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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since 1965, Head Start has provided critical early care and education (ECE) programming for
low-income children ages 0-5 in the United States to address significant disparities in health,
education, and employment outcomes. However, access and knowledge barriers prevent many
eligible children from receiving these federally subsidized services. These barriers are
particularly prominent in the state of California. California counties have high rates of child
poverty to the extent that children eligible for Head Start programming outnumber available slots
statewide by a magnitude greater than four.

Moreover, the recent introduction of categorical eligibility to include CalFresh recipients doubles
this disparity. Following a memorandum issued by the Office of Head Start in April 2022,
recipients of federal food assistance are categorically eligible for Head Start programs, which
includes households who earn up to 200% FPL in California. With this recent change in
eligibility, the nonprofit organization Head Start California has an opportunity to address access
and knowledge barriers that persist for low-income households of color and ensure that the
program’s expansion of categorical eligibility achieves more equitable outcomes.

The Client

This project was conducted in partnership with Head Start California (abbreviated as “HSC" or
“the client”). HSC is a nonprofit organization in Sacramento, CA that serves all Head Start
program sites located within the state of California. The client’s key activities include sharing
information between and across program sites, providing networking and professional
development opportunities for program site staff, and conducting advocacy on behalf of policies
that benefit program sites. The client engaged the USC project team to conduct research on the
extent of a mismatch between supply and demand for Head Start services across the state of
California. The client also requested that the project team test the hypothesis that Head Start is a
“well-kept secret” among eligible households residing in California.

Methodology

The project team deployed two primary methods of analysis to conduct this research: 1) spatial
analysis of a mapping product built in ArcGIS, and 2) descriptive and statistical analysis of
survey responses collected in Qualtrics and analyzed using STATA and Tableau. Spacial analysis
focused on quantifying the mismatch between supply and demand of Head Start services and
assessing the extent of physical access barriers by county and by census tract. The mapping
product employed American Community Survey (ACS) data as well as program site and
enrollment data from the client to generate supply and demand estimates. Meanwhile, the survey
collected data on Head Start knowledge as well as decision-making factors in early care and
education (ECE) for parents and guardians of young children. The survey product was deployed
following IRB approval and distributed to parents and guardians in California with support
provided by several survey distribution partner organizations.

Spatial Analysis

Head Start program sites are unevenly distributed across California counties and census tracts,
offering inequitable access to populations most in need of these federally subsidized services.
Whereas some counties have a close match between estimated demand and supply of Head Start



services, other counties have significant gaps whereby children between the ages of zero and five
must compete for relatively few enrollment slots in their area. Many counties sustained these
gaps in supply and demand prior to the categorical eligibility of CalFresh recipients, whereby
this recent expansion of eligibility poses even greater problems of inequitable access.

Survey Analysis

Overall, Head Start does not appear not a “well-kept secret” according to the survey responses
collected from parents and guardians in California. A large majority of respondents reported
having reported having heard of Head Start, with a majority learning about the program through
social network sites. However, knowledge disparities emerged along indicators of race/ethnicity,
poverty status, geographic area, and state region. For example, white respondents, respondents
living below 200% of the federal poverty level (abbreviated as “200% FPL”), respondents in
rural counties, and respondents in northern California reported higher levels of familiarity with
Head Start. Program quality emerged as the most important factor for choosing an ECE program,
again some differences based on the four previously described indicators. While a majority of
families are familiar with Head Start, the client nonetheless has an opportunity to address
inequities in program knowledge with the recent expansion of categorical eligibility.

Implications and Recommendations

Overall, the estimates for demand for Head Start (number of eligible children) outstrips the
supply (Head Start spots) by a magnitude greater than eight with the recent expansion of
categorical eligibility to include CalFresh recipients. The gap between demand and supply was
greater in rural counties versus their urban counterparts. Head Start locations are also unevenly
distributed in some counties, offering inequitable access to eligible children. Some
recommendations informed by the spatial analysis include sharing these findings with program
sites and conducting additional spacial analysis of supply of other ECE programs in California,
such as transitional kindergarten, to understand how alternatives impact inequities in and
competition for Head Start program access.

While the survey data is not representative of all families with young children living in
California, many steps were taken to reach a diverse sample of respondents and remove
illegitimate responses. Therefore, given the differences that emerged in this sample based on
race/ethnicity, poverty status, geographic area and state region, this survey analysis sheds some
light on where additional steps can be taken to address inequities in program knowledge. Some
recommendations for the client include making a greater effort to reach eligible families of color,
leveraging social networking sites more often for promotional purposes, and administering
parental surveys on a semi-regular basis.
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I. ISSUE OVERVIEW

In California, many children and families living in or near poverty are unable to access the early
care and education (ECE) services needed for school readiness. ECE programs, including Head
Start, are not providing services to all families in need throughout the state. Head Start is a
federal ECE program established in 1965 that provides school readiness and wellbeing services
for preschool children, toddlers, and infants of low-income families. In fiscal year 2019, an
estimated 122,000 low-income children were served (California Department of Education,
2022). However, estimates suggest that there are nearly 650,000 children eligible for a
subsidized ECE program, many of whom do not have access (Melnick et. al, 2017). These
estimates suggest that California’s ECE programming, including Head Start programs, fall far
short of servicing eligible families in California. Possible explanations include a paucity of
service sites and lack of information available to families eligible for ECE services. As such, it is
likely that hundreds of thousands of low-income families and children in California are missing
out on valuable subsidized services that contribute to child development. Head Start, for
example, promotes school readiness by providing programs for early learning and development,
health and well-being, and family well-being and engagement to address systemic
socioeconomic barriers that low-income children face to reduce gaps in long-term educational
outcomes (Head Start Services, 2022). Students enrolled in subsidized ECE programs, such as
Head Start, have shown to have better educational outcomes, such as graduating high school and
attending college, as well as improved social-emotional development (Deming, 2009; Yoshikawa
et al., 2013; Melnick et al., 2017; Garces et al., 2002; Cooper & Lanza, 2014; Barnett, 1995;
Duncan et al., 2011; and U.S. HHS, 2010).

Poverty in California

Too many children live in poverty in California, although estimates vary. The U.S. Census
Bureau estimated that approximately 12.3 percent or nearly 4.75 million Californians are living
in poverty as of 2021 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021).! Of those Californians in poverty, a little over
330,000 are young children under 5 years (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021). According to U.S.
Census Bureau estimates, California has the second most children under 5 years living in poverty
in the U.S. (see Figure 1.1).> A recent study by the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC),
which estimates poverty using a different method, suggests that as many as 4.5 million
Californians are living in poverty, as of 2021 (Danielson et al., 2022a).” Of those Californians in
poverty, the PPIC estimates that 8.4 percent or approximately 378,000 are young children under
5 years, an increase of 14.5 percent compared to the U.S. Census Bureau estimate (Danielson et

'This estimate is the U.S. Census Bureau’s official poverty measure of the 2021 American Community Survey,
1-year estimates of poverty status in the past 12 months (S1701). Of the nearly 4.75 million Californians estimated
to live in poverty, approximately 1.4 million are children under the age of 18 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021).
?According to U.S. Census Bureau estimates, Texas has the most children under 5 living in poverty.

*The Public Policy Institute of California conducted this study in partnership with the Stanford University Center on
Poverty and Inequality in the fall of 2021 using a California Poverty Measure. This measure estimates the level of
poverty in California by accounting for the differing costs of living and government subsidies (Danielson et al.,
2022a). This measure’s poverty line is approximately $36,900 per year for a family of four (Danielson et al., 2022a).
The PPIC utilizes the California Poverty Measure, which examines poverty more comprehensively and accounts for
different factors such as geographical differences in the cost of living, social safety nets like Cal Fresh, and childcare
expenses (Bohn et al., 2013).



al., 2022b).* While these estimates are declining due to increased availability of social safety
nets, according to the PPIC, the number of children living in poverty is still great.’

Figure 1.1: Poverty of Children Under 5 Years in the Contiguous U.S.
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau Map of American Community Survey, 1-Year Estimates (S1701)

Of those Californians in poverty, there is a large proportion of Californians that are educationally
disadvantaged and unemployed. According to U.S. Census Bureau estimates, nearly 20 percent
of Californians below the poverty level have no high school diploma and nearly 25 percent are
unemployed (see Figure 1.2).° Racial disparities in poverty status also continue to persist within
the state. According to U.S. Census Bureau estimates, nearly 20 and 15 percent of California’s
population below poverty level are Black or African American and Hispanic or Latino,
respectively (see Figure 1.2). While African Americans represent a relatively small percentage of
the California’s population (5 percent), they make up almost 10 percent of the bottom 10 percent
of the income distribution; Black and Latino families combined make up almost 60 percent of
the bottom ten percentile (Bohn et al., 2022). Conversely, white families make up about 39
percent of the population, while accounting for over 64 percent of the top 10 income percentile
(Bohn et al., 2022). Latino and Black children are more likely to live in poverty as compared to
white children and children of other races (Kids Data, 2021).

“According to the Public Policy Institute of California’s measure, approximately 9 percent or 405,000 Californians
in poverty are children aged 0-17. Of the 9 percent, 8.4 percent are aged 0-5 (Danielson et al., 2022b).

The Public Policy Institute of California reported rates in California dropping to 9 percent in the fall of 2021 from
17.9 percent in 2019 (Danielson et al., 2022a).

These estimates are not mutually exclusive. The working-age category includes the population below poverty level
18 to 64 years. The educational attainment category includes the population below poverty level 25 years and over.
The employment status categories includes the population below poverty level 16 years and over.



Figure 1.2: Characteristics of Californians in Poverty
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Poverty Outcomes

The outlook for young children living in poverty is grim. A study on the importance of early
childhood poverty suggests that poor children begin their K-12 education behind their classmates
from more affluent backgrounds and that many lose ground during their academic careers
(Duncan et al., 2011). This suggests that poorer children already not at the same level of
preparedness for school are continuously outperformed by their affluent classmates over time as
education disparities widen further. One study finds that young, low-income children are
vulnerable to educational disparities from as early as 9 months old (Meloy et al., 2019). The
different experiences that low-income children have compared to their more affluent peers can
lead to great disparities in their cognition and preparation for education (Meloy et al., 2019).

A number of challenges emerge for low-income children as a result of their socioeconomic
status. For example, low-income preschool-aged children in the U.S. have, on average, lower
levels of reading and math abilities, and go on to attain less education than their more affluent
peers (Duncan et al., 2011). The same study suggests that poverty is associated with several other
disadvantages, such as little to no parental education and living in a single-parent household
(Duncan et al., 2011). Research suggests that children from socioeconomically disadvantaged
backgrounds achieve less in school (lower graduation rates), demonstrate more problematic
behaviors, and tend to be less healthy compared to children from more affluent backgrounds
(Duncan et al., 2011; Meloy et al., 2019; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997). These impacts matter
in the long term. For example, early poverty is predicted to have negative compounding effects
on adult earnings (Duncan et al., 2011). Disparities follow disadvantaged children throughout



their lives, leading to shortcomings in education, health, and future earnings unless there are
ECE interventions early in their lives (Meloy et al., 2019).

Children who are poor are also likely to live in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty, which
can also harm their development (Shapiro et al., 2015). In 2001, the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development administered a randomized control trial with federal housing choice
vouchers and determined that boys whose families were not restricted to impoverished
neighborhoods (i.e., the experiment group) experienced fewer behavior problems and expressed
fewer safety concerns (Shroder, 2001). Another study examining the Moving to Opportunity
experiment found that students that were part of the experiment group who were young (below
13) had positive long-term effects, such as higher college attendance rates and income (Chetty et
al., 2015).

Opportunity Gap

Minority and low-income students in our education field continue to have less access to the
necessary resources to perform well academically and create a successful future (Close the Gap
Foundation, 2023). This phenomenon is known as the opportunity gap, which is defined as "the
way uncontrollable life factors like race, language, economic and family contributions can
contribute to lower rates of success in educational achievement, career aspirations" (Close the
Gap Foundation, 2023).” A report released in 2012 found that “22 percent of children who have
lived in poverty did not graduate from high school compared to 6 percent of non-poor students*
(Hernandez, 2012). In California, test scores for Latino and Black students continue to lag
behind their white peers. In 2022, for example, a large majority of black students (84 percent)
and Latino students (79 percent) did not meet the state math standards, while 52 percent of white
students did not meet the standard (Esquivel & Blume, 2022). Black and Latino students are less
likely to graduate from high school, more likely to be suspended, and more likely to experience
chronic absenteeism (California Department of Education, 2023). This opportunity gap begins
early, before kids even start school. Studies have shown that Black students enter kindergarten
with fewer math and reading skills (Henry et al., 2020). The early years of a child's life are
crucial to their development, and quality ECE can be a means of closing the gap.

Outcomes of ECE Interventions

Education can be a positive driver out of poverty for low-income children. For young children in
particular, quality ECE can lead to several positive effects that prompt more success later in life,
including improved mathematic skills, language, and literacy among other competencies
(Melnick et al., 2017). Yet children from disadvantaged backgrounds face greater difficulties in
attaining quality ECE, which is likely unaffordable for the average family living in or near
poverty (Melnick et al, 2017).® Fortunately, means-tested ECE programs can help fill this need.
Literature indicates that subsidized ECE programs, such as Head Start, can have positive
outcomes for low-income children, and help children overcome socioeconomic disparities in
mathematics and literacy (Barnett, 1995; Deming, 2009; and Duncan et al., 2011). Such ECE
programs are important because they occur during the early years of a child’s life, when they are

"In line with current language trends seen in the field of educational disparities, we use “opportunity gap” rather than
“achievement gap” because the latter implies fault at the individual rather than systems level.

$Melnick et al. argue that for poor families, childcare costs can take up to 50 percent of household income,
especially for a household with a single parent earning a low wage (2017).



most susceptible to intervention (Yoshikawa et al., 2013). These early interactions turn into the
building blocks for skills developed in young adulthood and beyond (Yoshikawa et al., 2013).

Literature on the outcomes of ECE interventions for low-income children show that participants
experience increased levels of education completion, reduced crime, and higher earnings, among
other beneficial outcomes (Deming, 2009; Yoshikawa et al., 2013; Melnick et al., 2017; Garces
et al., 2002; Cooper & Lanza, 2014; Barnett, 1995; and U.S. HHS, 2010). Head Start directly
targets children’s health and has shown improvements in the health of pre-school aged children
in low-income families. For instance, Head Start has shown increases in child immunization
rates due to the program’s efforts (Yoshikawa et al., 2013).°

Participants of Head Start gain benefits that persist into adulthood (Garces et al., 2002).
Outcomes, however, differ across cultural and racial groups. For example, white participants of
Head Start could experience an increased likelihood of finishing high school and attending
college and earning more in early adulthood (Garces et al., 2002). African American participants
of Head Start experience a reduced likelihood of being involved in crime and a greater likelihood
of completing high school (Garces et al., 2002)."° A study showed that Head Start participants
scored higher levels than their peers in vocabulary when measured at the end of the program
(Cooper & Lanza, 2014)."" A study conducted by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services on Head Start found that benefits for participants were primarily in language and
literacy areas (2010).

Education is a vital tool in the fight against childhood poverty. Access to quality education is
seen globally as a remedy to the cycle of poverty because the more education a person receives
on average, the higher their lifetime income tends to be (Giovetti & McConville, 2022; Wolla &
Sullivan, 2017). In other words, higher educational attainment predicts reduced likelihood of
living in poverty (Danielson et al., 2021). Education is seen as a great equalizer, potentially
lifting children out of poverty into adulthood. At the same time, students are not receiving equal
education opportunities, and an opportunity gap exists.

ECE Complexity in California

California’s ECE system can be described as a “patchwork of programs” with many providers
offering the same services to the same intended audience (Melnick et al., 2017). Because Head
Start directly funds service providers, bypassing state and local governments, other ECE program
administrators and decision makers are largely out of touch with Head Start programs statewide.
There is no centralized entity that monitors the numbers of eligible children for these programs
or their enrollment. California’s siloed approach to ECE programs prevents decisionmakers from
determining (1) whether there is a match of service providers for the needs and (2) the overall
expenditures on ECE (Melnick et al., 2017). For example, excluding Head Start when assessing
service needs in the state could skew the results of ECE supply and expenditures (Melnick et al.,
2017). This complexity riddles ECE programs across the nation. The U.S. Government

Head Start also offers comprehensive health screenings and dental care, among other services (Yoshikawa et al.,
2013).

“The finding for African Americans’ greater likelihood to complete high school is for males in comparison to their
siblings (Garces et al., 2002).

""This finding compared Head Start participants to peers that did not participate in the same program.



Accountability Office (2019) studied federal and state ECE programs nationwide and found that
“69 state preschool programs offered at least one of the same services as Head Start or prioritized
at least one of the same groups of children for enrollment.”

The challenge of meeting demand for ECE programs in California is further complicated by
policy changes at the agency or program level. When agencies update their program policies,
such as eligibility criteria, these changes have consequences for the whole ECE system (Maricle
& Davies, 2021). For example, the recent decision to expand Transitional Kindergarten in
California to include all 4-year-olds by 2025 could have an impact on Head Start programs by
potentially disrupting enrollment and complicating outreach efforts.

Families in Need of ECE Services Face Obstacles to Enrollment

Of primary concern for Head Start California is how to best reach the focal
population—specifically, parents—in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. Low-income
individuals and families may choose not to participate due to various reasons: “inertia, lack of
information, stigma, the time and ‘hassle’ associated with applications and program compliance,
as well as some programs’ non-entitlement status” (Ribar, 2014). Applying for Head Start
requires a level of parental engagement that may not be feasible for some households. Families
with internet access and an awareness of Head Start programs can find key information about the
program online. However, self-initiated or online application processes can still present barriers
for vulnerable families. One study identified that African American mothers of preschool-aged
children receiving government assistance reported less involvement in their child’s education
than their peers, especially mothers who grew up with negative parenting experiences (Jarrett &
Coba-Rodriguez, 2015). Another study of low-income parents identified that over 80 percent of
the sample found their child’s early education program through friends and family or via their
local public services, suggesting the secondary importance of online information as compared to
peer-to-peer and other local networks (Bassok et al., 2018).

Further research underscores the focal population’s heterogeneity and implies the need for a
diverse marketing and outreach strategy to reach eligible households. A study on Head
Start-eligible low-income parents utilizing 1996 data from the national evaluation of Early Head
Start identified significant differences in parenting practices (Maupin et al., 2010). Whereas
stress and material poverty affect all low-income households, personal and psychological
resources to cope vary greatly, and these individual differences matter for parents and their
children (Maupin et al., 2010). The study concludes that practitioners should develop a deep
understanding of parents’ coping skills, support systems, and perceptions of resource availability
(Maupin et al., 2010). Furthermore, it bears emphasizing that some eligible households may
always choose an alternative ECE option for reasons outside of an ECE provider’s control. One
Louisiana-based study found that convenience may be the largest factor for low-income parents
choosing an early education program (Bassok et al., 2018).

ECE Needs are Evolving

Why do parents choose specific ECE programs over other options? What are the factors that are
influencing their decisions? Such questions have become increasingly urgent for ECE policy
makers and service providers in California as parents are faced with a more complex array of
choices. One report conducted by the equity-focused nonprofit Catalyst California examines the
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decision-making factors for California families through a survey and focus group interview
(What We Do, 2023; Harris et al., 2022). Across both the survey and focus groups, the main
priority for parents when choosing a program was the health and safety (both physical and
emotional) of their child (Harris et al., 2022). Other factors for families included having strong
communication with parents, creating a nurturing environment for children, offering
age-appropriate activities that spur child’s development, and having a culturally and
linguistically affirming community (Harris et al., 2022). Working parents expressed the difficulty
of finding a ECE program that operated during business hours; many had to resort to outside
networks such as family neighbors for childcare (Harris et al., 2022). In rural counties, many
parents found it near impossible to find programs near their homes (Harris et al., 2022). Overall
parents across the state wanted a safe and nurturing environment for their children with active
communication with parents and individualized care that worked with their schedules (Harris et
al., 2022).
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II. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

This report measures (1) the extent to which Head Start providers in California are operating in
areas with the most substantial need for early care and education (ECE) services, as defined by
Head Start program eligibility criteria, and (2) the extent to which eligible households are aware
of the existing programs, as well as the factors that influence decisions to enroll in Head Start. To
address the first research objective, the team analyzed data on the need for ECE and the supply
of Head Start programs and available slots, and measured the extent to which a gap exists
between the demand and supply. We also interviewed subject matter experts on appropriate
metrics to measure the need and supply of ECE services. Three variables entered the demand
analysis: (1) children under five years old living in poverty; (2) children under five years old
receiving SNAP/CalFresh benefits; and (3) children under five years old with gross household
income up to 200% of the federal poverty level (FPL). To measure increased demand resulting
from the categorical eligibility expansion, the study utilizes the number of CalFresh recipients as
the lower bound and households earning 200% of the FPL as the upper bound, since not all
households earning 200% of the FPL or less in California receive food assistance. To address our
second research objective, the team deployed an anonymous, IRB-approved survey for parents
and guardians of young children in California to learn more about the factors that influence
families' decisions in enrollment in ECE programs as well as their knowledge of Head Start.
Survey distribution was done in partnership with organizations who work with this specific
demographic. To account for survey bots who threaten the validity of the data, many techniques
were employed to clean the data: (1) eliminating survey responses completed at the same minute
(2) removal of responses with dubious text answers (3) income validity check.

Research Objective 1: Measuring Supply and Demand of Head Start Services in California

Head Start Program Eligibility.

Head Start program eligibility is determined primarily by a child’s household income. Eligible
households can earn up to 100% FPL, and states may allocate up to 35 percent of Head Start
slots to children in families or households earning up to 135% FPL (Apply for Services, 2022)."
Children 0-5 years old experiencing homelessness, in foster care, or receiving public assistance
are categorically eligible (Apply for Services, 2022). In April 2022, the HHS Office of Head Start
expanded categorical eligibility to include all Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) recipients (SNAP Eligibility for Head Start Services, 2022). In California, households
receiving CalFresh—California’s SNAP program—cannot have net household incomes more than
100% FPL but may earn up to 200% FPL in gross income (Eligibility and Issuance
Requirements, 2022)." Therefore, the categorical eligibility expansion to include CalFresh
recipients increases the potential number of children eligible for Head Start services in California
by effectively raising the gross income threshold to 200% FPL.

"2The FPL is variable and depends on the number and age of persons in family or household. The thresholds issued
by the Census Bureau are used throughout the United States, not varying by geography. For example, according to
the U.D. Department of Health and Human Services’ (HHS) public website, the 2023 poverty guideline for a family
or household with 4 persons is $30,000 for the 48 contiguous states and the District of Colombia (Poverty
Guidelines, 2023).

3 According to the California Department of Social Services, gross income is earned income and unearned income
that is non-excludable. For example, a family or household with 4 persons may have a monthly gross income of up
to $4,418—200% of poverty level—to be eligible for CalFresh (Eligibility and Issuance Requirements, 2022).
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Demand Data Analysis and Assumptions.

The project team made several assumptions to estimate the number of children under five in
California in need of ECE services. The team primarily analyzed census data to determine the
number of children ages 0-5 in California that are eligible for Head Start programming;
specifically, American Community Survey (ACS), 2021, 1- and 5-year estimates.'* The team also
utilized CalFresh data from the California Department of Social Services to determine the
number of children under five years old that are now categorically eligible for Head Start
programming. To determine the number of California children under five living in poverty, the
team analyzed ACS, 2021, 5-year estimates of the poverty status in the past 12 months by sex
and age (table ID: B17001). These data produced county-level estimates of male and female
children under five. To determine the total number, the team simply aggregated the two inputs
per county and summed the total of all counties to derive the total in California. These data were
developed by the U.S. Census Bureau, are representative and straight forward, and do not require
additional assumptions or calculations.

Estimating the number of children under that receive CalFresh required utilizing recent
California Department of Social Services data on annual CalFresh participation. These data
produced aggregate county-level estimates of child participants under 18 years old in 2021.
Assuming that the percentage of children under age five in this population is proportional to the
total population produced an estimate of the number of CalFresh children young enough for
Head Start. The number of children under five throughout California that live in households or
families with incomes up to 200% FPL came from ACS 2021 and 1- and 5-year estimates of the
ratio of income in 2021 to the poverty level (specifically, ACS table ID B13004 and B05010).
These data produced county-level estimates of the total population in California, including
children, with income that fall within the income ratio to poverty level of 1.00 to 1.99. These
data, however, are aggregate estimates and required additional assumptions and calculations to
isolate the number of children under five years old from children of other ages.

To produce the needed estimate, the team leveraged ACS, 2021, 5-year estimates of table ID
B13004, which measured ratios of income of the total population of all ages in every county in
California. Two assumptions applied to these data: (1) that the number of children under age 18
were proportional to what is found in the total population and (2) that the number of children
under age 5 is also proportional.” '® The estimate of total California children under five in
households that earn up to 200% FPL supports estimation of the upper bound of potential SNAP
recipients, and by extension the upper bound of new potential Head Start participants.

'*According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s public website, ACS 1-year data is a representative estimate at the national,
state, and county level, among other levels (Survey Data Collection and Methodology Considerations for Poverty
Data, 2021). ACS 1-year estimates exist for places with populations greater than 65,000 people, and estimates of
places with a smaller geography and populations are available in ACS 5-year estimates (Survey Data Collection and
Methodology Considerations for Poverty Data, 2021).

3To check this estimate against other available data, we made the same assumptions across other ACS data sets.
Specifically, ACS, 2021, 1-year estimates of table ID B13004 and ACS, 2021, 1-year estimates of table ID B05010.
We tested Alameda County, an input that is available in all data sets, and the estimated number of children under
five years old was within 1,000 children of each other. This suggests that the available data sets produce estimates
that are relatively similar.

“Data used to estimate children under five years old living with families making up to 200% FPL studies 2020
income, not 2021 like all other data used. Still, the estimates are like other data sets that study 2021 income ratios.
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Aggregating this estimate with the number of children under five living in poverty up to 100%
FPL provides an estimate of the number of young children that are categorically eligible for
Head Start programming in California because they receive CalFresh benefits.

Estimating Service Supply.

To quantify the supply of Head Start services, data were obtained directly from the client. The
dataset included information such as names of the agencies operating Head Start sites, names and
addresses of the sites, and the enrollment data for each site by the type of the program in
California as of 2021. The two main program types are Head Start and Early Head Start, and
each includes standard programs as well as migrant, seasonal, and tribal programs (altogether
referred to as “Head Start programs” throughout this report). The data measure how many Head
Start sites there are in California and how many children each site can currently accommodate.

Spatial analysis was essential to identify counts of Head Start sites and enrollment slots for each
county in California and each census tract within a given county. To enable further spatial
analysis, the dataset was geocoded in ArcGIS Pro software, and all the sites except for one,
which was dropped due to an incomplete address entry, were successfully mapped. A
combination of geoprocessing tools (e.g., Overlay or Proximity Toolsets from Analysis Toolbox,
Joins and Related Toolsets from Data Management Toolbox) were used to quantify the total
number of Head Start locations and the total number of seats in each county or census tract.

Measuring Gaps of Demand and Supply.
To estimate the gap between the supply and demand of Head Start services among the target

population, two main approaches were identified:

1) estimating the ratios of demand to supply within the boundaries of a selected unit of
observation;

2) estimating the extent of access to supply from a selected unit of observation based on its
demand level.

The first approach helps understand the big picture of which units of observation do or do not
experience the lack of Head Start services relative to the existing demand level. This analysis
was possible to perform both at the county and census tract levels. The target population eligible
for Head Start was divided by the actual number of Head Start enrollment slots. The ratio
enables more standardized comparisons of counties and census tracts. The second approach
supported identification of neighborhoods with a lack of Head Start services and is especially
critical as physical access to ECE facilities is a significant factor in program enrollment. In 2016,
the Center for American Progress introduced a definition of childcare deserts—areas with an
insufficient supply of licensed childcare—to assess trends in proximity to childcare as one
component of a child’s ability to attend a high-quality early childhood program. They later found
that 51 percent of Americans lived in neighborhoods classified as childcare deserts, and that
share in California was 60.3 percent (Center for American Progress, 2018).

The ensuing spacial analysis aims to identify areas that do or do not have reasonable access to
Head Start facilities and is most useful when performed at the census tract level due to data
granularity. Census tracts with Head Start facilities within their own boundaries or within 3 miles
are considered census tracts with “reasonable access.” Those that have access outside of a 3-mile
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distance but within 7 mile tracts have “limited access.” Finally, tracts that are 7 miles or greater
from a program site have “no access.” The thresholds are constructed based on the findings of
the National Survey of Early Care and Education Project Team (2016). Their breakdown of
distances includes 0, between 0 and 1 mile, between 1 and 3 miles, between 3 and 8 miles, and
more than 8 miles. In the report, the average distance from home to a center-based ECE provider
among households with low income (0-200% FPL) was 3.4 miles for children under 3 and 3.15
miles for children 3-5 years old, while higher-income households were able to travel farther
distances. However, considering that this analysis takes into account census tract territory as a
whole, rather than individual home addresses, lower-bound thresholds were set. Similarly to the
first approach, the relevant ratio was derived for standardized comparison of census tracts: the
ratio of eligible children to slots within a distance of 3 miles.

Another method is the use of hot spot and clustering analyses. The hot spot analysis and
clustering analysis are both useful because they visually show where units of interest are
concentrated through different color schemes. The units of interest include not only service
providers and children from low-income families, but also the extent of disparities between
supply and demand. For example, hot spot analysis demonstrates statistically significant hot and
cold spots of service providers, while density-based clustering analysis identifies clusters of
service providers based on their spatial distribution.

Selection of Counties for Census Tract-Level Analysis.
In view of the time and technical limitations of the USC project team, detailed analysis at the

census tract-level was limited to a pool of ten counties that were selected in consultation with the
client (see Figure 2.1). Specifically, the selection was made in consideration of the following two
criteria: 1) the absolute number of the target population living in or near poverty in each county
above 10,000; and 2) the level of disparity of the target population living in or near poverty
relative to the total target population size in each county.

Figure 2.1: Proportion of Children Living In Poverty of Total Population Under Five

Tulare 19113 53

Fresno 38 BELH 5
Merced 10,658 51
Kern 33, SaH 49
Stanislaus 15 535 10
San Bermnarding 549 550 40
San Jaaguin 20,485 39
Monterasy 11 153 37
Las Angeles 204 983 36
Sacramento 43, b 34,

Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data.

On the one hand, it is efficient to closely look into counties with high concentrations of
low-income preschool-age children. For example, nearly 90 percent of children under five in
California (over 2 million) reside in 20 counties that make up only half of the state’s area.
Moreover, counties with the highest populations of children under five are also the counties with
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high populations of children living in poverty. On the other hand, some counties experience more
severe disparities in child poverty despite having smaller populations, and if overlooked, those
disparities may persist. For example, as shown in Figure 2.1, some counties have much higher
percentages of children under five living in or near poverty relative to the total population.

Limitations of Estimating Demand.

The estimates of children under five years old that (1) live in poverty, (2) have families or
subfamilies earning incomes up to 200% FPL, and (3) are CalFresh participants (all eligible for
Head Start) are likely conservative estimates. Moreover, estimates are derived from 2021 data.
Despite these limitations, the project team believes that these data and estimates and assumptions
are reasonable to analyze need throughout California for ECE services as well as inequities in
access. In line with the Census Bureau’s recommendation for studying poverty found on its
public website, ACS 1- and 5-year data were utilized to analyze poverty at the state and county
level because of the data’s large sample size (Which Data Source to Use for Poverty, 2021).

Another limitation is that ACS estimates developed by the U.S. Census Bureau apply to the
population of Californians for whom poverty status is determined. This signifies that not all of
California’s population is included in this estimate, namely the so-called hard to reach
populations. For instance, the population for whom poverty status is determined leaves out
approximately 700,000 Californians according to U.S. Census Bureau ACS data.'” According to
the U.S. Census Bureau, people whose poverty status cannot be determined include U.S. service
members living in military barracks, those persons living in unconventional situations or
housing, students living in college dormitories, and persons in institutional group quarters, such
as prisons or nursing homes (How the Census Bureau Measures Poverty, 2023). While these
limitations will have minimal impact on the target population of interest for this analysis, they
could impact families with young children living in unconventional situations. In addition,
poverty status cannot be determined for children under 15 years old that are unrelated and not
living with a family member, such as foster children (How the Census Bureau Measures Poverty,
2023). According to the U.S. Census Bureau, this is because unrelated subfamilies cannot be
assigned in household data reporting; persons not biologically related are categorized as
unrelated persons (Survey Data Collection and Methodology Considerations for Poverty Data,
2021). This results in exclusion of this population from the universe of individuals living in or
near poverty, further limiting the true estimate of children under five that are eligible for Head
Start programming (How the Census Bureau Measures Poverty, 2023).

Possible Underestimation of Poverty Data.

A comparison of poverty data with other data sources was also conducted to check for
robustness. Some studies indicate that OPM’s poverty estimates among children of preschool age
as standalone data could be underestimated. Particularly, the California Poverty Measure (CPM)
was created by the PPIC and the Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality to provide a more
comprehensive poverty measure that accounts for such additional variables as housing costs and
safety net benefits. Compared to the official estimates of 16.1 percent during that period, CPM
estimated poverty among children under five to be 21.2 percent with safety net measures
accounted for and 29.4 percent without (Public Policy Institute of California, 2017).

'"According to ACS 2021 data, the U.S. Census Bureau determined the poverty status of approximately 38.1 out of
38.8 million people in California.
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Double Enrollment.

However, since the target population may also attend other ECE programs along with Head Start
programs and dual enrollment is not considered due to the absence of a centralized enrollment
tracking system, this number should not be taken at face value. As mentioned, the study does not
consider other ECE programs, so absolute numbers describing the gap should not be taken at
face value. Even if the study included other programs, underestimations and overestimations
would have been highly likely to be present. The underestimation would be present due to the
possible dual enrollment of children in more than one publicly subsidized program, and more
children would have been counted to be served by ECE programs. As no agency assigns unique
child identification numbers (IDs) to children enrolled in publicly subsidized programs, the
magnitude of dual enrollment remains unclear (American Institutes for Research, 2016). For
example, the American Institutes for Research’s recent survey of Head Start grantees estimated
that 25 percent of children enrolled in Head Start statewide also received funding from other
sources (2016). Overestimations would root in an unanticipated expansion of other publicly
subsidized programs, such as TK, a decline in child poverty, or a decline in childbirth over years.

Measuring Distance to Head Start Locations.

Caution should be taken when considering the distances identified above as the project team did
not have access to home address data of families with children under five and was only able to
measure the distances from a particular census tract.

Research Objective 2: Identifying Parental Decision-Making Factors and Head Start
Familiarity with Survey Instrument

Motivations and Ethical Considerations.

To answer the second research question, the project team conducted an anonymous, short (5-10
minute) survey for parents who live in California to understand their decision-making factors in
choosing ECE programs as well as how knowledgeable they are of Head Start programs. The
survey instrument was administered through Qualtrics in English, Spanish, Korean and Russian
(see Appendices I-L for survey instruments in each language). The survey consisted of
multiple-choice questions examining ECE program choice and influential factors, levels of Head
Start familiarity, and how respondents heard of Head Start, in addition to questions on
respondents’ demographic information. Of primary interest was testing the hypothesis that Head
Start is a “well-kept secret " that eligible families do not know about, as well as testing whether
inequities exist in knowledge of Head Start programs. Further, of primary interest to the client
and the project team was identifying differences in outcomes across four key indicators:
race/ethnicity (white vs. non-white), poverty status (above vs. below 200% FPL), geographic
area (rural vs. urban), and state region (Northern vs. Southern California). Collecting
demographic information was thus essential, although doing so can introduce ethical concerns
given that this requires respondents to share personal information. The project team secured IRB
approval from the University in Southern California in January 2023 via an expedited exempt
review, as minimal risk of harm was identified for prospective survey participants.

Target Survey Respondents.

To understand the decision-making factors of families regarding ECE programs for their
children, the project team sought input from California parents of elementary aged children,

17



anticipating that information about past ECE enrollment decisions would more likely still be
remembered given recency of occurence. Given the project team’s exclusive interest in hearing
from parents of young children in California, the survey instrument screened for California
residents and for parents and guardians of children aged ten or younger. Low-income families
were another target group for this survey because their input could inform future strategies to
enroll prospective Head Start students from similar backgrounds. It was also important to survey
higher income families who would not qualify for Head Start services because they would act as
the comparison group. To prevent bias in the data, the project team made a concerted effort to
recruit respondents outside the Head Start network; a sample with overrepresentation of Head
Start users would threaten internal validity and would not enable credible testing of the client’s
hypothesis that Head Start is a “well-kept secret.”

Survey Distribution Strategy.

A multitude of California-based partner organizations that serve parents whose characteristics
align with the project team’s target demographics assisted in distributing the survey. These nearly
20 distribution partners utilized their networks and shared the survey via various channels, such
as social media (primarily Instagram, Facebook, and LinkedIn) and e-newsletters. All survey
distribution partners can be found in Appendix A. To incentivize survey completion, respondents
were given the option to enter a raffle for a $100 VISA gift card. To ensure anonymity per IRB
requirements, respondents who completed the survey had the option to click on a second URL to
enter the raffle by providing contact information. Three randomly selected survey respondents
received a $100 VISA gift card in April 2023 generously funded by the client.

Survey Cleaning and Analysis.

The project team utilized STATA to import and clean all complete responses submitted upon
Qualtrics survey closure on March 31, 2023. Cleaning the survey data was an essential first step
before generating tables and conducting analysis of responses by race, poverty level, geographic
area, and state region. Respondents were coded as “white” or “non-white” depending on the
racial and ethnic information they provided and as “under 200% FPL” or “above 200% FPL”
depending on their reported household size and income (see Appendix F for details on how
household poverty status was calculated). Additionally, respondents were coded as “north” or
“south” and “rural” or “urban” based on the classification of their reported county of residence.
With data cleaning, a primary concern was the removal of robot or “bot” responses. Survey bots
or automated programs used by individuals/groups to fill out surveys are becoming a more
pervasive problem as bots can be created in minutes and can be especially a problem when there
is a monetary incentive (Griffin et al., 2021). It is therefore important to take measures to clean
the data and remove bot responses which are a threat to the data’s validity (Xu et al., 2022). The
project team employed three rigorous techniques to remove more than 1,000 bot responses:

® Deleting responses submitted within the same minute. One bot detection strategy
utilized in this project was removal of survey responses submitted within the same
minute. It is highly unlikely that different people began a survey within a minute
of each other therefore these responses are more likely to be an algorithm
submitting multiple entries at once.

® Manual removal of responses with suspicious text responses. Another method to
cleaning the data of responses were removing responses where the text did not
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match the question, or gave the impression that words were generated using
artificial intelligence. Examples suspicious open-ended responses used to flag bot
responses can be found in Appendix H.

® [ncome and public benefits reconciliation. The last method utilized was cross
checking the income ranges reported by participants who also reported receiving
at least one public benefit. If a participant's income was much too high for a
public benefit they claimed to receive, the response was removed.

Analytic Criteria

With the vision of being “the provider of choice for California’s most vulnerable children and
families,” Head Start California in their ‘Strategic Plan: 2023 and Beyond’ set a strategic goal of
“wider recognition in California among families with young children” by raising awareness
about Head Start programs (Strategic Plan: 2023 and Beyond, 2022). Thus, the project team
identified social equity as a leading criterion for analysis, with the client’s vision and strategic
goals at the core of the research process. Allocation of Head Start services can be equitable if all
California’s vulnerable families with children have genuine access. While the target population
of Head Start programs already includes children living in or near poverty, the equitable access
in this analysis is further evaluated in two ways: 1) physical accessibility, and 2) knowledge or
information accessibility. The two methodologies employed—spatial analysis and survey
analysis—were developed with consideration of these two aspects of equity.

Physical Accessibility.

Considering the existing gaps between the supply of California’s ECE programs, including Head
Start programs, and the needs of eligible families, it was not clear to what extent current Head
Start programs were (or were not) accessible to eligible children and whether the geography of
such (in)accessibility could be traced. The spatial analysis evaluates whether and where the
current distribution of all Head Start services in California is (un)equitable at the county and
census tract levels.

Knowledge Accessibility.

While parental awareness is one of the key factors mentioned in research exploring families’
intake of government-led social programs, the client raised the concern of whether a gap in
knowledge exists for eligible households across demographic groups. This prompts an additional
question of whether (lack of) awareness about Head Start influences parents’ decisions to enroll
and not to enroll their children in Head Start programs. The survey instrument assesses that gap
through the lens of equitable access to knowledge and information by investigating outcomes
across race, poverty level, geographic area, and state region.
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III. SPATTIAL ANALYSIS FINDINGS

The need for ECE in California outstrips the supply of Head Start programs and enrollment slots
by a magnitude of eight. The need estimate takes into account the recent expansion of Head
Start’s categorical eligibility to include CalFresh recipients. In many cases, the expansion of
Head Start’s categorical eligibility doubled the amount of eligible children throughout counties in
California. This includes children under five living in families or households with incomes up to
200 percent of the FPL. Many counties in California have high proportions of children under five
living in or near poverty—some counties have as high as 71 percent of its total population of
children under 5 living in or near poverty. In addition, Head Start locations are unevenly
distributed throughout some counties and offer inequitable access to its population most in need.
While the estimates of eligible children throughout California are high, more than eight times the
number of Head Start enrollment slots, the estimates do not represent actual demand; rather, the
estimates of eligible children for Head Start represent potential demand, and do not consider
other ECE programs in California that could absorb potential demand.

Head Start Supply in California

Head Start programs are present in nearly all counties in California with the exceptions of
Alpine, Mono, and Sierra Counties. Three counties—Los Angeles, San Diego, and
Sacramento—are home to 41 percent of all Head Start locations, or 790 out of 1,916 locations.
This is likely due to the high population present in these counties. Los Angeles and San Diego
counties are California’s most populated counties, while Sacramento ranks eighth. In the
remaining 52 counties, the count of Head Start locations range from 1 to 85, with most of them,
or 67 percent, having fewer than 20 Head Start locations. Throughout California, Head Start
programs offer 88,600 enrollment slots, and on average, each Head Start location can
accommodate 46 slots with the variation ranging from 0 to 393 slots per location. The top four
counties: Los Angeles County, home to 30 percent of slots (26,719 slots); San Diego with 10
percent (8,777 slots); Sacramento with 6 percent (5,701 slots); and San Bernardino with 5
percent (4,444 slots). Together, these four counties offer more than half of the total Head Start
enrollment slots available in California (see Figure 3.1). Excluding these outliers, nearly
two-thirds of the rest of the 51 counties that have Head Start locations, or 37 of them, are home
to around 1,000 slots each.
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Figure 3.1: Head Start Enrollment Slots in California
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Head Start Demand in California

In 2021, nearly every county in California had eligible children under five living in poverty,
except for Sierra County. Throughout California, in 2021, there were an estimated nearly
375,000 children under five living in poverty, all eligible for Head Start services. In Los Angeles
County alone, there were a little over 100,000 children under five years old living in poverty
during the same period.

The recent expansion of Head Start eligibility to include CalFresh recipients increased the
potential demand for Head Start services in California by a little over 70,000 children. According
to 2021 CalFresh participant data, there were nearly 450,000 children under five receiving
CalFresh benefits, all eligible for Head Start services by extension of categorical eligibility. In
Los Angeles County alone, in 2021, there were over 125,000 children under five years old
receiving CalFresh benefits. In Sierra County, where there were no estimated children under five
living in poverty, there were 11 children under five receiving CalFresh benefits. These CalFresh
recipients in Sierra County had the potential to create new demand for Head Start services in a
county that previously had no eligible children.

A greater estimate of potential demand in California is the inclusion of children under five living
in households or families with incomes up to 200% FPL that are eligible for CalFresh benefits,
and, by extension, potential Head Start services. In 2021, every county in California had eligible
children living in families or households with incomes up to 200% of the FPL, all eligible for
Head Start services. During the same period, greater than 750,000 children under five in
California were estimated to live in families or households with incomes of 0-200% FPL, double
the total number of children under five living in poverty for whom poverty level is determined by
the U.S. Census Bureau, and over 300,000 more children under five estimated to receive
CalFresh (see Figure 3.2). In Los Angeles County alone, there were a little over 200,000 children
under five living in families or households with incomes up to 200% of the FPL, double the
official estimate of children under five living in poverty.

Including the number of children living in families or households with incomes of 100-200%
FPL increased the number of eligible children under five by 100 percent or greater in 34 out of
58 counties in California. For example, in Amador County, the increase was greater than 300
percent.
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Figure 3.2: Children Under S in or Near Poverty in California
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Head Start Supply and Demand in California

The current supply of Head Start services does not meet the potential demand for those services
in California. The potential demand for Head Start services greatly outstrips the number of slots
provided by Head Start programs throughout California. As of 2022, there are approximately
88,600 Head Start slots available in California, only about one-eighth of the number required to
serve the estimated number of children eligible to receive Head Start services. In every county
throughout California, the number of available Head Start slots is less than the need. Inyo
County fares the best in terms of supply meeting demand. In Inyo County, there are 92 Head
Start slots and 94 children under five years old living in poverty, a near 1:1 match. However,
when considering the recent expansion of eligibility to include CalFresh recipients, this ratio of
supply and demand diminishes to nearly one slot per every two eligible children. Still, this
county fares best compared to others in California. For counties with large populations, like Los
Angeles County, the supply to demand ratios are hardly proportional. While Los Angeles County
is home to the greatest share of Head Start slots in California at greater than 25,000 slots, the
need and potential demand is eight times greater. In 2021, there were an estimated over 200,000
children under five living in households or families with incomes up to 200% of the FPL, all
eligible for Head Start services. In Los Angeles County, there could be up to seven eligible
children under five competing for every one Head Start enrollment slot.
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Figure 3.3: Potential Demand to Head Start Enrollment Slots in California
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Census Tract-Level Analysis: Selection and Findings

Many urban counties in California have a high proportion of children under five living in or near
poverty compared to their total population of children under five years old. Of the counties in
California with a population of 10,000 or greater children under age five living in or near
poverty, the top ten counties with the highest disparity were majority urban counties except for
Tulare, Merced, and Monterey County (see Figure 2.1).'® Tulare, Fresno, Merced, and Kern
Counties had the highest disparity with approximately half of their total populations of children
under 5 living in or near poverty. For example, in Tulare County, in 2021, 53 percent of its
children under five, or approximately 19,000 out of approximately 36,000, lived in or near
poverty. Of those top ten counties in California, most of those with higher levels of access to
Head Start services were urban (6 of 10) (see Figure 3.4). Most are counties in Northern
California (7 of 10).

In terms of the existing gaps between supply and demand in the selected counties, some
inequitable distribution of Head Start locations and slots is visible. While Kern and Sacramento
counties have comparable counts of eligible children, Sacramento has more than two times the
number of Head Start slots compared to Kern, resulting in a much lower demand to supply ratio,
i.e. children per slot (6.52 in Sacramento vs. 15.10 in Kern). Apart from Kern, other highest
deficits are in the counties of San Bernardino (13.39) and Fresno (13.45).

When it comes to the gaps in access, as expected, eligible children in urban counties generally
have better access compared to rural counties, both within 3 and 8 miles. The derived results at
the 3-mile threshold especially present valuable insights, which can be seen in Figure 3.4. It
shows percentages of children with access to Head Start slots at the ratio of 1 child per slot or
lower, percentages of children who need to share access to Head Start slots, and percentages of
children who have no access within that distance. At the 3 mile threshold, the majority of urban
counties show higher percentages of eligible children with Head Start access (from 52 to 93%),
compared to the rural counties (28 to 44%). When the competition for slots in the rural counties
is higher. The only exception is Kern, where only 3% of eligible children have 3-mile access to
Head Start, and 89% of children need to share slots that are available within 3 miles. The county
of San Bernardino, despite being an urban county, still has a high number of eligible children
without access to Head Start within 3 miles.

Below are analyses of two of the ten counties—Fresno and San Bernardino. For the results of the
other eight counties, see a summary in Figure 3.4 as well as detailed maps in Appendix C.

'8We identified 40 rural counties in California based on the counties represented by the Rural County
Representatives of California (RCRC), a service organization. We deduced from this source that the remaining 18
counties are classified as urban counties.
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Figure 3.4: Summary of Census Tract-Level Analysis Findings

County Urban/Rural N/S Total HS HE.; HS Demand Demand/
Tracts Tracts Locations Slots Supply
Los Angeles Urban Southern 2,498 408 512 26,719 204,983 7.67
San
Bernardine Urban Southern 466 42 45 4,444 59,520 13.39
Fresno Urban Northern 225 47 60 2,800 38,858 13.45
Kern Urban Southern 236 38 48 2,221 33,548 15.10
Sacramento Urban Northern 363 a2 122 5108 33,296 6.52
San Joaguin Urban Northern 174 63 85 2,441 20,489 8.39
Tulare Rural Northern 103 30 36 1,629 19,113 11.73
Stanislaus Urban Northern 112 40 48 1,951 15,525 7.96
Monterey Rural Northern 104 21 32 1,357 11,153 8.22
Merced Rural Northern 63 26 35 1,419 10,658 7.51
County 3-Mile 3-Mile No 3-Mile 8-Mile 8-Mile No 8-Mile
Access Competition Access Access Competition Access
Los Angeles 93% 5% 2% 99% 1% 0%
San
Bernardino 52% 34% 14% 80% 16% 4%
Fresno 55% 41% 4% 85% 14% 1%
Kern 3% 89% 8% 75% 23% 2%
Sacramento 90% 7% 3% 100% 0% 0%
San Joaquin 74% 25% 1% 90% 10% 0%
Tulare 28% 71% 1% 65% 35% 0%
Stanislaus 72% 28% 0% 89% 11% 0%
Monterey 44% 53% 3% 63% 36% 1%
Merced 42% 58% 0% 78% 22% 1%

Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.
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Fresno County.

Fresno County has the sixth most eligible children under 5 living in or near poverty in California,
amounting to nearly 40,000 children under 5. A little over half of the total amount of children
under 5 in Fresno County live in or near poverty. At the county-level, at least 10 eligible children
compete per Head Start enrollment slot (see Figure 3.5). In Fresno County, there are 60 Head
Start locations offering nearly 3,000 enrollment slots. Throughout the 225 census tracts in the
county, there are Head Start locations in nearly 50 census tracts while over 170 census tracts

have no Head Start presence. As depicted in Figure 3.5, Head Start locations in Fresno County
are concentrated in the city center, where the population is most dense.

Figure 3.5: Head Start Enrollment Slots in Fresno County
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While the concentration of Head Start locations help meet demand in the city center, census
tracts outside of the city center have limited availability where the demand is greatest. For
example, census tracts 82 and 78.02, located in the west and south-west regions of the county,

have considerable service gaps. These counties are home to more than 500 eligible children but
have fewer than 100 Head Start enrollment slots each (see Figures 3.6 & 3.7).
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Figure 3.6: Eligible Children for Head Start in Fresno County
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Families and children under five in need of Head Start services may travel to other areas with a
greater concentration of Head Start locations and enrollment slots, but transportation may be a
challenge for families living in or near poverty. In Fresno County, approximately 55 percent of
eligible children have access to Head Start services within 3 miles with little to no competition;
approximately 41 percent of all eligible children have access within 3 miles but have to share or
compete for enrollment slots; approximately 4 percent of all eligible children have no access to
Head Start services within 3 miles. Access to Head Start services varies by census tract and is
unequal throughout the county. For example, census tracts 82 and 78.02, the same tracts
described above as having an outstanding need (see Figure 3.6), have little access to Head Start
locations within 3 miles (see Figure 3.7). Eligible children for Head Start in those census tracts

have to compete with others for every enrollment slot. For example, in census tract 78.02, there
are up to 8 eligible children per every enrollment slot.

Access to Head Start services is inequitably present in Fresno County. For example, as Figure 3.6
demonstrates, census tract 73 has greater access to Head Start services, but has little demand
relative to other tracts, like 82 and 78.02. In census tract 73, eligible children for Head Start have
more than enough access to enrollment slots within 3 miles. Within that census tract, there is an

29



estimated need of between 2-50 children under age five living in poverty (see Figure 3.6). Within
that same tract, there are up to the equal amount of enrollment slots: between 21-50 (see Figure
3.5). This census tract thus has equitable access given the match of supply and demand.
Meanwhile, other census tracts denoted in shades of green have increasingly inequitable access.

Figure 3.7: Eligible Children per Head Start Enrollment Slot i 1n Fresno County
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San Bernardino County.

San Bernardino County has a high number of enrollment slots and the second most eligible
children under five living in or near poverty in California. In the county, there are 45 Head Start
locations with 4,444 enrollment slots, the fourth most supplied county in California (see Figure
3.8). Meanwhile, nearly 40 percent of children under five living in San Bernardino County live
in or near poverty, or 59,520 children out of 149,407 total (see Figure 3.9). Despite the relatively
high number of enrollment slots in the county, the gap remains significant due to the higher

eligible population size: at least ten eligible children under five years old compete for each
individual Head Start enrollment slot.

As depicted in Figure 3.8, only 42 census tracts in San Bernardino County—or nine percent of all
tracts—currently have Head Start locations within their boundaries, possibly due to the highly
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rural area of the county. Most of the Head Start locations are concentrated in the southwestern
part of the county, which is the most densely populated area and is located in proximity to Los
Angeles County. More than half of Head Start locations can accommodate more than 100
children each, and those locations are all in the western region of the county (see Figure 3.8).

Figure 3.8: Head Start Enrollment Slots in San Bernardino County
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Eligible children for Head Start are not concentrated in particular regions of San Bernardino;
rather, eligible children are scattered throughout the county (see Figure 3.9). While in some
census tracts the supply of Head Start enrollment slots appear to match the large number of
eligible children, there are other tracts that have similarly high rates of eligible children and do
not have Head Start locations within their boundaries. For example, more remote census tracts
like 104.02 and 250 have an estimate of 514 and 446 eligible children under five living in or near
poverty, respectively (see Figure 3.9).
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Figure 3.9: Eligible Children for Head Start in San Bernardino County
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These gaps become prominent when looking at the ratio of demand in a particular census tract to
the number of slots available within 3 miles, rather than the pure demand to supply ratio. When
each census tract’s ratio of demand to supply is derived, since 91 percent of the tracts have no
Head Start locations, the estimates produce null results not allowing for meaningful comparisons
of tracts in the county. The ratio of demand to slots within 3 miles shows that 91 tracts, or almost
one-fifth of San Bernardino census tracts, do not have access to Head Start locations within 3
miles (see the gray colored census tracts in Figure 3.10). This equals to 8,404 children in or near
poverty or 14 percent of the total eligible children in the county without reasonable access to
Head Start services. In other 79 tracts, the ratio is above one (1), meaning 20,921 children, or 35
percent of all eligible children, have at least one (1) slot per child. The remaining half of the
eligible children need to share slots that are accessible within 3 miles.
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Flgure 3.10: Ehglble Chlldren per Head Start Enrollment Slot in San Bernardino County

g‘d 2 e, N o “w .H,;:.A Las:Demand to Slots Within 3 |
3 | ; Q;‘,, $ gy ° " Mi Ratio

& ] £ 3 T\ K B, C——10.00-0.50 (232)

% ¥ . AN  sdon 10,51 - 1.00 (65)

N a
5 S Al [ 1.01 - 3.00 (69)
/ I 3.01 - 7.00 (8)
M 7.01 - 19.78 (1)
I <out of range> (0)
) SanBernardino_HSsites
(45)

= (Sla)nBernardmo HSsites B

K

OEuIIhead City

\lcalifumia City N

Edwards Air
Force Base

fancaster

Palmdale
Lake Havasu C|

ngeles

)
15 Coloradc River
Eannn ; San . Indian
ing R Bernardmo / ¥ { Reservation
+Mountai
L Rormastate parl ks, Esri, HERE, Garmin, FAO, NOAA MsGs, Bureau of (ShdMan nagement, EPA,
NPS, Esn CGIAR, USGS

Corona
o

Anaheim y (’
g Beach. : F‘g’sﬁ Cathedral City
osanta ok ¥, { OIndm »

7

Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

Summary of Key Findings and Themes

The need for ECE in California outstrips the supply of Head Start enrollment slots by a
magnitude of eight, largely because many counties have high proportions of children under five
living in poverty. In 2021, 13 counties in California had approximately 50 percent or more of its
total population of children under five living under 200% FPL." For example, in Mono County,
71 percent of its total population of children under five lived in households earning under 200%
FPL. In addition, Head Start locations are unevenly distributed throughout some counties and
offer inequitable access to populations most in need. Head Start locations were present in census
tracts with little need relative to other tracts, while certain census tracts with the greatest number
of eligible children had few enrollment slots within 3 miles. Across the 18 urban counties in
California, the demand to enrollment slots ratio ranges from 4 to 19. This means that in some
urban counties, there is one enrollment slot for every 19 eligible children. Thirteen of the 18
urban counties have a demand to enrollment slots ratio of 8:1 or less, and five of those urban
counties have a ratio of 9:1 or greater. Across the 40 rural counties in California, the demand to
enrollment slots ratio ranges from 2 to 25, excluding the three counties with no Head Start
presence (Alpine, Sierra, and Mono). Thirty of these 40 rural counties have a demand to
enrollment slots ratio of 8:1 or less, and ten of those counties have a ratio of 9:1 or greater. While
there is a greater share of rural counties in California, rural counties make up more of the
counties with higher demand to enrollment slots ratios.

“The 13 counties are made up of 9 counties with 50% or more, 2 counties with 49%, and 1 county with
48%--approximately 50 percent or more.
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IV. SURVEY ANALYSIS FINDINGS

Between January and March 2023, the project team collected and cleaned survey data from
hundreds of screened respondents, producing a sample of 251 individuals living in California
with at least one child under age ten that were majority white, female, and living below 200%
FPL. Respondents overall reported high levels of familiarity and knowledge of Head Start
programs, suggesting that Head Start is not a “well-kept secret” among eligible households in
California. However, notable disparities in program knowledge emerged across differences in
race, poverty level, geographic area, and state region, the four primary indicators of interest.
Respondents most commonly learned about Head Start via social networking sites, yet the
majority did not select Head Start or Early Head Start for their youngest child. Instead, parents
who completed this survey most commonly utilized in-home care by a family member or
enrolled their youngest child in a childcare center or preschool according to survey data.
Program quality surfaced as the most important factor influencing ECE decisions for
respondents, although disparities also emerged here, as will soon be made clear. This section
concludes with overall themes related to the inequities in knowledge access demonstrated by the
survey data and analysis collected from this sample of parents and guardians in California.

Descriptive Statistics of Sample Population

Respondents were majority white, female, and living below 200% FPL, with nearly 75 percent
concentrated between the ages of 35-44 (see Appendix D for more demographic information). As
Figure 4.1 demonstrates, a slight majority of respondents identified as White/Caucasian, and the
remaining respondents identified as other races/ethnicities.

Figure 4.1: Race/Ethnicity of Survey Respondents

White/Caucasian 54%

Hispanic/Latino 22%

Black/African
American

12%

Asian American/Pacific
Islander

9%

Prefer not to answer 2%

American 29%
Indian/Alaskan Native °
Multiracial = 1%

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

The second most commonly reported racial/ethnic identity was Hispanic/Latino, followed by
Black/African American and Asian American/Pacific Islander. Fewer than five percent of
respondents identified as American Indian/Alaskan Native or Multracial.® Five respondents or

20 Percentages do not sum to 100 percent because respondents were allowed to select all races/ethnicities that applied
to them.
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two percent of the sample elected not to report their racial/ethnic identity. While 96 percent of
respondents reported speaking English at home, nearly 25 percent reported speaking at least one
other language at home, primarily Spanish (see Appendix D for more language information).

As Figure 4.2 below demonstrates, residents of all counties in California except Del Norte
completed the survey (see Appendix D for a full table of counties of residence). Rural counties
are denoted in red, whereas urban counties are denoted in blue. The black line divides Northern
versus Southern California counties.

Figure 4.2: Location of Survey Respondents by Region and Geographic Location

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

Los Angeles County is home to 31 respondents or 12.4 percent of the sample, followed by Santa
Clara with 4.8 percent and Riverside with 4.4 percent. All three of these counties are classified as
urban. A large majority of respondents reported living in counties classified as part of Northern
California, while a slight majority of respondents reported living in counties classified as rural.”!

Key Demographic Indicators.

The four key demographic indicators of this analysis are race/ethnicity, poverty status,
geographic area, and state region. Each survey response was sorted into a binary category for
each indicator based on reported racial/ethnic identity, household size, household income, and
county of residence. Summary data for the survey sample across the four primary indicators are

2! To reiterate, a county’s status as either rural or urban was determined using information from the Rural County
Representatives of California, as was also the case with the spacial analysis.
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highlighted in Table 4.1 below. Survey respondents had the most parity across geographic areas
and race/ethnicity and the least parity across state regions and poverty level.?

Table 4.1: Demographic Characteristics of the Four Primary Indicators

Poverty Status Race/Ethnicity
Below 200% FPL Above 200% FPL White Person of Color
150 (59.8%) 101 (40.2%) 135 (53.8%) 111 (44.2%)
Geographic Area State Region
Urban county Rural county Northern California | Southern California
120 (47.8%) 131 (52.2%) 178 (70.9%) 73 (29.1%)

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

Approximately 60 percent of respondents live below 200% FPL based on their income and
household size, suggesting that the majority earn incomes that would qualify their children for
Head Start in California (HHS Poverty Guidelines for 2023, 2023). California is unique in that
CalFresh recipients may earn up to 200% FPL in gross income provided that net income does not
exceed 100% after deducting for excess shelter costs, the standard utility allowance, and
dependent care among other deductions (Eligibility and Issuance Requirements, 2022).
Therefore, while Head Start and Early Head Start requirements dictate that eligible families must
earn below 100% or 135% FPL depending on service site capacity, the recent introduction of
categorical eligibility for households receiving SNAP raises the income threshold to 200% FPL
for California residents (Apply for Services, 2022; Eligibility and Issuance Requirements, 2022).

The remaining 40 percent of the sample probably does not meet eligibility criteria for Head Start
in California because their incomes exceed the 200% FPL threshold. However, this conclusion is
not definitive due to data imprecision. Poverty status values as either above or below 200% FPL
are approximate given that respondents reported their incomes as a range rather than a precise
figure (see Appendix D). Appendix F provides further details on how FPL calculations were
conducted in this analysis. Additionally, more than 70 percent of the sample reported receiving at
least one public benefit, including SSI, CalWORKS, and Medicare/Medicaid (see Appendix D).
The portion of the survey sample that meets Head Start requirements could thus exceed 60
percent due to the availability of additional categorical eligibilities.

Early Care and Education Enrollments.

Survey respondents most commonly reported that their youngest child received in-home care by
a family member—including care provided by the respondent him or herself-between the ages of
0-5 as opposed to more formal ECE program alternatives (See Appendix D). Table 4.2 depicts
ECE enrollment data for the five most common selections across the four indicators.

22 Survey respondents who did not report their race/ethnicity are not included in the race/ethnicity indicator, which is
why the percentages for White and Person of Color do not sum to 100%.

36



Table 4.2: Early Care and Education Enrollments Among Survey Respondents

Childcare Head Start/Early Head  In Home Care by
Center/Preschool ~ Family childcare home Start Family Member School-Based Program
All respondents 41% 28% 26% 43% 29%
White 40% 3% 32% 39% 34%
Non-White 42% 22% 19% 50% 23%
Above 200% 47% 26% 20% 46% 29%
Below 200% 37% 30% 30% 42% 30%
Northern 45% 29% 27% 40% 32%
Southern 32% 26% 23% 41% 22%
Rural 39% 35% 34% 39% 35%
Urban 43% 20% 18% 48% 23%

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

As shown above in Table 4.2, respondents above 200% FPL, white respondents, and Northern
Californians most often reported selecting a childcare center or preschool, although in-home care
surfaced as a close second for the first two subgroups. All other subgroups most often selected
in-home care. Importantly, the majority of respondents across indicators did not select Head Start
or Early Head Start, suggesting that survey distribution efforts achieved some amount of success
in mitigating selection bias.

Head Start Program Knowledge

Almost all survey respondents (98 percent) had heard of Head Start or Early Head Start before,
indicating that Head Start is not a well-kept secret for this sample (see Appendix D). Figure 4.3
illustrates this outcome. Other answer options included “No” and “I don’t know” and are
demarcated in orange in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.3: Overall Head Start Knowledge
Additionally, more than 85 percent
of respondents reported knowing
someone involved with Head Start
as a student or staff member, with
more white respondents answering
“Yes” to this question relative to
other subgroups (see Appendix D,
for complete data on this
sub-question). Respondents of color
Survey surfaced as the least connected to
Respondents Head Start students and staff
know about members, with less than 80 percent
Head Start reporting that they knew or had
ever known someone involved.

98% of the

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.
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Knowledge by Race and Poverty Status.

Notable disparities in program knowledge emerged across the indicators of race and poverty
status for this sample population. Following initial questions about overall program knowledge
and connections to Head Start students and/or staff members, respondents were asked to rank
their level of familiarity with Head Start by choosing one of the following four options:

1) “I’ve heard of Head Start, but I don’t know what they do.”

2) “T’ve heard of Head Start, and I know a little bit about the program.”

3) “I am familiar with Head Start, and I understand what the program does.”

4) “I am very familiar with Head Start, and I know exactly what the program does.”

The majority of respondents selected Levels 2-4, as demonstrated below in Figure 4.4.

Figure 4.4: Knowledge of Head Start by Race and Poverty Status
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

77%
73%

49%
47%

27% 26% 25%
20%

14% 13% 12%
7%
- — I

Above 200 Below Non-White White Above 200 Below Non-White White Above 200 Below Non-White White Above 200 Below Non-White White
% FPL  200% FPL % FPL  200% FPL % FPL  200% FPL % FPL  200% FPL

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

Figure 4.4 reveals that a higher concentration of white respondents as well as respondents living
in poverty selected Level 4 compared to their respective counterparts. Close to 75 percent of
respondents earning below 200% FPL reported having a Level 4 familiarity with Head Start,
while only half of all respondents earning above 200% FPL were as familiar with the program.
An even greater disparity in Head Start knowledge emerged along racial lines: 77 percent of
white respondents reported a Level 4 familiarity compared to 47 percent of respondents of color,
30 percentage points fewer. Respondents of color were split almost evenly between Level 2 and
Level 3 familiarity, as were respondents below 200% FPL. Only 7 percent of white respondents
reported Level 3, indicating that levels of familiarity were more polarized among white
respondents compared to other subgroups.

Survey respondents were also asked to share how they learned about Head Start. Social network
sites like Facebook, Instagram, and LinkedIn were the most commonly reported way that
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respondents heard about it, selected by 61.8 percent of the sample (see Appendix D for table of
outcomes). However, disparities also emerged, as indicated by Figure 4.5 below.

Figure 4.5: How Respondents Learned About Head Start by Race and Poverty Status

White Non-White Below 200% Above 200%

Social network sites 82% 39% 72% 47%
Friends/Family 27% 34% 33% 26%
Goo'gle/other search 30% 22% 26% 26%
engine

Flyers/newspaper ads 27% 18% 26% 19%
Organization near me 23% 19% 23% 18%
Head Start Near Me 22% 16% 16% 33%

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

The share of respondents below 200% FPL who selected social network sites (72 percent)
exceeded that of higher income households (47 percent) by 25 percentage points, and the share
of white respondents (82 percent) exceeded that of non-white respondents (39 percent) by more
than 40 percentage points. For respondents below 200% FPL, the next most common ways of
hearing about Head Start were friends and family (33 percent), Google or other search engine (26
percent), and flyers/newspaper ads (26 percent). Likewise, for respondents of color, the next
most common ways were friends and family (34 percent) and Google or other search engines
(22). White respondents reported higher percentages than respondents of color for every option
except friends and family, implying that white respondents learned about Head Start in more
ways overall than their non-white counterparts. This trend aligns with the finding shown earlier
that white households reported higher levels of familiarity with Head Start programs.

Knowledge by Geographic Area and State Region.

Similar disparities in program knowledge also appeared when analyzing data disaggregated by
geographic area and state region. Before proceeding to this analysis, however, it is important to
acknowledge that the four indicators are not entirely independent from one another. Chi-tests of
each indicator pair revealed that outputs for race/ethnicity, geographic area, and state region
overlapped significantly in this sample (p<0.01; see Appendix G). White respondents more often
resided in rural counties in Northern California, whereas respondents who identified as
non-white more often resided in urban counties in Southern California. Of note, poverty status
outcomes did not overlap significantly with any subgroup (p<0.05; see Appendix G).

On the following page, Figure 4.6 visualizes the levels of familiarity reported by survey

respondents based on whether they reported living in a county categorized as either urban or
rural, and as part of either Northern or Southern California.
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Figure 4.6: Knowledge of Head Start by Geographic Area and State Region

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
79%
71%
44% 46%
29% 27%
23% 24%
15%
12% 13%
8%
4% 4%
| —— |
Northern Southern Rural Urban Northern Southern Rural Urban Northern Southern Rural Urban Northern Southern Rural Urban

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

As can be seen in Figure 4.6, a 27 percentage point difference in Level 4 familiarity exists
between respondents in Northern California versus Southern California, and a 33 percentage
point difference emerges between respondents who reside in rural versus urban counties in
California. Survey respondents in rural counties appear to have the highest levels of Head Start
familiarity (79 percent at Level 4) compared to all other subgroups. Respondents in Southern
California and in urban counties follow mostly parallel trends, with no more than a two
percentage point difference at any given level of familiarity (Levels 1-4) with Head Start or Early
Head Start. Furthermore, Figure 4.7 below reveals how disparities also appeared based on these
two indicators when looking at how survey respondents heard about Head Start.

Figure 4.7: How Respondents Learned About HS by Geographic Area and State Region

Northern California Southern California Urban Rural
Social network sites 72% 35% 38% 82%
Friends/Family 31% 29% 30% 31%
Goo.gle/other search 27% 23% 259% 27%
engine
Flyers/newspaper ads 28% 12% 13% 32%
Organization near me 22% 20% 19% 23%
Head Start Near Me 21% 15% 17% 21%

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.
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The share of respondents in Northern California who selected social network sites (72 percent)
exceeded that of Southern Californians (35 percent) by 37 percentage points, and the share of
rural respondents (82 percent) exceeded that of urban respondents (38 percent) by more than 40
percentage points. It is also important to note that the share of Northern Californians who heard
about Head Start via social network sites matches the share of respondents below 200% FPL, and
the share of rural respondents matches the share of white respondents (refer back to Figure 4.5
for comparison). For Northern and rural Californians, other common ways were friends and
family (31 percent) and Google or other search engines (27 percent). As the data demonstrates,
proximity to a Head Start site on its own does not stand out as a common way that respondents
heard about the federally subsidized program.

Open-Ended Comments From Respondents.

Some respondents elected to provide additional comments in an optional, open-ended question at
the end of the survey. A total of 73 respondents wrote text in this field, of which 25 provided
substantive comments (see Appendix E for a full table of responses). Two of these respondents
used this text field to comment further on themes pertaining to Head Start knowledge:

“Early Head Start needs to be promoted more.”
- Latino, bilingual male (Spanish and English) between 35-44 years old, living
under 200% FPL and receiving no benefits in Los Angeles County

“Head Start could definitely use additional advocacy for its program.”
- White, monolingual female (English) between 25-34 years old, living above
200% FPL and receiving CalFresh in Butte County

These two respondents are united in their requests for additional promotion and advocacy of
Head Start programs despite having no demographic traits in common. This small sampling
foreshadows how efforts to increase knowledge of Head Start and Early Head Start in California
could impact households from a diverse array of backgrounds.

Decision-Making Factors in Early Care and Education

Another primary objective of the survey product was to deepen understanding of how parents
and guardians in California choose which ECE program will be best for their children, and which
factors most heavily influence that decision. To collect data on this decision-making process, the
survey instrument asked respondents to select up to three (3) of the most influential factors from
a list of eight (8) available options in addition “I don’t know” and “Other” (see survey
instruments in Appendix I for full list of response options). The most important factor overall
according to parents and guardians surveyed was program quality (n=250). Nearly 45 percent of
respondents selected “quality of the care and/or education provided” as among the top three most
influential factors influencing their ECE decisions. Between 33-40 percent of respondents
denoted schedule alignment, cost, and proximity as among the top three most influential factors,
and between 24-28 percent included previous program use, cultural competency, and
recommendations from trusted individuals as top factors (see Appendix D for table of outcomes).
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Factors by Race and Poverty Status.
Program quality surfaced as more influential for parents and guardians of color compared to their
white counterparts by a margin of nearly 20 percentage points, as evidenced below in Figure 4.8.

Figure 4.8: Decision Making Factors in ECE Enrollment by Race

Quality of Care/Education Category

. 36% 55% Non-White

Provided White

Schedule 38% 41%
Cost 30% 40%

| chose the same option f.or 30% 25%
another child
Understanding of Culture 27% 23%
Location 36% 30%
Recommendation 31% 17%
People | know chose the 27% 14%

same option

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

White parents in the sample seem more focused on reputational factors than parents of color
according to data displayed in Figure 4.8. Whereas more than half (55 percent) of respondents of
color selected “quality of the care and/or education provided,” only 36 percent of white
respondents did the same. Additionally, higher shares of respondents of color selected “this
option worked well with my schedule” and “cost” relative to white parents, with a notable 10
percentage point difference for the influence of cost (see “schedule” and “cost” in Figure 4.8).
Meanwhile, a higher share of white respondents selected “this option is located close to me” and
“this option was recommended by someone I trust” compared to respondents of color (see
“location” and ‘“recommendation” in Figure 4.8). Parents and guardians of color appear more
willing to travel for an ECE program that aligns with their scheduling and budgeting needs,
whereas white parents appear to be more reliant on social networks in making ECE decisions.

Respondents above and below 200% FPL saw a smaller gap in selection of quality as compared
to the racial/ethnic indicator. Relatively higher income households (50 percent) listing program
quality as a top factor compared to lower income households (42 percent). However, this
difference of eight percentage points is unlikely to be statistically significant. A greater share of
respondents above 200% FPL selected “this option worked well with my schedule” (45 percent)
and “cost” (37 percent) relative to respondents living in poverty, but a greater share of
respondents living in poverty selected “this option is located close to me” (38 percent) relative to
their higher income counterparts (27 percent). Figure 4.9 illustrates these findings in detail.
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Figure 4.9: Decision Making Factors in ECE Enrollment by Poverty Status

Quality of Care/Education
Provided

Category
Il Above 200%
M Below 200%

Schedule
Location

Cost

| chose the same option for
another child

Understanding of Culture

Recommendation

People | know chose the
same option

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

Findings depicted in Figure 4.9 suggest that Head Start-eligible families in the sample are more
likely to consider proximity when choosing an ECE program, which underscores the importance
of the spatial analysis findings discussed previously in this analysis. It seems surprising that the
share of families above 200% FPL selecting “cost” leads by 16 percentage points. However, this
difference could potentially be explained by the high costs of ECE programs and the paucity of
subsidies available to families just above 200% FPL compared to Head Start-eligible families. Of
note, higher income and white respondents selected “this option helps my child understand
his/her culture compared to their respective counterparts (see ‘“Understanding of Culture" in
Figures 4.8 and 4.8) The project team hypothesized that the cultural competency factor would be
more influential for parents of color, so this outcome differs from expectations, although it may
not be statistically significant.

Factors by Geographic Area and State Region.
Figure 4.10 below illustrates outcomes in decision-making factors based on geographic area:

Figure 4.10: Decision Making Factors in ECE Enrollment by Geographic Area

Quality of Care/Education
Provided

Category
M Rural
B urban

Schedule
Cost

Location

| chose the same option for
another child

Understanding of Culture

Recommendation

People | know chose the
same option

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.
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Program quality appeared to be the most important factor for respondents living in urban
counties, with over half (54 percent) selecting “quality of care and/or education provided” as
compared to respondents in rural counties at 36 percent, at a difference of nearly 20 percentage
points. Conversely, schedule alignment surfaced as the most important factor for respondents in
rural counties (39 percent), followed by program quality and location tied at 36 percent. For
respondents in urban counties, the factors that emerged in second and third place were
scheduling alignment and cost. After program quality (18 percentage points), the largest gap
between urban and rural respondents surfaced for the reputation-based factor of “People I know
chose the same option” (17 percentage points).

Overall, the trends illustrated in Figure 4.10 imply that while program quality is important for
parents and guardians in rural counties, location and scheduling play an equal if not greater role
in selecting an ECE program. Rural families may have to travel farther on average for ECE
services and/or coordinate household activities at a greater distance, so a high quality program
offering may not be feasible due to constraints with scheduling and proximity. In other words,
parents and guardians may have fewer options to choose from once distance and time are taken
into consideration. This reasoning helps to explain why respondents in rural counties seem more
inclined to reuse an ECE program selected for a previous child instead of seeking an alternative.

Lastly, Figure 4.11 below visualizes data on top ECE decision-making factors based on whether
respondents live in Northern or Southern California.

Figure 4.11: Decision Making Factors in ECE Enrollment by State Region
Quality of Care/Education Category
T rovded = B -
Southern California

| chose the same option for
Understanding of Culture 21% _
Recommendation 21% _

People | know chose the 8% _
same option

Source: Analysis of USC Parental Survey results.

Program quality once again surfaced as the most influential factor for survey respondents, but
this time a 20 percentage point difference emerged between residents of Southern versus
Northern California. The second largest gap surfaced between subgroups for “People I know
chose the same option”, with Northern Californians leading by 18 percentage points. Scheduling
alignment was the second most chosen factor for both groups at 47 percent for Southern
Californians and 37 percent for Northern Californians. From there, the subgroups diverge:
Northern Californians rank location before cost, whereas Southern Californians rank cost before
location. Overall, Northern Californians were more evenly distributed across options.
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Open-Ended Comments from Respondents.

Several open-ended comments further illuminated which decision-making factors influence ECE
decisions for respondents in the sample. One response from a white female living above 200%
FPL in Merced County crystallized how scheduling alignment can take precedence over other
factors: “when our youngest was Head Start age, we would have financially qualified, but the
hours of operation didn't meet our needs.” Another response from a white female living above
200% FPL in Ventura county elevated the importance of proximity: “There are not many early
childhood options available in my area.” A few respondents clarified why they chose in-home
care, citing the importance of trust, convenience, and building connections with family members.

A number of these 25 dedicated survey respondents expressed a desire for Head Start
programming to be universally available regardless of income, or at least less socioeconomically
restricted, such as the one below from a white female living above 200% FPL in Solano County:

Even though we don't qualify on paper, because we have to pay full price for
housing, medical, food, childcare and many other things that low income families
qualify for assistance, we are struggling financially each month.

This comment underscores the ECE cost burden endured by households across income levels.

Summary of Key Findings and Themes

Survey respondents overall reported having at least a baseline familiarity with Head Start
programs, but the depth and breadth of this familiarity varied widely by the four indicators of
race/ethnicity, poverty status, geographic area, and state region. Respondents most commonly
heard about Head Start from social network sites regardless of identity, income, or county of
residence. However, white  respondents, rural  respondents, and  Northern
Californians—subpopulations that overlap significantly—reported higher rates of learning about
Head Start across every option. In terms of decision-making, rural respondents and respondents
living below 200% FPL appeared more likely to consider proximity when choosing an ECE
program than their respective counterparts. This finding underscores the value of spatial analysis
and identifying which census tracts in California have the greatest barriers to physical
accessibility of Head Start program sites. At the same time, proximity to a program site did not
surface as a primary way that respondents heard about Head Start, implying that the creation of
new program sites will not on its own guarantee that families living nearby will hear about—and
enroll their children in—the program.

These survey findings differ somewhat from previous studies presented in earlier sections of this
analysis. For example, a Louisiana-based study cited in the literature review found that
peer-to-peer and other local networks mattered more than online information regarding
promotion of ECE programs to parents, whereas this survey suggests that online information is
more important (Bassok et al., 2018). This difference would seem to suggest that the ways
parents most often hear about ECE programs varies based on the sample population. Another
explanation could be that these 251 individuals are more categorically comfortable with using
the internet than their peers considering that the survey was only conducted online. Meanwhile,
this survey supports the peer-reviewed finding that factors largely out of the ECE provider’s
control, such as convenience in scheduling and proximity, may be the most influential.
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V. FURTHER DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Implications of Spatial Analysis Findings

While the research shows that the estimates of eligible children for Head Start outstrips the
supply of Head Start by a magnitude greater than eight, these are not actual demand; rather, the
estimates are potential demand of eligible children under 5. Not all eligible families and children
will seek Head Start services. This is likely because there exists a lack of knowledge, access
barriers, and other ECE programs in California. The supply and demand analysis does not take
into account other ECE programs available to serve the needs of eligible children living in or
near poverty. For example, transitional kindergarten and preschool programs. These other ECE
programs and services are absent in this paper's estimations.

This paper’s estimations are a snapshot of the condition of eligible children under 5 living in or
near poverty in 2021, not a forecast estimate of future trends. Given that child poverty trends are
declining, this could signal a shrinking gap found in the supply and demand analysis. In other
words, demand for ECE services could decline over time as child poverty declines. Moreover,
birth rate trends are declining in California, which could signal a further decline of ECE needs.
However, this does not account for immigration to California of foreign-born families and
immigrant children who could be eligible for Head Start services.

The significant gaps and inequitable access found in the supply and demand analysis are not an
indictment of Head Start and its ability. This research paper does not consider the cause. There
are likely numerous factors that go into the placement of Head Start locations that are not
considered in the supply and demand analysis. This research describes the condition.

Recommendations.
Head Start program providers meet some of the need, but opportunities for improvement exist.
Head Start California could:

1. Share these findings with its members and other relevant stakeholders to inform efforts to
relocate or establish new program sites, especially in those counties with the highest
demand to supply ratios and in those census tracts without reasonable access or with high
competition.

2. Conduct additional research on community-specific needs. Significant gaps in servicing
are more visible at the granular level, such as census tracts, than at the aggregate level,
such as the county. In developing expansion strategies, carefully consider the identified
variations in the potential impact of CalFresh eligibility in each county. This additional
research could be done through research projects with academia, like USC, or non-profit
organizations specializing in ECE program research.

3. Conduct additional research to understand the supply of other ECE programs in
California, such as Transitional Kindergarten, and measure the need of Head Start
services with a complete picture of the ECE supply.
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Implications of Parental Survey Findings

Survey findings suggest that Head Start is not “a well-kept secret” given that nearly all
respondents reported some knowledge of Head Start, and only a small percentage reported
having Level 1 of familiarity. However, it is important to recognize that this sample population is
not representative of all parents and guardians in California, so results cannot be generalized to
the whole state. The project team made a significant effort to distribute the survey to parents and
guardians who may have not heard about Head Start to bolster external validity as much as
possible. For example, the client did not distribute the survey through their channels nor to Head
Start program sites. Doing so would introduce selection bias due to surveying an influx of
families highly familiar with Head Start. Nonetheless, external validity still cannot be assumed
given that these 251 individuals represent a small fraction of the true parental population in CA.

Illegitimate survey responses surface as the primary threat to internal validity of the survey. The
project team confirmed that at least 1,000 bot responses were submitted, and the process of
removing bot responses is an imperfect science. The project team conducted an extensive survey
data cleaning process and removed responses based on certain signals, but an illegitimate
response still could have been analyzed in the final sample population. Clearly, offering
monetary incentives for survey completion creates an important tradeoff. While incentives can
help encourage more respondents to participate in the survey, they can also motivate others to
use bots for personal gain. The project team felt strongly about using monetary incentives to
encourage participation from this difficult-to-reach population, but doing so also undermined the
internal validity of the survey findings.

Recommendations.
While survey data collected from this sample is only suggestive, we have some actionable
recommendations. Head Start California could:

1. Make a greater effort to reach households of color. This could occur through partnering
with organizations like WIC who provide a non-competing service. Another approach
would be to explore opportunities to diversify the Head Start pipeline as friends and
family were the second most frequent way people heard of Head Start.

2. Leverage social networking sites extensively for marketing around categorical eligibility
for CalFresh recipients and for promotion of services in general.

3. HSC could explore opportunities to help serve middle income families, who may not
qualify for services, in tandem with low-income households. In addition, HSC could help
program sites seek additional funding to over tiered cost programs for families who could
not qualify.

In closing, the project team recommends that the client collaborate with these and other survey
distribution partners to administer this survey on a semi-regular basis. Administering a parental
survey more regularly will enable the client to test the external validity of the project team’s
findings and gather data from an increasingly broader and more representative sample.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

Head Start provides critical early care and education for children under five years old living in
and near poverty throughout the United States. In California, too many children living in poverty
experience disparities in health, education, and employment outcomes. Education can be a
positive driver out of poverty, but many low-income families and children lack the necessary
resources to take advantage of it. The need for ECE in California outstrips the supply of Head
Start programs and enrollment slots by a magnitude of four when taking into account the recent
expansion of categorical eligibility to include CalFresh recipients. In many cases, the need
doubled throughout counties. In addition, many counties have high proportions of children under
five living in or near poverty. Head Start locations are unevenly distributed throughout some
counties and offer inequitable access to its population most in need. Head Start locations were
present in census tracts with little need relative to other tracts, while those tracts with the greatest
number of eligible children in need had few enrollment slots within 3 miles. Additionally, racial
disparities in Head Start knowledge must be addressed to ensure equitable service provision.
With the recent expansion of Head Start eligibility, Head Start California has a unique
opportunity to address access and knowledge barriers demonstrated in this spatial and survey
analysis that persist for low-income households of color and ensure that the program’s expansion
achieves more equitable outcomes across California’s counties.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY DISTRIBUTION PARTNERS

California WIC Association: California WIC Association is a non-profit in California
whose goals include: promoting WIC and public health, breastfeeding advocacy
particularly among low income women and modernizing WIC. https://www.calwic.org

California Child Care Resource and Referral Network (CCRR): CCRR is a non-profit
operating for over 40 years committed to providing quality child care to low-income
families providing programs such as family engagement, workforce development and
even running five head start centers. https://rrnetwork.org

. Parent Voices: Parent Voices is an organization that centers parents in their advocates for
reform in childcare; some goals of Parent Voice include more investment and equitable
access to childcare. https://www.parentvoices.org

. First 5 California: First 5 California is an organization whose mission is to provide
support to families in the first five years in a child’s life; this includes nutrition support,
early literacy and language development and smoking cessation for parents and
caregivers. https://www.firstScalifornia.com/en-us/

. United Way California: United Way is an organization working to ensure access for
low-income families have the necessary tools for success focusing on these priority areas:
Heath, Education and Income. https://www.unitedwaysca.org

Children Now: Children now is an organization that takes a whole-child approach,
newborn to age 26, advocating for a full range of issues such as childhood trauma,
education, and early childhood development. Children Now works to children
particularly children of color and children in poverty to reach their full potential
destroying the barriers in their way. https://www.childrennow.org

. Families in Schools (FIS): The goal of FIS is to involve parents in children’s education
and lifelong success. FIS works to build these bonds between communities and schools
by providing programs that develop authentic relationships such educator training to
cultivate parent engagement, parent engagement programs such as growth mindset and
college preparation and advocacy. https://www.familiesinschools.org

. Barly Edge California: Early Edge California advocates for quality ECE programs
through actions such as increased compensation for teachers and investing in professional
development (Early Edge California, 2021a). Additional priorities for Early Edge
California to increase the quality of ECE programs include the success of dual language
learners, increase availability of high quality programs for children until age of eight, and
Transitional Kindergarten (TK). https://earlyedgecalifornia.org
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APPENDIX C: ADDITIONAL MAPS
Figure C1: Kern County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Mlles)
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Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

In Kern County, in 2021, approximately 3% of all eligible children of Head Start had access to a
Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 89% of all eligible children had access within

3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 8% of all eligible
children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles
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Figure C2: Los Angeles County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Miles)
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Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

In Los Angeles County, in 2021, approximately 93% of all eligible children of Head Start had
access to a Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 5% of all eligible children had
access within 3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 2% of all

eligible children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles.



Figure C3: Merced County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Miles)
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Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

In Merced County, in 2021, approximately 42% of all eligible children of Head Start had access
to a Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 58% of all eligible children had access
within 3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 0% of all eligible
children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles.
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Figure C4: Monterey County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Miles)
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Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

In Monterey County, in 2021, approximately 44% of all eligible children of Head Start had
access to a Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 53% of all eligible children had
access within 3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 3% of all
eligible children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles.
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Figure CS: Sacramento County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Miles)

P ; ! Demand to Slots Within 3 |
1 iy T S : - | MiRatio W<
o [ 10.00(5)

[ 10.01 - 0.50 (290)
Fl Porade Higuu 0.51 - 1.00 (26)
B 1.01 - 2.00 (13)
I 2.01 - 3.00 (2)
I <out of range> (0)

| (Sf)cfamento_Hstes_Buff

barto
Yolo 0Wmn:(lancl

S

K
South pork P €5

C‘#

Dixon
o

Amador
hcaville

ot Olune

Jackson =
&

Solano S
,\f\’-‘!")"/
A S

v - I

Valley Springs _San Andreas’

! \Hogback
_Lodi \ . Mountain

. Bear

' Mountains

Montezuma
san

e \
- 0

JPittsbu - Esri, NASA, NGA, USGS, County of Sacramento, California StateBerksS Bswi,fHERE, Garmin,
akley £ SafeGraph, FAO, METI/NASA, “uscs, Bureau of Land Markggment, EPA, NPS

N
N

Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

In Sacramento County, in 2021, approximately 90% of all eligible children of Head Start had
access to a Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 7% of all eligible children had
access within 3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 3% of all
eligible children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles.
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Figure C6: San Joaquin County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Miles)
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Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

In San Joaquin County, in 2021, approximately 74% of all eligible children of Head Start had
access to a Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 25% of all eligible children had
access within 3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 1% of all
eligible children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles.
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Figure C7: Stanislaus County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Miles)
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Source: Analysis of ACS, 2021, 1- and 5-year data and Head Start California data.

In Stanislaus County, in 2021, approximately 72% of all eligible children of Head Start had
access to a Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 28% of all eligible children had
access within 3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 0% of all
eligible children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles.
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Figure C8: Tulare County Demand to Enrollment Slots (3 Miles)
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In Tulare County, in 2021, approximately 28% of all eligible children of Head Start had access to
a Head Start location within 3 miles. Approximately 71% of all eligible children had access
within 3 miles but had to share or compete for enrollment slots. Approximately 1% of all eligible
children had no access to Head Start services within 3 miles.
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APPENDIX D: SURVEY DATA TABLES

Table D1: Descriptive Characteristics of Sample Population

N =251 Percent N
Age
18-24 1.6% 4
25-34 17.5% 44
35-44 74.9% 188
45-54 4.8% 12
55-64 1.2% 3
Gender
Female 64.5% 162
Male 35.5% 89
Household size
2 people 3.6% 9
3 people 27.1% 68
4 people 35.9% 90
5 people 29.5% 74
6 people 2.8% 7
7 people 0.4% 1
8+ people 0.8% 2
Poverty status
Above 200% FPL 40.2% 101
Below 200% FPL 59.8% 150
Geographic area ~
Urban county 47.8% 120
Rural county 52.2% 131
State region
Northern California 70.9% 178
Southern California 29.1% 73
Race/ethnicity *
White/Caucasian 53.8% 135
Asian American/Pacific Islander 22
Black/African American 11.6% 29
American Indian/Alaskan 2.0% 5
Native
Hispanic/Latino 22.3% 56
Multiracial 1.2% 3
Prefer not to answer 2.0% 5
Language(s) spoken at home*
English 96.0% 241
Spanish 19.5% 49
Chinese 0.8% 2
Vietnamese 0.8% 2
Tagalog/Filipino 1.2% 3
Indonesian 0.4% 1
French 0.4% 1
Total 100% 251

~ Delineation rural categories based on counties represented by the Rural
County Representatives of California (RCRC).
" Percentages do not sum to 100% due to multiselect option.



Table D2: Household Income and Public Benefits Received

N =251 Percent N
Household income
$0 - $10,000/year 2.8% 7
$10,001 - $20,000/year 2.8% 7
$20,001 - $30,000/year 2.0% 5
$30,001 - $40,000/year 4.8% 12
$40,001 - $50,000/year 21.5% 54
$50,001 - $60,000/year 15.9% 40
$60,001 - $70,000/year 15.1% 38
$70,001 - $80,000/year 6.0% 15
$80,001 - $90,000/year 7.8% 19
$90,001 - $100,000/year 7.3% 18
More than $100,000/year 14.3% 36
Public benefits *
CalWORKS 14.3% 36
SNAP/CalFresh 27.9% 70
Supplemental Security Income 10.0% 25
Women, Infants and Children 15.5% 39
Section 8 2.0% 5
MediCal / MediCaid 13.9% 35
None of the above 25.1% 63
I don’t know 0.8% 2
Prefer not to answer 2.0% 5
At least one benefit 71.3% 179
Total 100% 251

" percentages do not sum to 100% because respondents were allowed
to select multiple options.



Table D3: Counties of Residence for Sample Population

N =251 Percent N
Alameda 3.6% 9
Alpine 2.0% 5
Amador 1.2% 3
Butte 1.6% 4
Calaveras 1.2% 3
Colusa 0.4% 1
Contra Costa 1.6% 4
El Dorado 0.8% 2
Fresno 3.2% 8
Glenn 3.2% 8
Humboldt 0.8% 2
Imperial 0.4% 1
Inyo 0.8% 2
Kern 1.6% 4
Kings 1.2% 3
Lake 1.2% 3
Lassen 2.8% 7
Los Angeles 12.4% 31
Madera 0.4% 1
Marin 0.4% 1
Mariposa 0.4% 1
Mendocino 1.2% 3
Merced 2.0% 5
Modoc 1.2% 3
Mono 2.4% 6
Monterey 2.0% 5
Napa 0.8% 2
Nevada 1.2% 3
Orange 0.8% 2
Placer 1.2% 3
Plumas 0.4% 1
Riverside 4.4% 11
Sacramento 2.0% 5
San Benito 2.0% 5
San Bernardino 2.0% 5
San Diego 2.8% 7
San Francisco 2.4% 6
San Joaquin 0.4% 1
San Luis Obispo 2.0% 5
San Mateo 1.2% 3
Santa Barbara 1.2% 3
Santa Clara 4.8% 12
Santa Cruz 1.6% 4
Shasta 1.2% 3
Sierra 0.4% 1
Siskiyou 0.8% 2
Solano 2.8% 7
Sonoma 3.2% 8
Stanislaus 1.2% 3
Sutter 1.2% 3
Tehama 0.8% 2
Trinity 0.8% 2
Tulare 0.8% 2
Tuolumne 0.4% 1
Ventura 1.6% 4
Yolo 1.6% 4
Yuba 2.4% 6
Total 100.00 251
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Table D4: Head Start Familiarity and Connections for Sample

Percent N
“Yes, I have heard of Head Start”
All respondents (n=251) 98% 246
White (n=135) 100% 135
Non-white (n=111) 97.3% 108
Above 200% FPL (n=101) 98.0% 99
Below 200% FPL (n=150) 98.0% 147
Northern California (n=178) 99.4% 177
Southern California (n=73) 94.5% 69
Urban (n=120) 95.8% 115
Rural (n=131) 100% 131
“Someone I know has been involved with Head Start as a student or staff member”

All respondents (n=241) 85.9% 207
White (n=132) 91.7% 121
Non-white (n=106) 79.2% 84
Above 200% FPL (n=96) 81.3% 78
Below 200% FPL (n=145) 89.0% 129
Northern California (n=174) 90.2% 157
Southern California (n=67) 74.6% 50
Urban (n=112) 77.7% 87
Rural (n=129) 93.0% 120
Total 100% 251

Note: Not all respondents answered both questions, which is why n varies. Five
respondents chose not report their race/ethnicity in the survey, so those five observations
are excluded from the white and non-white subgroup analyses.



Table DS: Levels of Head Start Familiarity for Sample

Percent N
Level 1: “I’ve heard of Head Start, but I don’t know what they do”
All respondents (n=246) 2.4% 6
White (n=135) 2.2% 3
Non-white (n=107) 1.9% 2
Above 200% FPL (n=146) 4.0% 4
Below 200% FPL (n=100) 1.4% 2
Northern California (n=176) 1.7% 3
Southern California (n=70) 4.3% 3
Urban (n=116) 3.5% 4
Rural (n=130) 1.5% 2
Level 2: “I’ve heard of Head Start, and I know a little bit about the program”
All respondents 19.1% 47
White 13.3% 18
Non-white 26.2% 28
Above 200% FPL 27.0% 27
Below 200% FPL 13.7% 20
Northern California 15.3% 27
Southern California 28.6% 20
Urban 26.7% 31
Rural 12.3% 16
Level 3: “T am familiar with Head Start, and I understand what the program does”
All respondents 15.5% 38
White 7.4% 10
Non-white 25.2% 27
Above 200% FPL 20.0% 20
Below 200% FPL 12.3% 18
Northern California 12.5% 22
Southern California 22.9% 16
Urban 24.1% 28
Rural 7.7% 10
Level 4: “I am very familiar with Head Start, and I know exactly what the program
does”
All respondents 63.0% 155
White 77.0% 104
Non-white 46.7% 50
Above 200% FPL 49.0% 49
Below 200% FPL 72.6% 106
Northern California 70.5% 124
Southern California 44.3% 31
Urban 45.7% 53
Rural 78.5% 102
Total 100% 251

Note: Five respondents chose not report their race/ethnicity in the survey, so those five

observations are excluded from the white and non-white subgroup analyses.
The same number of respondents across subgroups answered each question related to

familiarity level, so those n values are only listed once.

Respondents were allowed to select only one of the four level options, and percentages

sum to 100% by subgroup (i.e., white respondents, respondents below 200% FPL).
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Table D6: How Survey Respondents Learned of Head Start

Percent N
Social network sites (Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn)
White (n=135) 81.5% 110
Non-white (n=107) 39.2% 42
Above 200% FPL (n=100) 47.0% 47
Below 200% FPL (n=146) 71.9% 105
Northern California (n=177) 72.3% 128
Southern California (n=69) 34.8% 24
Urban (n=115) 38.3% 44
Rural (n=131) 82.4% 108
Friends and family
White 27.4% 37
Non-white 33.6% 36
Above 200% FPL 26.0% 26
Below 200% FPL 32.9% 48
Northern California 30.5% 54
Southern California 29.0% 20
Urban 29.6% 34
Rural 30.5% 40
Google or other internet search
White 29.6% 40
Non-white 22.4% 24
Above 200% FPL 26.0% 26
Below 200% FPL 26.0% 38
Northern California 27.1% 48
Southern California 23.2% 16
Urban 25.2% 29
Rural 26.7% 35
Flyers/newspaper ads
White 27.4% 37
Non-white 17.8% 19
Above 200% FPL 19.0% 19
Below 200% FPL 26.0% 38
Northern California 27.7% 49
Southern California 11.6% 8
Urban 13.0% 15
Rural 32.1% 42
Through an organization near where I live
White 23.0% 31
Non-white 18.7% 20
Above 200% FPL 18.0% 18
Below 200% FPL 23.3% 34
Northern California 21.5% 38
Southern California 20.3% 14
Urban 19.1% 22
Rural 22.9% 30
There is a Head Start location near me
White 22.2% 30
Non-white 15.9% 17
Above 200% FPL 33.0% 23
Below 200% FPL 16.4% 24
Northern California 20.9% 37
Southern California 14.5% 10
Urban 16.5% 19
Rural 21.4% 28
Total 100% 246

Note: Not five respondents in the sample did not answer this question. N values listed
once for simplicity. Percentages do not sum to 100% because respondents were allowed
to select as many response options as were applicable.
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Table D7: ECE Programs Used by Survey Respondents

Percent N
School-based program (such as TK / preschool on an elementary school site)
All respondents (n=250) 29.2% 73
White (n=135) 34.1% 46
Non-white (n=110) 22.7% 25
Above 200% FPL (n=101) 28.7% 29
Below 200% FPL (n=149) 29.5% 44
Northern California (n=177) 32.2% 57
Southern California (n=73) 21.9% 16
Urban (n=120) 23.3% 28
Rural (n=130) 34.6% 45
Head Start or Early Head Start
All respondents 26.0% 65
White 31.9% 43
Non-white 19.1% 21
Above 200% FPL 19.8% 20
Below 200% FPL 30.2% 45
Northern California 27.1% 48
Southern California 23.3% 17
Urban 17.5% 21
Rural 33.8% 44
Childcare center or preschool
All respondents 40.8% 102
White 40.0% 54
Non-white 41.8% 46
Above 200% FPL 46.5% 47
Below 200% FPL 36.9% 55
Northern California 44.6% 79
Southern California 31.5% 23
Urban 42.5% 51
Rural 39.2% 51
Family childcare home
All respondents 28.0% 70
White 3.0% 44
Non-white 21.8% 24
Above 200% FPL 25.7% 26
Below 200% FPL 29.5% 44
Northern California 28.8% 51
Southern California 26.0% 19
Urban 20.0% 24
Rural 35.4% 46
In-home care by parents, family members or friends
All respondents 43.2% 108
White 38.5% 52
Non-white 50.0% 55
Above 200% FPL 45.5% 46
Below 200% FPL 41.6% 62
Northern California 39.5% 70
Southern California 41.2% 30
Urban 48.3% 58
Rural 38.5% 50
Total 100% 250

Note: One respondent did not answer this question. Percentages do not sum to 100%
because respondents could select all applicable options. N values are listed once.



Table D8: Most Influential ECE Decision-Making Factors for Sample

Percent N
““Quality of the care and/or education provided”
White (n=135) 35.6% 48
Non-white (n=110) 54.5% 60
Above 200% FPL (n=101) 49.5% 50
Below 200% FPL (n=149) 41.6% 62
Northern California (n=177) 39.0% 69
Southern California (n=73) 58.9% 43
Urban (n=120) 54.2% 65
Rural (n=130) 36.2% 47
“This option worked well with my schedule”
White 37.8% 51
Non-white 40.9% 45
Above 200% FPL 44.6% 45
Below 200% FPL 36.9% 55
Northern California 37.3% 66
Southern California 46.6% 34
Urban 40.8% 49
Rural 39.2% 51
“Cost”
White 30.4% 41
Non-white 40.0% 44
Above 200% FPL 36.6% 37
Below 200% FPL 20.1% 50
Northern California 30.5% 54
Southern California 45.2% 33
Urban 37.5% 45
Rural 32.3% 42
“This option is located close to me”
White 36.3% 49
Non-white 30.0% 33
Above 200% FPL 26.7% 27
Below 200% FPL 37.6% 56
Northern California 35.0% 62
Southern California 28.8% 21
Urban 30.0% 36
Rural 36.2% 47
“I chose the same option for another child”
White 30.4% 41
Non-white 24.5% 27
Above 200% FPL 30.7% 31
Below 200% FPL 24.8% 37
Northern California 30.5% 54
Southern California 19.2% 14
Urban 23.3% 28
Rural 30.8% 40
“This option allows my child to better understand his/her culture”
White 26.7% 36
Non-white 22.7% 25
Above 200% FPL 26.7% 27
Below 200% FPL 22.8% 35
Northern California 26.6% 47
Southern California 20.5% 15
Urban 29.2% 35
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Rural 20.8% 27
“Recommended by someone I trust”

White 31.1% 42
Non-white 17.3% 19
Above 200% FPL 22.7% 23
Below 200% FPL 25.5% 38
Northern California 26.0% 46
Southern California 20.5% 15
Urban 23.3% 28
Rural 25.4% 33
“People I know chose the same option”
White 26.7% 36
Non-white 13.6% 15
Above 200% FPL 15.8% 16
Below 200% FPL 24.2% 36
Northern California 26.0% 46
Southern California 8.2% 6
Urban 11.7% 14
Rural 29.2% 38
Total 100% 250

Note: N values for each subgroup are only listed once but apply for all options.
Percentages do not sum to 100% because respondents were allowed to select three
response options. One respondent did not answer this question.
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APPENDIX E: SURVEY OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS

MISCELLANEQUS: Is there anything else you would like to share?

Along with Head Start, another home visitation program my district offered truly
set the foundation for his early learning skills since he started that program at age 2

Childcare is costs and it’s availability are hard to come by. The profession needs
more support and resources.

Early Head Start needs to be promoted more

Even though we don't qualify on paper, because we have to pay full price for
housing, medical, food, childcare and many other things that low income families
qualify for assistance, we are struggling financially each month.

For our family it was important for our kids to build a connection with grandma
and for us to teach through play and activities at home. Which is why we did not
consider early head start. We read out loud and a daily basis and visit the library at
least twice a week.

Head Start could definitely use additional advocacy for its program

Head Start programs should increase the percentage of high income families
served.

Head start is a great program and I’'m glad it’s available to many families. But
early childhood education programs in general is limited m, especially for middle
income families. My family makes more than $100k but we definitely do not have
the means to pay $2k in childcare which is what my local head start had said
would be the fee and either way said they take lower income families first. Which
is fine, I just wish there would be better options in general for kids to attend.

Head start is a great program, but high quality childcare and preschool should be
available to every family who wants it in California, for free.

Headstart services should not be based on financial need. Preschool programs are
very expensive and may prevent many to not place their chil in any program due to
the cost.

I appreciate that the program is available

I believe we need more quality child care & assist families financially.

I have older children and Head Start program was the best then and even better
Now.

I hope to have more opportunities to choose pre-school education institutions.

I think the Head Start program should be universal for all children.

I wish head start and childcare could be more economically feasible for middle
class families

I wish more middle-income families who are also struggling to make ends meet
can have options for affordable and quality child care and for those centers
especially home based ones are closely assessed for child safety.

I would have a perfect plan for my kids if I was in Head Start

I've always have done my children's ECE and we just worked around my and my
husband's schedule. We only trusted family.

73



Instead of throwing more dollars at this proven failure, the government should
consider throwing it's weight behind proven successes. A federal program that
pays private-school tuition for families.

Las guarderias o centros de educacion temprana son la mejor opcion que tenerlos
en casa va que ellos se desenvuelven socialmente y también en el ambito educativo

Me gusta que el programa de temprana edad es cada dia mas mejorado

Mi nifio asistio a un head start y me gusto mucho el programa que ofrecen, la
participacion de los padres

More resources in child care under the age of 4 1/2

My child attended a district based child development center. There was little
turnover and staff were amazing. The culture was child and family centered; the
center has been in operation for decades (with the admin, director and many staff
there almost just as long). Then the business model started changing during the
pandemic (2020) to maintain/increase the profit margin... sadly, this resulted in
practices that were less family-centered, such as decreased operating hours that
may not work for working families and more significant cost increases. It would
be wonderful if such programs were subsidized to continue to allow space for
child/family/centered practice rather than financially-driven practice.

Preschool education plays an important role in children's early education, and
children like it very much. As a parent of a child, I think such preschool education
can better cultivate children's interest in learning and facilitate my working time. I
believe they are professional

There are not many early childhood options available in my area.

When our youngest was Head Start age, we would have financially qualified but
the hours of operation didn't meet our needs.

have easier access to having in home care for children as working parents have a
hard time enrolling into services

1 wish the survey has Chinese translation

Agradezco. Su atencion gracias

QGracias

N/A

—

No

No thank you

None

—

Not have

Not sure

[S—

Thanks!

el e el =l N LU I P N T

TOTAL:

g
()
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APPENDIX F: CALCULATING HOUSEHOLD POVERTY STATUS

Poverty status of survey respondents was determined using the 2023 Federal Poverty Guidelines
published by the Department of Health and Human Services at the beginning of the calendar
year. “Poverty” was a dummy variable in the survey analysis, where respondents below 200%
FPL were assigned a value of one (1), and respondents above 200% FPL were assigned a value
of zero (0). All respondents provided information about their household size and annual
household income, so all were assigned a “poverty” value of either 1 or 0.

2023 Poverty Guidelines: 48 Contiguous States (all states except Alaska and Hawaii)

Household/

Family Size 25% 50% 75% 100% 150% 175% 180% 185% 200%
1 $3,645 $7,290 %1035 514580 521,870 525515 $26,244 526,973 529,160
2 54,930 40,860 514,790 518,720 529,580 534,510 §35,496 536,482 539,440
3 $6,215 512,430 318,645  S24BB0 537,290 543,505 544,748 545,891 548,720
4 §7,500 515000 522,500 530,000 @ 545000 @ 552,500 $54,000 $55,500 560,000
5 $8,785 517,570  $26,355  §35140  $52,710 561,495 $63,252 $65,0059  $70,280
[ 510,070 520,140  $30,210 540,280 560,420 570,490 $72,504 $74,518  $80,560
7 $11,355 522,710 534,065 545420 568,130 579,485 $81,756 584,027 590,840
8 $12,640 525,280 537,920 550,560 @ 575,840  SB8,480 $51,008 $593,536 5101120
9 $13,925 527,850  $41,775  S55700  S83 550 597,475 $100,260 $103,045  $111,400
10 $15,210 530,420 545630  S60,B40 591,260 5106470 5109512 §112,554 5121680
11 516,495 532,990 549485  S65980 598,970 5115465 §118,764 $122,063  5131,960
12 $17,780 535,560  $53,340  $71,120 5106,680 5124460  $128,016 $131,572  5142,240
13 $19,065  $38,130 457,155  $76,260 5114390 5133455 $137,268 §141,081 5152520
14 520,350 540,700 561,050  SB1400 $122,100 5142450  $146,520 $150,550  5$162,800

Source: United States Department of Health and Human Services, 2023.

Survey respondents reported their household incomes as a range, so poverty status calculations
were approximate and rounded to the nearest product of 10,000. For example, a household of 6
people would be classified as above 200% FPL if their reported income was between
$80,001-$90,000/year, even though an income of up to $80,560 would still be under the 200%
FPL threshold. Meanwhile, a household of 2 people would be classified as below 200% FPL if
their reported income was between $30,001-$40,000, even though an income between
$39,440-$40,000 would technically be above the 200% FPL threshold.

Fortunately, the 200% FPL thresholds for 2023 tend to hover around products of 10,000 as the
above table demonstrates, so the margin of error resulting from poverty status calculations is
smaller than it would otherwise be if the threshold of interest were instead 100% FPL. We
suspect it is more likely that a respondent could have under or overreported annual income.
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APPENDIX G: CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF SURVEY INDICATORS

Table G1: Chi-square Test of Independence for Race/Ethnicity and Geographic Area

Geographic Area
Race/Ethnicity Rural Urban Total
Non-white 35 76 111
58.7 523
White 95 40 135
71.3 63.7
Total 130 116 246
Pearson chi statistic = 36.8742 p=0.000

Note: Italicized figures depict expected value.

Table G2: Chi-square Test of Independence for Race/Ethnicity and Poverty Status

Poverty Status
Race/Ethnicity | Above 200% FPL Below 200% FPL Total
Non-white 48 63 111
44.7 66.3
White 51 84 135
54.3 80.7
Total 99 147 246
Pearson chi statistic = 0.7566 p=0.384

Note: Italicized figures depict expected value.

Table G3: Chi-square Test of Independence for Race/Ethnicity and State Region

State Region
Race/Ethnicity Northern Southern California Total
California
Non-white 63 48 111
79.9 311
White 114 21 135
97.1 37.9
Total 177 69 246
Pearson chi statistic = 23.1389 p =0.000

Note: Italicized figures depict expected value.
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Table G4: Chi-square Test of Independence for Geographic Area and Poverty Status

Poverty Status

Geographic Area | Above 200% FPL Below 200% FPL Total

Rural 43 88 131
52.7 78.3

Urban 58 62 120
48.3 71.7

Total 101 150 251

Pearson chi statistic = 6.2643 p=0.384

Note: Italicized figures depict expected value.

Table G5: Chi-square Test of Independence for Geographic Area and State Region

State Region
Geographic Area Northern Southern California Total
California
Rural 122 9 131
92.9 38.1
Urban 56 64 120
85.1 34.9
Total 178 73 251
Pearson chi statistic = 65.5541 p =0.000

Note: Italicized figures depict expected value.

Table G6: Chi-square Test of Independence for Poverty Status and State Region

State Region
Poverty Status Northern Southern California Total
California
Above 200% FPL 75 26 101
71.6 294
Below 200% FPL 103 47 150
106.4 43.6
Total 178 73 251
Pearson chi statistic = 0.9147 p=0.339

Note: Italicized figures depict expected value.
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APPENDIX H: EXAMPLES OF SURVEY BOT RESPONSES

To help your children stay healthy and. Security, and highlights why these procedures are important.

To have a modern view of children Should reflect the people-oriented professional thought To provide
a good development environment for children.

I should carry out preschool education with the idea of cultivating gifted children

The first to make a decision is to understand the background strength and reputation of the school.

Social competition

I want him to win from the starting line

A good education influenced him all his life

It's up to us to discover the child's talent

Preschool education can better enable children to adapt to campus learning life as soon as possible, in
line with campus learning life, and in the early stage can be integrated into learning as soon as possible,
to avoid children hesitate to adapt to learning or the first contact with learning and not ideal results

Preschool children's enlightenment education to develop children's thinking has a lot of help

Implement the principle of combining conservation with education, and create a safe, clean and
harmonious educational environment. Only in this way can children develop properly and coordinate
their functions.

I think children's preschool education enlightenment for children's brain development is very necessary

I read before how they can develope skills with an early education that can help them to stimulate their
minds, prepare them for the primary school. It helps them to function in their environment, to be more
sociable and more confident, so I decide that I wanted that for my children, I wanted something that
would allow them to develop their minds, their abilities and to discover something different from an
early age and somebody recommended me a good place.

I listen to the friends around me recommend and suggest the importance of enlightenment education,
and I have more time to do my own thing

I hope my children can better receive early education

Kill time

Give the child opportunity to think, now there are a lot of parents sometimes will rush in children's
early education.

First, the price is reasonable

Families don't have much time to take care of their children in the early years so that they can receive
education

Early education institutions can enhance the parenting experience

Early education can improve the starting point of baby's learning

Early childhood enlightenment education can better develop children's brains

Developing a child's brain, developing habits, and early education are important for a child's whole life

Children who have attended early childhood education will learn to share, be humble, polite and
civilized in a loving and joyful environment, thus shaping their good character, behavior and habits

I should carry out preschool education with the idea of cultivating gifted children

Early childhood education develops the brain so that children can get ahead of the starting line

Children in daily life should also do more outdoor sports, more outdoor games, which can promote
physical coordination, can effectively promote physical growth and development, can also develop
brain development, the child's body, mind and body is a great benefit.

Always stay one step ahead of your baby and guide him to his full development

To get an early start

Better let children know their dreams

After the child goes to early childhood education, it will certainly make the child become better and
better, and will also make the child have a better behavior, to prepare for elementary school

78




APPENDIX I: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (ENGLISH)

Welcome to the USC Study on Early Childhood Education Enrollment in California. The
purpose of this study is to gain understanding of how parents in California select early childhood
education programs for their children. Data collected from this study will inform marketing and
awareness campaigns at Head Start California, a nonprofit organization that serves Head Start
programs. We hope to learn more about your awareness of early childhood education programs,
and which factors contributed to your decision for your child(ren).

This survey is expected to take 5-10 minutes and is designed for parents living in California who
have at least one child aged 10 or younger. Please answer all questions to the best of your ability.
Please note that this study is anonymous, and will not impact your child’s school
enrollment in any way.

All survey questions are anonymous and do not ask for personal identifiable information. Survey
responses will be stored securely in USC OneDrive. If you have any questions about this study,
please contact Liz Stanfield, USC lead researcher, at estanfie@usc.edu.

Screening Questions

Do you currently reside in California?
® Yes
e No [ end of survey

Are you a parent or guardian of a child aged 10 or younger?
® Yes
e No [ end of survey

Decision-making Factors
What childcare option are you using (or did you use) for your youngest child? Please select all
that apply.
e School-based program (such as Transitional Kindergarten / preschool on an elementary
school site)
Head Start or Early Head Start
Childcare center or preschool
Family childcare home
In-home care by parents, family members or friends
Other:

Which three factors most heavily influenced your early education and/or childcare decision?
Please select up to three.
o (ost
This option is located close to me
This option worked well with my schedule
Quality of the care and/or education provided
Recommended by someone I trust
People I know chose the same option
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I chose the same option for another child

This option allows my child to better understand his/her culture
[ don’t know

Other:

Please explain how you made this decision for your child’s early care and education:

Program Awareness

Have you heard of “Head Start” before?
® Yes
o No (go to demographics)
e [’'m not sure

How familiar are you with the “Head Start” program? Please select the option that most closely
matches your level of familiarity and understanding.

e 1 —TI’ve heard of Head Start, but I don’t know what they do

e 2 —I’ve heard of Head Start, and I know a little bit about the program

e 3 — I am familiar with Head Start, and I understand what the program does

e 4 —]am very familiar with Head Start, and I know exactly what the program does

[conditional on indicating “3” or “4”]: Have you, your family, or a someone you know been
involved with Head Start?

® Yes —someone I know attended Head Start as a student

® Yes — someone | know was employed by Head Start

e No, no one I know attended or was employed by Head Start

How did you learn about Head Start? Please select all that apply.
e Google or other internet search

Friends and family

Flyers/newspaper ads

Social network sites (Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn)

Received email or e-newsletter

Through an organization near where I live

Through the local childcare resource and referral agency

Through my local school district

There is a Head Start location near me

I attended Head Start as a child or someone I know attended Head Start as a child

I don’t know / I can’t remember

Other:

Demographic Information
What is your gender?

e Female

e Male

e Other:
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What is your age?
e Under 18

18-24 years old
25-34 years old
25-34 years old
35-44 years old
45-54 years old
55-64 years old
65+ years old

How many people live at your address?
e 2 people

3 people

4 people

5 people

6 people

7 people

8+ people

What is your household’s annual income before taxes, to the best of your knowledge?
e §0-5$10,000
$10,001 - $20,000
$20,001 - $30,000
$30,001 - $40,000
$40,001 - $50,000
$50,001 - $60,000
$60,001 - $70,000
$70,001 - $80,000
$80,001 - $90,000
$91,001 - $100,000
More than $100,000/year

Does your family receive any of the following public benefits? Please select all that apply.
e (CalWORKS

SNAP (food stamps)

Supplemental Security Income (SSI)

WIC (Women, Infants and Children)

Section 8 (housing vouchers)

MediCal / MediCaid

None of the above

I don’t know

Prefer not to answer

Other:

Which county do reside in?
e [dropdown of counties in California]



What is your race? Please select all that apply.
e Asian American / Pacific Islander

Black / African American

White / Caucasian

American Indian / Alaskan Native

Hispanic / Latino

Multiracial

I don’t know

Prefer not to answer

Other:

Which languages do you speak at home? Select all that apply.
e English

Spanish

Chinese

Vietnamese

Tagalog / Filipino

Korean

Russian

Other:

Miscellaneous
Is there anything else you would like to share?

Survey Raffle
By completing this survey, you are eligible for a $100 VISA gift card raftle. If you are interested

in entering the raffle, please click the link.

Raffle Contact Info [new link]

By completing this survey, you are eligible for a $100 VISA gift card raffle. If you are interested
in entering the raffle, please provide an email or phone number below. If you are selected to win
a gift card, you will be notified via the contact information provided below.
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APPENDIX J: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (SPANISH)

Bienvenido al Estudio de 1a USC sobre la Inscripcion en la Educacion de la Primera
Infancia en California. El proposito de este estudio es comprender como los padres en
California seleccionan los programas de educacion de la primera infancia para sus hijos. Los
datos recopilados de este estudio informaran las campafas de marketing y concientizacion en
Head Start California, una organizacion sin fines de lucro que brinda servicios a los programas
de Head Start. Esperamos aprender mas sobre su conocimiento de los programas de educacion de
la primera infancia y qué factores contribuyeron a su decision para su(s) hijo(s).

Se espera que esta encuesta tome de 5 a 10 minutos y esta disefiada para padres que viven en
California y tienen al menos un hijo de 10 afios o menos. Esta encuesta no solicita ninguna
informacion de identificacidon personal. Responda todas las preguntas lo mejor que pueda. Tenga
en cuenta que este estudio es anonimo y no afectara la inscripcion escolar de su hijo de
ninguna manera.

Las respuestas de la encuesta se almacenaran de forma segura en USC OneDrive. Las personas
que completan la encuesta son elegibles para participar en una rifa para tener la oportunidad de
ganar una tarjeta de regalo VISA de $100. Para participar en la rifa, haga clic en el enlace
externo proporcionado al final de la encuesta, que le pedird informacion de contacto. Cualquier
informacion de contacto proporcionada para la rifa no se podra rastrear hasta su respuesta
anonima a la encuesta. Los ganadores de la rifa seran notificados a mas tardar en mayo de 2023.

Si tiene alguna pregunta sobre este estudio, comuniquese con Liz Stanfield, investigador
principal de la USC, en estanfie@usc.edu.

Preguntas de deteccion
(Resides en California?

o Si

e No [/ fin de la encuesta

(Es usted padre o tutor de un nifio de 10 afios 0 menos?
e §i
e No [ fin de la encuesta

Factores de toma de decisiones
(Qué opcion de cuidado de nifios esta utilizando (o utilizo) para su hijo menor? Por favor
seleccione todas las respuestas validas.
e Programa basado en la escuela (como jardin de infantes de transicion/preescolar en un
sitio de escuela primaria)
Head Start o Early Head Start
Guarderia o preescolar
hogar de cuidado de nifios en familia
Atencion domiciliaria por parte de los padres, familiares o amigos
Otro:
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(Cuales son los tres factores que mas influyeron en su decision sobre la educacion temprana y/o
el cuidado de los nifios? Seleccione hasta tres.
e Costo
Esta opcion se encuentra cerca de mi.
Esta opcion funcion6 bien con mi horario.
Calidad de la atencion y/o educacion brindada
Recomendado por alguien en quien confio
Personas que conozco eligieron la misma opcion
Elegi la misma opcion para otro nifio.
Esta opcion le permite a mi hijo comprender mejor su cultura
No sé
Otro:

Explique como tom¢ esta decision para el cuidado y la educacion temprana de su hijo:

Conciencia del programa
(Ha oido hablar de “Head Start” antes?

o Si
e No (ir a datos demograficos)
® 1o estoy seguro

(Qué tan familiarizado esta con el programa “Head Start?” Seleccione la opcién que mas se
acerque a su nivel de familiaridad y comprension.

e 1 —He oido hablar de Head Start, pero no sé a qué se dedican

e 2 —He oido hablar de Head Start y s€ un poco sobre el programa

e 3 — Estoy familiarizado con Head Start y entiendo lo que hace el programa

e 4 — Estoy muy familiarizado con Head Start y sé exactamente lo que hace el programa

(Como se enterd de Head Start? Por favor seleccione todas las respuestas validas.
e Google u otra busqueda en Internet
Amigos y familia
Folletos/anuncios en periddicos
Sitios de redes sociales (Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn)
Correo electronico o boletin electronico recibido
A través de una organizacion cerca de donde vivo
A través de la agencia local de recursos y referencias para el cuidado de nifios
A través de mi distrito escolar local
Hay una ubicacion de Head Start cerca de mi
Asisti a Head Start cuando era nifio o alguien que conozco asistio a Head Start cuando era
nifio
no s¢ / no recuerdo
e Otro:

(Usted, su familia o alguien que conoce ha estado involucrado con Head Start?
e Si, alguien que conozco asistié a Head Start como estudiante
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e Si, alguien que conozco fue empleado de Head Start
e No, nadie que yo conozca asisti6 o fue empleado por Head Start

Informacion demografica
(Cual es su género?
e Femenino
Masculino
No binario/a / tercer género
Prefiero no decirlo
Otro:

(Cual es tu edad?
e Menores de 18 afios

18-24 afios

25-34 anos

25-34 anos

35-44 anos

45-54 anos

55-64 afios

65+ afios

(Cuantas personas viven en su direccion?
e 2 personas

3 personas

4 personas

5 personas

6 personas

7 personas

8+ personas

(Cudl es el ingreso anual de su hogar antes de impuestos, segun su leal saber y entender?
e $0-$10,000/afio
$10,001 - $20,000/afio
$20,001 - $30,000/afio
$30,001 - $40,000/aiio
$40,001 - $50,000/aiio
$50,001 - $60,000/afio
$60,001 - $70,000/aiio
$70,001 - $80,000/aiio
$80,001 - $90,000/afio
$91,001 - $100,000/afio
Mas de $100,000/afio

(Recibe su familia alguno de los siguientes beneficios publicos? Por favor seleccione todas las

respuestas validas.
e (CalWORKS



SNAP (cupones de alimentos)

Seguridad de Ingreso Suplementario (SSI)
WIC (mujeres, bebés y nifios)

Seccion 8 (bonos de vivienda)

MediCal / MediCaid

Ninguna de las anteriores

No sé

Prefiero no responder

Otro:

(En qué condado residen?
e [ desplegable de condados en California]

(Cudl es su raza? Por favor seleccione todas las respuestas validas.
e Asiatico americano / Islefio del Pacifico

Negro / Afroamericano

Blanco / Caucésico

Indio americano/nativo de Alaska

Hispano / latino

Multirracial

No sé

Prefiero no responder

Otro:

(Qu¢ idiomas hablas en casa? Seleccione todas las que correspondan.
e Inglés

Espaiiol

Chino

Vietnamita

Tagalo / filipino

Coreano

Ruso

Otro:

Miscelaneas
(Hay algo mas que le gustaria compartir?

Rifa de Encuesta
Al completar esta encuesta, usted es elegible para una rifa de una tarjeta de regalo VISA de
$100. Si esta interesado en participar en el sorteo, proporcione un correo electréonico o un

numero de teléfono a continuacion. Si es seleccionado para ganar una tarjeta de regalo, se le

notificara a través de la informacion de contacto que se proporciona a continuacion.




APPENDIX K: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (RUSSIAN)

Jo0po moxanoBaTh Ha CaiiT MpoeKTa uccjenopanust YHusepcurera FO:xxunoii Kaindopuuu
(University of Southern California niu USC B aG0peBuarype) mo oxsary JAOIIKOJIbHBIM
oOpasoBanueM B mrare Kanudopuus. Llenb 1anHoro ucciaenoBanus — MOHATh, KaK POAUTEIHN
B KamudopHun BbIOMpPArOT MporpamMmbl JOLIKOJIBHOTO 00pa3oBaHus JUIsl CBOUX AeTel. JlaHHbIE,
coOpaHHBIE B XOJI€ 3TOI0 UCCIIEA0BaHMsI, OylyT MCIOJIb30BaHbl B pa3paboTke MH(HOPMAIIMOHHON
W MapKeTHMHTOBOW KammnaHWUW HekoMMepdeckoi opranm3anuu Head Start California, xotopas
o0CITy’)KUBaeT NPOrpaMMbl JOIIKOJIbHOro oOpa3oBanusi Head Start. Mbl Hageemcs y3HaTh
Oosbliie 0 Baieit 0CBEIOMICHHOCTH O MPOrpaMMax JOIIKOJIBHOTO 00pa30BaHMs U O TOM, KaKHe
MMEHHO (PaKTOpBI MOBIHUIM Ha Bamn BEIOOp porpaMMel.

JlaHHBIN OMIPOC MpeaHa3HA4YeH ISl POAUTENeH, TpoKuBaromuX B KanudopHun, y KOTOPBIX €CcTh
x0T Obl oguH pedeHok B Bo3pacte 10 yer wnm miazmie. 3amojiHeHUE orpoca 3aiimer 5-10
MuHyT. [loxkanyiicTa, OTBETHTE Ha BCE BOMPOCHI B MEPY CBOMX BO3MOXKHOCTEH. OOpamiaem
Bame BHMMaHue, YTO ONPOC AHOHMMHBII M HMKAK He MOBJHUseT Ha 3a4yucjeHue Bamero
pe0eHKa B HIKOJTY.

Bce Bompockl maHHOTO oOIpoca SIBISIOTCS AHOHUMHBIMH W HE 3alpallliBalOT JTUYHYIO
uHpopmanuio. Bece orBeThl OyayT HaAEKHO XpaHUThCA B oOnauHoMm xpanwiumie OneDrive,
npuHaIekaniem yauBepcutety USC. Ecnu y Bac ecTh kKakue-11u00 BOPOCH 00 UCCIICOBAHNUH,
noxanyicra, cespkurech ¢ Jluz Crarduna, Begymum uccienoBarenem USC, Mo 37eKTpOHHOMY
anpecy estanfie(@usc.edu.

OT00pOYHBIE BONIPOCHI

[TpoxxuBaete 1u Bol B HacTosiee Bpems B Kanudopuun?

e Jla

e Her [] koHen onpoca
SIBnsierech aM poaUTENIEM WM ONIEKYHOM pebeHka B Bozpacte 10 et mium muagme?
o Jla

e Her [ | koHer onpoca

daxkTopkl, HoBJMABIINE HA Bam BLI0OD

Kaxoii BapuaHT IONIKOIBEHOTO YUPEIKICHUS H/UITH IPOrpaMMBbI YX0J1a 3a IeTbMH Bbl BbIOUpaeTe
wim BeIOpanmu 1yt Bamero mutagmero pedenka? [loxaiyiicra, BBIOEpHTE BCE MOIXOSAIINE
BapHAaHTHL.

e [loaroToBuTenpHas nporpamma mpu mikose (mporpamma Transitional Kindergarten /
JOIIKOJIFHOE YUPeXICHUE HAa TEPPUTOPHH HAYaIbHOU IIIKOJIBI)
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ITporpammsr Head Start unu Early Head Start

Herckwuii cax (childcare center / preschool)

Hetckwuii cax nomamnero tumna (family childcare home)
VX0 Ha TIOMY POAMTENSIMU, YICHAMHU CEMbU WU IPY3bSIMU

Hpyroe:

BriGepure Tpu hakTopa, KOTOpbIE B 3HAYUTEIFHON Mepe TOBIUSUIIM Ha Bai BBIOOP TOIIKOIEHOTO
YUPEKICHUS W/IITK IPOTpaMMBbI yxozia 3a neTbMHu. [lokamyiicta, BeIOepuTe He Ooiee Tpex
BapUaHTOB OTBETA.

CrouMocCTh

Brnu3koe MeCTOIOI0KEHNE

DTOT BapUAHT MOAXOIUT MO MOU rpaduk

KadecTBo mpenocTaBisieMoro yxoa u/mim o0pa3oBaTebHON IPOTPaMMBI
DTOT BapUaHT MHE PEKOMEH10BaJl 3HAKOMBII, KOTOPOMY 51 JJOBEPSIO

Mow 3HaKOMBIE TOXE BBIOpATH 3TOT BAPHAHT

51 yxe BBIOMpAI ATOT BapHAHT LIS JPYTOro pedeHka

DTOT BapHaHT MO3BOJISIET MOEMY PEOCHKY JTyUIlle MOHITH CBOIO KYIBTYPY
S ue 3Har0

Hpyroe:

[Toxkanyiicta, 00bAcHUTE, KaK Bbl npuHUManu peieHue, To €CTh Kak BRIOUPAIU JOMIKOJIIBHOE
yUpekACHUE U/ UK IPOrpaMMy yXo/ia 3a JIeThbMH.

OcBeIOMJIEHHOCTD 0 IMIPOrpamMme

Casimanu 11 Bel pansine o nporpamme Head Start?

Ha
Her — mepeiitu x Bompocy “Jlemorpaduueckue naHHbe”
He yBepen(a)

Hacxkonbko xopomio Ber ocBenomiens! o nporpamme Head Start? [Toxkanyiicra, BeiGepute
BapHaHT, KOTOPHIH HanboJiee TOYHO OTPaKAET CTENEeHb Bareil 0CBeTOMICHHOCTH O TIporpamMmme.

1 — A cnprman(a) o Head Start, Ho He 3Har0, YeM OHU 3aHUMAIOTCS

2 — § cnprmian(a) o Head Start u HemHOrO 3Ha10 0 Iporpamme

3 — 4 3nakom(a) ¢ mporpammoii Head Start u mormMaro, 4eM OHU 3aHUMAIOTCS

4 — 51 xoporuo 3HakoM(a) ¢ mporpamMmoii Head Start u TouHO 3HaK0, KaKue yciyru OHU
npeIaraoT

Kak Br1 y3nanu o nporpamme Head Start? [Toxxanyiicta, BeiOepuTe Bce MOIXOAIINE BApUAHTHI.

Google nnm 1pyroit HHTEPHET-MTOUCKOBUK
Jpy3bsi WK YI€HBI CEMbU
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JIucToBKM UM OOBSBIECHUS B Ta3eTax

Conmanshbie cetu (Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn)

DJIEKTPOHHOE MTUCHMO HMITU PACChLIKA

UYepes opraHu3aiiyio, pacrolioKEeHHYIO PSAIOM C HAIITUM JIOMOM

Uepes MeCTHOE CPaBOYHOE areHTCTBO WJIM PECYPC MO BOMPOCAM YXO/ia 3a JeThMH

Uepes MecTHBIN MKOIBHBIN OKPYT (school district)

Psgom ¢ Hamum 1oMoM pacrioniokeHo yupexaenue Head Start

S moceman nporpammy Head Start B reTcTBe min 3HaKoMbIH(as1) moceriai(a) mporpaMmmy
Head Start B netctse

He 3Haro / He MOMHIO

Hpyroe:

Bbl1, unens! Bameii cembu miin KTo-To U3 Bammx 3HakoMbIX KOTJ1a-HUOYAb Y4aCTBOBAJIM B
nporpammax Head Start?

Jla — s 3Ha10 KOe-Koro, kTo nmocernran Head Start B kadecTBe cTyneHTa
Jla — 51 3HA10 KOe-Koro, KTO padoran B Head Start
Hert, y MeHs HET 3HAaKOMBIX, KOTOpBIE Mocemany nwin padoranu B Head Start

Jlemorpadnyeckue JaHHbIE

Vkaxxute Bam mmoor:

Kencknii
My3xckoit

Hpyroii:

VYkaxute Bam Bo3pacr:

o 18
18-24
25-34
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
Crapie 65

CkonbKo 4esioBek mpokuBaeT 1o Bamewmy anpecy?

2 4JeJloBeKa

3 yeroBeKa

4 genoBeka

5 yemoBek

6 yeJIoBeK

7 yeIIoBeK
Bonrbmie 8 uenoBek

KaxkoB rogoBoii qoxox Barmeit cembu 10 yratel HaIoroB? YKaKUTe B TOW CTENEHU, B KOTOPO
310 Bam u3BecTHO.
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$0 - $10,000
$10,001 - $20,000
$20,001 - $30,000
$30,001 - $40,000
$40,001 - $50,000
$50,001 - $60,000
$60,001 - $70,000
$70,001 - $80,000
$80,001 - $90,000
$91,001 - $100,000
boxee $100,000

[Tonywaer nu Baria cembst kKakue-1100 U3 CIEAYIOMINX COIMATBHBIX mocoomii? IloxkanyiicTa,
BbIOEpUTE BCE MOAXOAAIINE BAPUAHTHI.

CalWORKS (ITporpamMmma noMoImiy MaJoOuMYIIUM CEMbSIM)

SNAP (ITpomoBoJIbCTBEHHBIE TAJIOHBI)

SSI - Supplemental Security Income (JlomomHUTEIBHBINA COMMATBHBIN JOXON)

WIC - Women, Infants and Children (OKeHIIuHbI, MJIaJICHIIBI ¥ IETH)

Section 8 - Housing vouchers (Pa3aen 8 - BaydepHas mporpaMme 1o apeH/Ie Kuibs)
MediCal / Medicaid (ITporpamMmmbl METUIIMHCKOTO CTPaxoBaHUs)

Hu oguH 13 BhIIETIEpEUUCICHHBIX

51 He 3Ha10

[IpenmnounTaro HE OTBEYATH

Hpyroe:

B kaxom okpyre Kanmudopuuu Bel npoxnBaere?

[dropdown of counties in California]

Vkaxute Bamry pacoByro/aTHUYECKYIO TPUHAIIIEKHOCTD. [loxkanyiicta, BeiOepure Bce
MOIXOSIINE BApUAHTHI.

AMepHKaHell a3UaTCKOro MPOUCXOXKACHHUS / ypOsKeHEI OCTPOBOB THXOro okeaHa
Uepnokoxwuii / appoamepukanen

benprii

AMepuKaHCKUN UHAeell / KOPEHHOU KUTeNb AJSICKU

WcnanoroBopsimuii / 1aTHHOAMEpUKaHel]

MHoropacoBslit

41 He 3HaKO

[IpeanounTaro He OTBEYATH

Hpyroe:

Ha xakux si3pixkax Bol roBopute noma? [Toxanyiicta, BolOepuTe BCe MOAXOASIINE BAPUAHTHI.

AHraiickui
Hcnanckuin
Kurarickuii
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Brernamckuit

Taranbckuii / OUIMIIMHCKUN
Kopeiickuit

Pycckuit
Hpyroii:

IIpouee

Ectb nu uto-HUOYH eiie, ueM Bl xoTenu Obl moaenuTbes?

Po3bIrpoim

ITockonpky Bbl 3anosHmm ganHbli onpoc, Bel uMeere npaBo yuyacTBOBaTh B PO3BITPHIILE
nogapounoii kaptel VISA ctoumoctsio 100 nomnapos. Eciu Bel xoTuTe NpUHATH yyacTue B
PO3BITPHILIE, TOXKATYHCTA, YKAOKUTE aJpec 3JIEKTPOHHOM MOYTHI UM HOMEp TenedoHa Huxke. B
Cllydae BBIUTPHIIIA, Bl moay4nTe yBeoMIIeHHE Yepe3 KOHTAaKTHY0 HHPOPMAIUIO, YKa3aHHYIO
HIDKE.

Hosgoe:

3anonHuB JaHHBIN onpoc, Bl uMeeTe npaBo y4acTBOBATh B PO3BITPHILIE MOJAPOUHOM KapThl
VISA croumoctsio 100 nonnapos. UToObl MPUHATH Y4acTUE B PO3BITPHILIE, TOXKATYHCTa,
MIPOMIUTE 10 BHEIIHEN CCBIIKE B KOHIIE OMPOCA U YKAKUTE KOHTAKTHYIO HH(POPMAIIHIO.
[IpenocraBnenHas KOHTaKTHas HH(OpMAaIHs HUKAK He OyJeT mpuBsa3aHa K BammMm oTBeTam.
[TomydeHnune nogapoyHOM KapThl HE TapAHTHUPYETCS BCEM YYAaCTHHKAM PO3BITPhIIIA, HO BCE
YYaCTHHKH UMEIOT PaBHbIE IAHCHI HA BHIMTPHILIL. [ToGenuTenu po3sirpeiiia OyayT YBEAOMIICHBI
He no3nuee Mag 2023 roxa.
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APPENDIX L: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (KOREAN)
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English

Spanish

Chinese
Vietnamese
Tagalog / Filipino
Korean

Russian



° Other:

Miscellaneous
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Individuals who complete the survey are eligible to enter a raffle for a chance to win a $100 VISA gift card. To
enter the raffle, please click the external link provided at the end of the survey, which will prompt you for
contact information. Any contact information provided for the raffle will not be traceable to your anonymous
survey response. All raffle entries have an equal chance of winning a gift card. A gift card is not guaranteed for
all entries. Raffle winners will be notified no later than May 2023.
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