s CTC agenda, and ultimately
resulted in the CTC recommending a task force to study national ECE credential
models and trends. This task force reports back to CTC in December, 2013.

•

Development of a research paper on ECE trainer competencies and criteria, as well
as a matrix of ECE trainer professional and experience criteria for ECE trainers. The
matrix and related recommendations will be used to further the system alignment
efforts of the Workforce Consortium, as it relates to incorporation of
recommendations for ECE Trainers across programs and agencies, and were
submitted for possible incorporation into the ECE Workforce Registry being piloted
by San Francisco and Los Angeles.
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The Consortium Advisory Committee, which was convened in January, 2013, also reported
achievements related to new or improved educational and professional development
pathways:
•

Creation of learning objectives related to increased knowledge of career options,
educational pathways, and professional development opportunities for participants
involved in Workforce Consortium partner programs. The learning objectives were
developed with joint input from representatives of each Workforce Consortium
partner program.

•

Guidance and recommendations for measures and targets for LAUP FY 13-14
Workforce Consortium performance matrix

•

Modifications to a Career Options and professional development folder to distribute
to participants involved in the Workforce Consortium partner programs in order to
provide them with resource information related to professional development,
educational advancement, and career choice.

•

Development of logistics for regional contextualized computer clinics for ECE
professionals participating in Workforce Consortium programs. The need for
increased computer literacy and internet navigation skills among ECE professionals
was identified through Workforce Consortium partner discussions.

Additional system efforts aimed at improving educational and professional development
pathways and programs were discussed and developed during monthly Workforce
Consortium meetings. These efforts included:
•

Continued work to align selected data fields and data collection across Workforce
Consortium partner programs, so that participant characteristics can be summarized
across programs and data can be uploaded uniformly to the ECE Workforce Registry
being piloted by San Francisco and Los Angeles. This data alignment allowed for the
identification of participants co-enrolled in more than one Workforce Consortium
partner program, and sparked an ongoing discussion about the advantages and
disadvantages of encouraging co-enrollment.

•

Child Development Permit Matrix workshops available to the staff of every
Workforce Consortium direct-service program so that advisors, coaches, mentors,
and other staff that work directly with ECE professionals could have the most
accurate and up-to-date information on interpreting the permit matrix and applying
for a permit.

•

Regional meetings organized by a non-funded Workforce Consortium partner
program (the ASPIRE program) to bring together advisors, coaches, mentors, and
instructors from every Workforce Consortium direct-service program so that they
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could network, learn about the services they each provide, explore options for
leveraging services across programs, and identify common gaps in participant
knowledge or ability. One important outcome of these regional meetings was the
identification of a need for increased computer literacy among ECE professionals
participating in the Workforce Consortium programs. As a result, computer clinics
were developed for the following program year.
•

Discussions about the need for deeper understanding of the Classroom Assessment
Scoring System (CLASS). Increased knowledge of the CLASS is important, given the
recent research highlighting the importance of quality teacher-child interactions for
child development, as well as the incorporation of the CLASS in the Quality Rating
and Improvement Systems that are used to provide a quality rating to early
childhood centers and family child cares. As a result of these discussions, CLASS
training is planned for program leads during the next program year.

In summary, the Workforce Consortium system efforts, including monthly Workforce
Consortium meetings, Workforce Advisory Committee meetings, and PEACH workgroup
meetings, resulted in significant achievement toward new and improved educational and
professional development pathways and programs. These achievements included progress
towards a new ECE degree on a CSU campus, inclusion of ECE credential
recommendations on the state’s CTC agenda, new ECE trainer competency
recommendations, learning objectives for ECE professionals in Workforce Consortium
programs, coordinated services for ECE professionals, targeted capacity development for
the professional and academic advisors across Workforce Consortium programs, and
increased data collection and alignment.
Evaluation Question: What are the perceived benefits of participating in the
Workforce Consortium?
The funded Workforce Consortium partners were asked if any of the supports or resources
provided through the Workforce Consortium had been useful in advancing their work to
improve the ECE professional development system during the 2012-13 program year.
Responses were coded for types of support and resources mentioned, as well as how the
work was facilitated by Workforce Consortium supports and resources. The support and
resources that were mentioned at least once as being useful in advancing system efforts
were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A regular meeting time and place
Financial support
Release time
Technology to support workgroup meetings (i.e. conference call lines, webinar
services)
A developed framework to guide the work
Reading materials (i.e. recent research, policy reports, books, briefs)
Assistance with the configuration of work groups
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•
•

Leadership, technical assistance, and organizing from LAUP
Invited presentations to update group workforce-related efforts (i.e. registry pilot
updates)

The respondents described many different ways in which the Workforce Consortium
supports and resources facilitated their work to improve the ECE professional development
system during the 2012-13 program year. The most common responses were that the
Workforce Consortium supported or facilitated: a) idea-sharing (12 responses across 11
respondents), b) the creation of new relationships (8 responses across 8 respondents), c)
work or service alignment (8 responses across 7 respondents), and d) resource sharing (5
responses across 5 respondents). Some of the direct quotes that illustrate the common
response categories include:
“The single most important resource has been the time and the forum provided that allows
for a broad-based discussion of the work being done in the early childhood community in
LA County; coming together on a regular basis has connected us and educated us in a way
that makes real change possible.”
“Providing a forum for ECE systems professionals to meet, learn and share with each other
so as to advance our work has been helpful. The more knowledgeable and aligned we are
in our work, the more successful we will be in supporting children and families and moving
the field forward.”
“…The interaction and linkages with all the higher education systems has eased the
barriers of communication, planning, and implementing articulation and alignment. For
example, we can call one of the contacts versus wasting time trying to determine whom to
contact on the campus. As the partnerships have developed, we are able to share
resources and support efforts of one another. On a broader scale the relationships
amongst the community colleges and between the CSU’s has been strengthened which
hadn’t been done before.”
“Prior to the Consortium, there was so much redundancy in the field. Programs
supporting young children and families were faced with similar challenges and working
independently to resolve issues and create policy. Developing a framework and defining
each area has created an effective system that will continue to be refined.”
Overall, Workforce Consortium partners reported that the Workforce Consortium provided
significant supports and resources that facilitated system-improvement work through
increased relationship development, increased alignment of efforts, and increased sharing
of ideas and resources. Less frequently mentioned system-improvement outcomes that
were facilitated by the Workforce Consortium included increased efficiency, increased
research capacity, increased program exposure, increased referrals to other programs, and
increased flow of information to ECE students.
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Evaluation Question: What were the successes and challenges of the Workforce
Consortium system change efforts?
In addition to the efforts to improve the educational and professional development
pathways and programs that were described earlier in this report, Workforce Consortium
partners felt that the major successes resulting from system change efforts included an
increase in the number and quality of relationships with staff and administration at local
CSUs and community colleges, increased collaboration among Workforce Consortium
partners, and the development of a Workforce Consortium Advisory Committee. Partners
also felt that they were able to improve and develop their direct-service programs by
learning and collaborating with other partners within the Workforce Consortium, and
regular meetings with other partner programs led to the identification of additional areas
for increased collaboration. Finally, Workforce Consortium partners felt that discussions
about co-enrolling participants in multiple professional development programs helped
them identify participants who might be good candidates for co-enrollment, and opened
up a dialogue about the benefits and detriments of co-enrollment.
Five major challenges related to the Workforce Consortium system change efforts emerged
from the year-end questionnaire. The first was that some partners struggled with the
meeting time or location of the Workforce Consortium meetings. Although this was a
frequently mentioned challenge, partners also recognized that scheduling conflicts would
be hard to reconcile with such a large and busy group. The second major challenge was
related to the time and resources available for partner programs to work on system-change
efforts. Partners felt that they had too many competing work responsibilities and not
enough time to fully implement system-change efforts within the program year. In
addition, it was reported that the resources and energy required to implement the large
direct-service programs did not leave enough time to coordinate and align with other
programs, and that it would be helpful to have funds and staff time built into program
contracts in order to have the resources to work on system efforts.
A third challenge reported by Workforce Consortium partners was related to state budget
constraints that impact the community college and CSU systems. This year, several
programs had trouble enrolling ECE students and professionals in the courses they needed
to complete their degrees or apply for Child Development Permits. Although Workforce
Consortium partners were resourceful, and planned for more contracted coursework
during the 2013-14 program year, they predict that budget cuts will continue to decrease
the availability of ECE courses in the community college and CSU systems. Additionally,
state budget constraints might slow or halt the development of a new BA/BS in early
childhood, despite institutional enthusiasm and buy-in.
A fourth challenge described by the Workforce Consortium partners is that it was difficult
to work on system improvements before the infrastructure existed to support or implement
those improvements. For example, the need to create trainer competencies before the
registry was fully functional, and without an understanding of how the competencies
might be implemented, made the work process ambiguous and more challenging. In order
to address this challenge, Workforce Consortium partners have had to anticipate future
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system development and guide the direction and content of that development at the same
time.
Finally, Workforce Consortium partners reported two challenges related to their
interactions with the funder. First, partners reported that it was difficult to keep up with
the additional requests for data and information that came from the funder throughout
the program year. It was also a challenge for some partners to comply with these requests
due to the ambiguity of the directions that accompanied the requests. Second, partners
reported that the funding they received to implement their programs during the 2012-13
program year was less than they had expected and planned for, based on initial
conversations with the funder. This reduced their ability to realize their planned program
outcomes for year two, and required that they spend additional time and resources
recalibrating their direct-service programs instead of focusing on system improvement
efforts.

Limitations
Although every effort was made to achieve a 100% response rate on the Levels of
Interaction Scale, one program was not represented by any respondents. This program was
a non-funded, non-MOU partner. This program was still included in the social network
analyses, as other programs rated their interactions with the program in question.
Although the Levels of Collaboration Scale was revised and reviewed with the Workforce
Consortium evaluation group, as well as LAUP program and evaluation staff, one partner
program was mislabeled on the scale. The “College EXPO” should have been labeled
“National College Resources”. Although the program was mislabeled, the label “College
EXPO” was frequently used to refer to the efforts of the National College Resources during
the program year. This labeling error will be corrected on future versions of the Levels of
Collaboration Scale.

Conclusions & Recommendations
During the 2012-13 program year, the Workforce Consortium system efforts resulted in
significant advancement towards new and improved educational and professional
development pathways and programs. In addition, social network mapping revealed
dramatic increases in the coordination and collaboration of ECE workforce development
efforts, and Workforce Consortium partners attributed their opportunities for coordination
and collaboration to the supports and resources provided through the Workforce
Consortium. A discussion of the conclusions and recommendations are presented within
the framework of long-term system change outcomes for the Workforce Consortium.
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Increased Coordination and Alignment of ECE Workforce Development Efforts
The density of the network of Workforce Consortium partner programs increased from
48% in 2011 to 79% in 2013. This increase represents more actual interactions out of all
the possible interactions that could occur among partner programs. Although this is a
strong increase in the number of interactions occurring within the network, there are still
opportunities for the Workforce Consortium to foster more connections between the
programs that influence the ECE workforce development system in Los Angeles County. If
all partner programs reported interactions with all other programs, the density of the
network would be 100%. Currently, there are partner programs that attend the monthly
Workforce Consortium meetings, but do not participate in PEACH or Workforce Advisory
Committee workgroups, and so they have not yet engaged in all possible interactions.
The number of programs at the center of the network increased from 2011 to 2013. By
2013, more programs were positioned in the center of the network, with high numbers of
connections to other programs in the network. These programs are in a better position to
direct or mobilize the flow of information and resources, access information and resources,
and engage in mutual decision-making. Program A and Program L moved dramatically,
from the periphery of the network in 2011 to the center of the network in 2013. If the
goal is to have all programs maximize their connections to other programs, it may be
useful to look closely at the workforce development system efforts of Program A and
Program L to better understand how they centralized their position within the network and
encourage the same efforts among other programs. Program F is the only funded program
that experienced a decrease in centrality between 2011 and 2013. This indicates a
decrease in the number of interactions between Program F and other programs.
Interactions between programs require time and resources to be diverted away from the
day-to-day operations of the programs. A capacity review may be required in order to
determine whether the decrease in Program F’s centrality score is due to a lack of time and
resources.
Coordination and collaboration among Workforce Consortium partner programs increased
from 2011 to 2013. Although partner programs are still most closely connected at the
networking level, the percentage of interactions characterized as coordination or
collaboration increased, while interactions characterized as networking decreased over the
course of the Workforce Consortium efforts. The largest increase was at the level of
collaboration, which is characterized by frequent and trustful communication, idea and
resource sharing, formalized roles, and joint decision making. The number of interactions
between programs has increased, and the nature of those interactions has intensified. ECE
professional development system improvement efforts are starting to move beyond
networking and coordination to collaboration.
At the end of 2013, all 16 partner programs reported at least one interaction with another
program that was characterized as collaboration. All but one of the bidirectional
collaborations (i.e., both programs rated the interaction at the collaboration level) in 2013
occurred between funded programs, or between those programs and LAUP, which
administers the programs. Collaborations are more resource-intensive than other levels of
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interaction, and funded Workforce Consortium partners have more resources to devote to
system improvement efforts at the collaboration level. One bidirectional interaction at the
collaboration level was reported between Program I and Program N, which are non-funded
programs. LAUP may want to investigate the collaborative strategies of this non-funded
interaction in order to understand how collaboration might be sustained without direct
funding.
RECCOMENDATIONS
• Continue to provide opportunities for partner programs to work together on system
improvement efforts.
• Encourage non-funded programs to become involved in PEACH efforts or
Workforce Consortium workgroup efforts to increase the density of the network.
• Investigate dramatic changes in “closeness centrality” to identify best practices or
need for additional capacity.
• Investigate collaborations between non-funded partner programs to determine the
sustainability of this resource-intensive interaction.
• Continue to provide funding and other resources that facilitate collaborative
interactions among programs.
New and Improved Educational and Professional Development Pathways and
Programs
The Workforce Consortium system efforts, including monthly Workforce Consortium
meetings, Workforce Advisory Committee meetings, and PEACH workgroup meetings,
resulted in significant achievement toward new and improved educational and professional
development pathways and programs. These achievements included progress towards a
new ECE degree on a CSU campus, exploration of a possible ECE credential in California,
new ECE trainer competencies, learning objectives for ECE professionals in Workforce
Consortium programs, coordinated services for ECE professionals, targeted capacity
development for the professional and academic advisors across Workforce Consortium
programs, and increased data collection and alignment. Workforce Consortium partners
reported that the Workforce Consortium provided significant supports and resources that
facilitated this system-improvement work, such as meeting time and space, funding,
technical assistance, group leadership, and the development of a framework to guide the
work. According to partner reports, these supports and resources made it possible to
engage in the collaborative working relationships, project alignment, and idea and
resource exchange that were necessary to work on improvements to educational and
professional development pathways and programs.
In addition to the outcomes achieved by the PEACH workgroups and the Workforce
Advisory Committee, Workforce Consortium partners also reported major systemimprovement successes that resulted from the monthly meetings, or from additional
meetings coordinated by individual partner programs. These successes included an increase
in the number and quality of relationships with staff and administration at local CSUs and
community colleges, and increased collaboration among Workforce Consortium partners.
Partners also felt that they were able to improve and develop their direct-service programs
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by learning and collaborating with other partners within the Workforce Consortium; they
reported that regular meetings with other partner programs led to the identification of
additional areas for increased collaboration, including the need for computer clinics,
contracted coursework, better distribution of services across the county, and a
reconsideration of the advantages and disadvantages of co-enrolling participants across
multiple direct-service programs. Although the Workforce Consortium partners
experienced challenges and barriers to system improvement efforts, they reported feeling
excited and enthusiastic about the power of collaboration afforded by the Workforce
Consortium, and the achievement of system improvement efforts to date.
RECOMMENDATIONS
• Consider a more central meeting location to increase access to meetings.
• Work with funder to stabilize requests for information and data, as new requests
take time away from system improvement efforts.
• Continue to provide technical assistance, leadership, updated work plans and logic
models, and other supports as necessary.
• Continue to emphasize the power of collaboration and highlight the instances of
collaborative efforts during meetings.
• Consider inviting additional non-funded partners who may provide valuable
contributions to system-improvement efforts.
• Recognize and replicate the power of a unified Workforce Consortium “voice” by
exploring additional opportunities for improving the professional development
system at the County, State, and Federal levels.
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Appendix C: System Initiative Questionnaire
Los Angeles County Early Care and Education Workforce Consortium
System Initiative Questionnaire
Purpose
Thank you for your participation in the Los Angeles Early Care and Education Workforce Consortium. Please
take a moment to fill out this questionnaire and help us evaluate our efforts to improve the ECE professional
development system in LA County.
Directions
This questionnaire is intended for the individuals who lead a CDWFI program. Please type your response to
each question in this document and e-mail to Julia Love (jlove@laup.net) by August 5th, 2013.
Data Use
•
•
•
•

Your responses will be used for program planning, evaluation, and reporting purposes.
Your responses will be kept confidential.
All responses will be aggregated before inclusion in public reports.
You can decline to answer any question without penalty.

Program
Please write in the name of your program (e.g. Pierce CDWFI):
____________________________________________________________________

As you answer these questions, please think about your efforts to coordinate or align ECE workforce
development efforts with other programs, organizations, or institutions during the 12-13 program year.
Participant Co-Enrollment
Upon examination of the 12-13 participant data, it is clear that a substantial number of participants are already
co-enrolled in more than one workforce consortium program. Please take a moment to answer these questions
about co-enrollment.
1. During the 12-13 program year, did you discuss the co-enrollment of participants with other Workforce
Consortium partner programs? Yes / No
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2. What do you think would be the benefits of encouraging participants to co-enroll in your program and at least
one other Workforce Consortium program?
3. What do you think would be the detriments of encouraging participants to co-enrolling in your program and
at least one other Workforce Consortium program?
4. If you were to work with other Workforce programs to co-enroll participants, can you think of any barriers or
challenges that would emerge during the process? Please describe.
System Improvement Efforts
5. Please describe any highlights and accomplishments that have resulted from your efforts to improve the ECE
professional development system during the 12-13 program year (i.e. Workforce Advisory Committee work,
PEACH work, or other work to coordinate and align efforts across programs, organizations, or institutions).
6. Please describe any challenges and barriers that interfered with your work to improve the ECE professional
development system during the 12-13 program year (i.e. Workforce Advisory Committee work, PEACH work,
or other work to coordinate and align efforts across programs, organizations, or institutions).
7. Please describe any lessons learned that have resulted from your work to improve the ECE professional
development system during the 12-13 program year (i.e. Workforce Advisory Committee work, PEACH work,
or other work to coordinate and align efforts across programs, organizations, or institutions).
8. Have any of the supports or resources provided through the Workforce Consortium been useful in advancing
your work to improve the ECE professional development system during the 12-13 program year? Please
explain.
Satisfaction with LAUP Workforce Consortium Efforts
9. Please indicate your agreement with the following statements by placing an “x” in the appropriate box:
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Communication with LAUP staff has been
clear.
I am aware of the requirements of my
program’s contract with LAUP.
I am aware of the LAUP reporting
requirements.
LAUP staff is responsive to my questions
and/or concerns.
I know who to contact at LAUP depending on
my questions and/or concerns.
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LAUP has provided sufficient opportunities to
meet with other programs and organizations in
order to coordinate and align ECE workforce
development efforts.

10. Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience in the Early Care and Education Workforce
Consortium? Please check one response option.
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

11. What suggestions do you have for improving the Early Care and Education Workforce Consortium efforts?
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