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Outcome 1: Increase Access to Affordable, Quality Childcare in the Fox Cities 

CELC: Quality Childcare Options 

The quality of early childhood care is important to children’s development. For example, low 

preschool quality has a detrimental effect on children’s language and early literacy skills while 

higher preschool quality is associated with positive early literacy skills (Pinto et al., 2013). 

Conversely, higher preschool quality correlates with better social and behavioral outcomes (i.e. 

more prosocial behaviors and fewer antisocial behaviors) longitudinally (Sylva et al., 2008). For 

these reasons, all five partner agencies within the CELC are proudly committed to providing 

quality care to the Birth to Five population in the Fox Cities. 

Head Start is a part-day program that serves three-to-five year olds of families living below the 

federal poverty line. The predominant focus of the program is to facilitate school readiness in 

children of low-income families, but beyond this, Head Start also provides family services, 

transportation, and health and nutritional services. Additionally, Head Start also provides 4K 

classes.  

Outagamie County Birth to Three Early Intervention provides assessments for families with 

children, age birth to 3 years, who may have delayed development or special needs. Staff 

members visit families in the home, observing the child and collecting information from the 

family, and if the delay proves to be significant, the agency makes referrals and 

recommendations for therapies. Recommendations can involve speech/ language pathology, 

early childhood special education, occupational therapy, and physical therapy.  

Similar to Early Intervention, the Appleton Area School District (AASD) Diagnostic and 

Developmental Screening services utilize a play-based approach to screen and assess children 

between the ages of 3 and 5 years who may have special education needs. Through these 

screenings, the staff works to determine the particular child’s needs as well as next steps for the 

parents. 

Even Start is a part-day literacy program for low-income families which offers services to both 

parents and children (age birth to 8 years old). Parents are offered ELL (English Language 

Learner) classes and Adult Basic Education (e.g. GED) programs. During the class periods, the 

parents and children attend sessions independently, and later join together for interactive 

parent/child literacy activities, providing the opportunity for intergenerational learning.  

Project Bridges is a full-day preschool and childcare center committed to serving to diverse 

families with children between the ages of 6 weeks and 6 years in the Fox Valley. They have 

several special programs including sliding tuition based on income, a Language scholarship 

program for English language learners, and a program providing support for special needs 

children, offered with funding support through the United Way Fox Cities. Project Bridges also 
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has some bilingual staff as well strong staff stability (i.e. many teachers with tenure of more than 

10 years). Additionally, Project Bridges provides 4K classes. Within Project Bridges, there is 

also a Head Start Collaboration program, which provides Head Start services on site for up to 12 

children. Not only is Project Bridges accredited by the National Association for the Education of 

Young Children (NAEYC), but it is also recognized as a Five Star Provider by the Wisconsin 

Department of Children and Families, Youngstar Childcare Rating Program.   

CELC: Affordability of Quality Childcare Services 

Cost is often a deciding factor in a family’s choice to enroll at a particular childcare location 

(Garvis et al., 2012). Child care expense is of particular importance to low-income or single-

parent families. According to a survey conducted by the US Census Bureau in 2011 (Child Care 

Costs on Upswing, 2013), lower income families spend a much larger proportion of their 

monthly income on childcare compared to families living at or above the federal poverty line 

(30% of their monthly income vs. 8%). Even for middle income families, cost can play an 

important role in determining child care arrangements. A report by Child Care Aware of 

America (2014) stated that in 39 states, at least 10 percent of the median combined-income of a 

two-parent family goes to childcare. In 15 states, this rises to 13% or higher of the two-parent 

family’s annual income (Child Care Aware of America, 2014).  

Project Bridges   

 Although Project Bridges is a parent-paid childcare program, they offer a sliding 

feeprogram for qualified low-income families as well as funding support for their ELL program 

and Special Needs programing, with funding support through the United Way Fox Cities. (See 

the table below for full tuition information.) Based on federal poverty guidelines, Sliding Fee 

tuition offers a 25 to 75% reduction in tuition fees depending on the family’s proximity to the 

federal poverty line. In 2014-2015, 35 Project Bridges’ children received some form of Sliding 

Fee assistance, 10 children participated in the Language Scholarship program (ELL), and 15 

children received Special Needs programing at a reduced cost. Additionally, Project Bridges 

participates in Wisconsin’s Child Food Care Program, which covers the cost of meals for 

families whose annual income meets federal guidelines for free or reduced lunch.  

2015-2016 Year Full Week Full Day Half Day 

Infant/Toddler $237 $60 $39 

Two Year Olds $218 $55 $35 

Preschool $199 $52 $32 

4K Wrap-Around $170 $47 $32 

Table 1: Project Bridges Weekly & Daily Tuition for the 2015-2016 School Year 

Even Start 

 To qualify for Even Start, all families must have a child between birth and age eight, live 

within the Appleton Area School District boundaries, and be eligible for free or reduced lunch 

based on federal guidelines. There are no fees associated with enrollment in the English 

Language Learner (ELL) program, but for the Adult Basic Education class (ABE), families pay a 

one-time fee of $20 at enrollment. For both ELL and ABE, there is sometimes a workbook 

(approximately $15) required. The Even Start Emergency Scholarship Fund allows all or a 

portion of the fees to be waived for families experiencing financial hardship.  
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Appleton Area School District 4K 

 Four Year Old Kindergarten was implemented in the Appleton Area School District in 

2013 to help encourage school readiness. The 4K program is free with the exception of a one-

time school fee ($15), but families may complete a Free and Reduced Lunch Application to see 

whether they qualify to have school fees waived. Transportation to and from the program is also 

provided for families who meet eligibility guidelines.  

Appleton Area School District Diagnostic Services  

 Per the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), there are no costs for 

Appleton Area School District Diagnostic Services, which include speech, language, and autism. 

Additionally, in accordance with the federal IDEA guidelines, AASD Diagnostic Services are 

required to perform the evaluation within 60 days of the initial referral. 

Outagamie County Birth to Three Early Intervention 

 Per the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), there are no costs for the 

screenings and assessments performed by Early Intervention, which include speech, language, 

and autism. Additionally, in compliance with IDEA guidelines, Early Intervention perform the 

evaluation within 60 days of the initial referral. 

Head Start  

 The Head Start services are offered at no cost to families in the Fox Cities area living at 

or below 100% of the federal poverty income guidelines. 

CELC: Increased Access to Affordable, Quality Childcare  

 In conjunction with cost and quality, access is an important factor in early childhood 

education (Garvis, Pendergast, & Kanasa, 2012). Cost as well as limited hours of operation and 

limited childcare space can act as barriers to enrollment in quality child care facilities. These 

factors are particularly salient for middle and low-income families. These families are much 

more likely than high income families to choose their child care on the basis of practicality (i.e. 

hours, location, and availability of space) rather than quality (Peyton, Jacobs, O’Brien, & Roy, 

2001). Accordingly, one of the principal outcome goals for the CELC collaboration was to 

increase the number of opportunities for families to access high quality, affordable early 

childhood education and care in the Fox Cities. 

Projected Increases at the CELC 

 The CELC is well-maintained and larger in size than the agencies’ previous locations, but 

it also has sufficient space to hold all five agencies, and allowed them to expand enrollment. 

Prior to move-in, it was projected that bringing together the different agencies in the CELC 

would allow them to create 105 additional slots for services to children and families in first year. 

Over a ten-year period, this would translate to an additional 1,050 children and their families 

served. Within the first year of operation, Project Bridges anticipated that they would add a total 

of 56 slots (50 4K and 6 childcare), and was actually able to add 60 4K slots in addition to the 6 

childcare slots. Head Start stated they would expand by 20 slots; Even Start projected they would 

be able to serve 15 additional families; and Outagamie Birth to Three projected a general 

increase in referrals as well. As shown in Figure 1, prior to the collaboration, Project Bridges 
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served 80 children, Head Start served 165 children, Even Start served 38 families, and 

Outagamie Birth to Three served an average of 175 families. The expansions are important for 

the community because they allow for increased access to high quality, affordable education and 

care within the Fox Cities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: CELC Agency Projected Enrollment 
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Measures of Increased Access to Quality, Affordable Childcare at the CELC 

In order to determine whether the CELC collaboration has helped the agencies increase access, 

the actual number of added slots as well as whether they were filled within the first year was 

examined. Additionally, we reviewed waiting lists for all on-site agencies and surveyed parents 

and staff regarding if the opportunities available to families meet their needs. 

Increases in Total Enrollment CELC 

 The CELC expansion allowed for increased licensing capacity at both Project Bridges 

and Head Start. In the case of the agencies which allow for both full and part time enrollment, 

increased licensing capacity translated to increases total enrollment. During the 2014-2015 

school year, 148 children were enrolled at Project Bridges, exceeding their projected enrollment 

by more than ten children. This resulted directly from the addition of supplementary Project 

Bridges 4K classrooms within the CELC. This represents a 75% increase in enrollment from the 

2013-2014 year. During its first year at the CELC, Head Start’s total enrollment was 185, 

falling exactly at project levels and representing a 12% increase over the 2013-2014 year. 

Typically, Even Start tries to maintain a total enrollment of 50-60 families per year. During the 

2013-2014 year, enrollment fell to 38 families because the agency relocated to Johnston 

Elementary, which was smaller in size than Even Start’s previous location, McKinley 

Elementary. The limited space restricted the number of families the program could enroll. The 

relocation to the CELC in the 2014-2015 school year allowed Even Start to raise enrollment once 

again to 57 families.   

 Because AASD Diagnostic Center provides assessments and screenings rather than 

childcare, access cannot be calculated in terms of slots. Increases in services can been seen 

through the change in number of evaluations performed from year to year. Based on this data, 

AASD Diagnostic Center services have increased since the CELC partnership began. During the 

2013-2014 school year, they performed 140 full evaluations and 75 for speech and language 

only. By contrast, during the 2014-2015 school year, AASD Diagnostic Center performed 171 

full evaluations and 91 for speech and language only. Therefore, full evaluations increased have 

22.1% and speech and language evaluations have increased by 21.3%.   

 

Figure 2: Number of Diagnostic Center Evaluations Performed in 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 
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 Similarly to AASD Diagnostic Center, Outagamie County Early Intervention service 

increases must be described in terms of the screenings completed rather than through increased 

enrollment. During the 2013-2014 year, Early Intervention performed 412 screenings. By 

contrast, during the 2014-2015 year, this number jumped to 472, representing a 14.6% increase 

in screenings performed.  

Waiting List Information 

 During the 2014-2015 year, Even Start’s waitlist was comprised of 25 families 

representing 30 children. Of these 30 children, five children from three families were admitted 

off the waitlist over the course of the school year.  This demonstrates that the demand for Even 

Start services remains high and provides evidence in support of Even Start’s current efforts to 

open a new location in Menasha to fill this gap between community need and services available. 

Between the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years, the Head Start waiting list decreased by 

40.2% from 87 to 52 children. This decrease is perhaps due to the increased number of slots 

available made available in the 2014-2015 year through the CELC collaboration.  Project 

Bridges did not keep exact waiting list numbers during 2013-14 and 2014-15.   However, they 

are now keeping records, and in the fall of 2015, they had 43 children (38 families) on their 

waiting list, including 22 families interested in one of their special programs (e.g., 12 families 

are interested in their sliding-fee program, and 8 families are seeking the language scholarship 

program). The executive director reported that Project Bridges filled up very quickly in fall, and 

the waiting list is larger than in recent years.  She attributes the increase to increased visibility in 

the community and increased referrals from other CELC agencies.  Although AASD Diagnostic 

Center and Outagamie County Birth to Three Early Intervention do not have a waiting list 

because per federal IDEA guidelines, they are required to perform the evaluation within 60 days 

after the initial referral. It must be noted though that because the number of screenings increased 

between the 2013-2014 school year and the 2014-2015 school year, the demands on the staff 

may have increased given the 60-day evaluation window.  

CELC Parent Survey 

 Parent satisfaction with their child care agency is determined by a number of factors. 

Often, affordability, practicality, and quality all function together to influence a parent’s overall 

level of satisfaction (Peyton et al., 2001; Poms et al., 2009). In order to evaluate whether or not 

the opportunities available at the CELC meet the parents’ needs, a survey was constructed to 

evaluate parent satisfaction on a variety of dimensions, with emphasis on their satisfaction with 

the affordability, practicality, and quality of the CELC agencies. In June 2015, the survey was 

distributed to all families using the CELC agencies’ services. Ultimately, 150 families 

representing 180 children returned the survey. The full survey is provided at the end of this 

outcome report in Appendix A. 

Parent Survey Return Rate 

 The return rate by agency is broken down in the Table 2 below. Even Start and Project 

Bridges had the highest return rates of the agencies. This is due in part to the fact that Even Start 

filled out the parent surveys with the families during class time. Project Bridges had a high return 

rate as well because the CELC research assistants tabled at the Project Bridges entrance for one 
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week to encourage parent participation in the survey. A raffle for all participating CELC families 

was offered to encourage participation, and $400 in gift cards was awarded to families.  

 Total Number of 

Parent Surveys 

Distributed 

Total Number of 

Parent Surveys 

Returned 

Agency’s 

Parent Survey 

Return Rate 

Project Bridges 137 68 49.6% 

Early Intervention 172 28 16.3% 

Even Start 56 39 69.6% 

Head Start 178 32 18.0% 

Birth to Five 43 12 27.9% 

Table 2: Return Rate by CELC Agency  

Participant Demographics 

 Across all five responding agencies, approximately 91% of respondents were parents of 

the children represented on the survey, and the majority of the respondents were female (86% 

female). Of the families surveyed, the average annual income was $48,599 and the median 

annual income was $30,000, though this did vary substantially between agencies with Project 

Bridges having the highest incomes and Head Start and Even Start having the lowest incomes. 

This is not unexpected given that the Even Start and Head Start programs serve low-income 

families, while Project Bridges is a private, non-profit child care program, and enrollment is not 

based on socioeconomic status. Of the children represented on the surveys, the majority were 

white (57%), 22% were Latino and 12% had an Asian ethnic identity (i.e. Hmong, Laotian, 

Chinese, or Japanese). See the participant table on page 7 for more detailed demographic 

information on both the survey-takers and the children represented.   

Accessibility of the CELC 

 On the Parent Survey, the parent or guardian was 

asked to evaluate their satisfaction with various aspects of 

the CELC on a scale from 1 (Very Dissatisfied) to 5 (Very 

Satisfied). Overall, survey-takers reported high levels of 

satisfaction on a multitude of dimensions related to access. 

Regarding access within the CELC as a whole, survey 

takers gave an average rating of 4.72 when asked to 

describe their satisfaction with the CELC’s facilities and 

space. Survey-takers also reported that they found the 

CELC a welcoming place, with an average satisfaction 

score of 4.8. The data also shows that not only were 

families more than satisfied with how the CELC has helped 

them connect with other services (4.7), but they were also 

very pleased with the resources provided for them at the 

CELC (4.8), as shown in Figure 3. One parent highlighted 

how the collaboration increased access across agencies, 

writing, “The programs moving…to [The CELC] is 

convenient for the families, and it's like a one stop shop.”  
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Demographic Information for Parent Survey Respondents and their Children 

2014-2015 School Year 

 

Survey-Taker 

Demographic Data (152 

families) 

Birth to 5 

(n = 10) 

Early 

Intervention      

(n = 26) 

Even Start 

(n = 29) 

Head Start 

(n = 29) 

Project 

Bridges          

(n = 58) 

Total 

(n = 152) 

Gender       

     Female  8 (80.0%) 21 (80.8%) 28 (96.6%) 26 (89.7%) 48 (82.8%) 131 (86.2%) 

     Male 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (3.4%) 6 (10.3%) 7 (4.6%) 

     Other1 2 (20.0%) 5 (19.2%) 1 (3.4%) 2 (6.9%) 4 (6.9%) 14 (9.2%) 

Relationship to Child       

     Parent 7 (70.0%) 23 (88.5%) 28 (96.6%) 27 (93.1%) 54 (93.1%) 139 (91.4%) 

     Step-Parent 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.7%) 1 (0.7%) 

     Grandparent 1 (10.0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (3.4%) 3 (2.0%) 

     Other2 2 (20.0%) 3 (11.5%) 1 (3.4%) 2 (6.9%) 1 (1.7%) 9 (5.9%) 

Combined Family Income       

     Average $65,000 $61,850 $28,965 $21,413 $65,357 $48,599 

     Median $50,000 $64,602 $30,000 $30,000 $65,000 $30,000 

       

                                                           
1 “Other” includes surveys in which gender was unspecified as well as when two people filled it out together (i.e. Mother and Father)  
2 “Other” includes surveys in which the relationship was unspecified, surveys which were filled out by more than one individual with a different 

relationships to the child (i.e. Mother and Grandmother), or surveys in which the relationship given did not correspond to any of the coded options 

(i.e. Guardian, Cousin, etc.)  
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Children’s Demographic 

Data (180 Children 

Represented on Surveys) 

Birth to 5  

(n = 12) 

Early Intervention 

(n = 29) 

Even Start   

(n = 37) 

Head Start    

(n = 34) 

Project Bridges 

(n = 68) 

Total                

(n = 180) 

Ethnicity of Child       

     White 11 (91.7%) 25 (86.2%) 1 (2.7%) 14 (41.2%) 53 (77.9%) 104 (57.8%) 

     African-American 1 (8.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (1.1%) 

     Latino     0 (0%) 1 (3.4%) 22 (59.5%) 10 (29.4%) 7 (10.3%) 40 (22.2%) 

     Asian Groups 0 (0%) 3 (10.3%) 13 (35.1%) 4 (11.8%) 2 (2.9%) 22 (12.2%) 

     Mixed & Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (17.6%) 5 (7.4%) 11 (6.1%) 

     Unspecified 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.5%) 1 (0.6%) 

Age of Child       

    Less than 3  21 (48.8%) 216 (90.4%) 18 (21.9%) 0 (0%) 32 (21.6%) 287 (38.5) 

    3 – 5 years  17 (39.5%) 23 (9.6%) 38 (46.3%) 233 (100%) 115 (77.7%) 426 (57.2%) 

Gender of Child       

    Male 10 (60.5%) 19 (35.6%) 24 (43.9%) 16 (48.5%) 33 (48.6%) 102 (57.3%) 

    Female 2 (39.5%) 8 (23.8%) 13 (30.5%) 18 (51.5%) 35 (51.4%) 76 (42.7%) 
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 Figure 3: Satisfaction with Dimensions of Access at CELC  

Accessibility at the Child’s Program 

 These high levels of satisfaction remained consistent when families were asked about 

their specific programs. Families reported high levels of satisfaction when asked how their 

primary program meets their family’s particulars needs, as well as for their child’s primary 

program in general. Families also on average reported high levels of satisfaction with their 

treatment as a respected partner by program staff. Survey-takers were slightly less satisfied with 

their program’s hours of operation than they were with the other dimensions of access, but it 

should be noted that the average rating was still well above “Satisfied” (4.6), as shown in Figure 

4.  

 

Figure 4: Satisfaction with Dimensions of Access at Child’s CELC Program 
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Reported Wait Time 

 In the free response section of the Parent Survey, families were asked to report 

approximately how much time they had waited before beginning services at their CELC 

program. Of the 140 families that chose to answer this question, the majority (71%) said that 

they were not required to wait at all prior to beginning their program. The average wait time for 

the 26 families that did indicate a wait period was 1.4 months.  

CELC Agency Ave. Wait Time 

Project Bridges (n=7) 1.9 months 

Head Start (n=4)  1.1 months 

Even Start (n=4) 2.1 months 

Early Intervention (n=12) 1.0 months 

Table 3: Average Wait Time Reported by Agency 

Identifying Needed Services and Resources  

 The free response section of the Parent Survey also attempted to identify areas for 

improvement and remaining barriers to increased access. One such question asked if there was 

anything (i.e. services, resources, etc.) that the family wished were available at the CELC that 

wasn’t current provided. As shown above, most of parents (69.0%) stated that they do not feel 

that CELC is missing any resources that they would like. The next highest portion of parents 

wished for more events, educational opportunities, or information at the CELC. Oftentimes, 

these comments were specifically about more programs for children with autism or other 

developmental concerns. Many comments also came from Even Start parents wishing for more 

practice time in class. In Health Concerns, five parents 

asked for a nurse at the CELC and two wished that the 

CELC grew its own vegetables as a way to improve food 

quality. Only one parent commented on space and 

location at the CELC, asking for more room for the 

aftercare program offered through Head Start. She may 

have been referring to an extended day program, offering 

4K for six hours a day four days a week, rather than 3.5 

hours. Two of the six Head Start 4K classrooms offers 

the extended day program. Seven of the parents (5.6%) 

made general suggestions about possible additions to the 

CELC.  Of these parents, two suggested having more 

Zumba. Zumba is offered to families as part of the Even 

Start program. Three of the parents asked for extended 

hours, saying that if Project Bridges was open later it 

would be easier for their family. One parent suggested 

adding a live camera and the mother of one Early 

Intervention child suggested therapy should be offered 

outside the home so that the child could learn in a new, 

stimulating environment. 
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Table 4: Are there things that you wish were available at the CELC that aren’t? 

Identifying Unmet Needs 

 To identify further areas needing improvement as well as possible barriers to increased 

access, surveyed families were also asked if they had any needs that were currently not being 

met at the CELC or through their program. The vast majority of parents (91.2%) felt that all of 

their needs were being met. One Project Bridges parent elaborated, “I think CELC goes above 

and beyond to help the needs of all families” and similarly an Even Start parent concluded, “This 

program provides many opportunities for everyone.”   

 Of parents who did not state that all of their needs were being met, the concerns remained 

similar to those mentioned in the previous question. Four were parents of children with Autism, 

speech difficulties, or other developmental concerns. These parents wished that the CELC had 

more opportunities to help their children succeed and develop with their added challenges. All 

four of these parents had children enrolled in Early Intervention. Another requested 

transportation to and from the center to help reduce difficulties balancing school and work. One 

parent noted difficulties affording childcare as a single parent who does not qualify for childcare 

assistance. Another parent asked for more available hours at the CELC for daycare. One parent’s 

child was being bullied at school. Two other parents stated that all their needs had not been met 

but did not clarify what their additional needs or concerns were.   

 

Figure 5: Does your family have needs that aren’t being met? 

All Needs are 

Met,               

114 (91.0%)

Not All Needs Are Met

11, (8.8%)

DOES YOUR FAMILY HAVE NEEDS THAT AREN'T 

BEING MET?

 Number of 

Responses 

Percentage of 

Responses 

No 87 69.0% 

Parking & Transportation 7 5.6% 

More Events, Educational 

Opportunities, or Information 

17 13.5% 

Health Concerns 8 6.4% 

Space & Location 1 0.8% 

Other 8 6.4% 
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Analysis of Parent Survey Data 

Familiarity with CELC Agencies 

 Respondents were first asked to indicate their familiarity with each of the different 

agencies and services provided through the CELC. The families demonstrated the most 

familiarity with Appleton Community 4K (55.9%) and Head Start (54.6%) followed closely by 

Project Bridges (49.3%) and AASD Developmental Screening (49.3%), as shown in Table 3 

below. Overall, survey-takers showed the least familiarity with the AASD Early Childhood 

Diagnostic Center (22.4% recognized; 37.5% did not answer). This could have occurred because 

families were unsure about the distinction between this service and AASD Developmental 

Screenings, leading them to indicate unfamiliarity or to leave the space blank. Families also 

displayed less familiarity with the Birth to Five Outreach Program (28.9%); this could be 

explained by the fact that Birth to Five provides services that are a bit different from the rest of 

the CELC agencies. This agency provides community programing like welcome visits, 

parent/child playgroups, weekly activities, etc. rather than evaluations or childcare programing.  

 

 Parent Survey-

Takers Familiar 

With the Agency 

Parent Survey-

Takers Unfamiliar 

with the Agency 

Survey-Takers 

Who Did Not 

Indicate Familiarity 

Project Bridges 75 (49.3%) 44 (28.9%) 33 (21.7%) 

Outagamie County Early 

Intervention 

72 (47.4%) 41 (27.0%) 39 (25.7%) 

Even Start 45 (29.6%) 59 (38.8%) 48 (31.6%) 

Head Start 83 (54.6%) 41 (27.0%) 28 (18.4%) 

Appleton Community 4K 85 (55.9%) 34 (22.4%) 33 (21.7%) 

Birth to Five Outreach 

Program 

44 (28.9%) 55 (36.2%) 53 (34.9%) 

3-5 year old Developmental 

Screening 

75 (49.3%) 34 (22.4%) 43 (28.3%) 

AASD Early Childhood 

Diagnostic Center 

34 (22.4%) 61 (40.1%) 57 (37.5%) 

Table 7: Familiarity with CELC Agencies 

Parent Satisfaction with Staff 

 Overall, families reported very high levels of satisfaction across dimensions of Staff 

Feedback and Staff Professionalism. These measures included: “The staff is responsive to my 

suggestions about my child,” “I am satisfied with the feedback I receive about my child,” “I am 

satisfied with the CELC staff’s knowledge and competence,” and “I am satisfied with the CELC 

staff’s professionalism.” Within this grouping, level of satisfaction for the staff’s responsiveness 

to parent suggestions had the highest average rating (4.8; see Figure 6 below for full rating 

information), though the ratings reported on the other dimensions were both very high (above 

4.5) as shown in Figure 6 below.  
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Figure 6: Average Satisfaction Ratings for Staff Feedback & Professionalism  

 These high levels of satisfaction continued when families were asked to rate- their level of 

satisfaction with their relationship with the CELC staff. These items included: “I am satisfied with 

my relationships with the CELC staff,” “I am satisfied my child’s relationships with the CELC 

staff,” “I am satisfied with how the CELC staff relate to and interact with my child,” and “I am 

treated with respect and valued as partner by staff.” The average level of satisfaction for these four 

items was high and fairly close, but parents rated themselves most satisfied with their children’s 

relationship with the staff (Average = 4.79) as well as with the way the staff interacts with their 

children (Average = 4.79, see Figure 7 below for full information). Both the ratings for Staff 

Feedback & Professionalism and Staff Relationship demonstrate the high quality of the staff and 

services offered at the CELC.   

  

Figure 7: Average Satisfaction Ratings for Relationship with the Staff 
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Satisfaction Ratings by Socioeconomic Status 

 Because families of low socioeconomic status (SES) have less access to resources and 

thus different needs, we decided to examine the parent survey satisfaction ratings on the basis of 

socioeconomic status. We created SES groups based on reported eligibility for free or reduced 

price lunch. The low SES group was eligible and the high SES group was not. For some 

questions on the Parent Survey, respondents’ answers varied significantly based on their 

socioeconomic status  

“I am satisfied with my program.”  

 Although both groups on average were more than satisfied, low SES families were 

significantly more satisfied with their programs (Average = 4.91, n=105) than high SES families 

were (Average = 4.70, n=57).  

“I am satisfied with the feedback I receive about my child.”  

 This trend continued when respondents were asked how satisfied they were with the 

feedback they receive about their child at the CELC. Again, both groups on average were more 

than satisfied, but families of low SES were significantly more satisfied (Average = 4.8, n=107) 

than their higher income counterparts (Average = 4.6, n = 56).  

 

Figure 8: Average Parent Satisfaction by Socioeconomic Status 
a Low SES group reported significantly higher satisfaction with their CELC program; b Low SES 

group reported significantly higher satisfaction with the feedback they receive about their child 

 

The higher satisfaction levels reported by low income families could be in part because 
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convenient as well as high quality. Past research has found that while programs, like Head Start, 

serving families of low SES tended to be of high quality, teachers sometimes showed less 

warmth and that parents were overall less satisfied (Beatty, 2012). It is encouraging that the 

present results show that the opposite is occurring at the CELC with low income families 

reporting significantly higher levels of satisfaction. 

Areas of Strength 

 The Parent Survey also included a Free Response section comprised of seven short 

answer questions designed to examine what families were happiest with at the CELC as well as 

possible areas in need of improvement. Families were first asked what they were especially 

happy with so far that their CELC program(s). Of the 144 families that responded to this free 

response question, approximately 43% reported that they are especially happy with the staff, and 

many of these families cited specific staff members by name. One parent enrolled in Early 

Intervention stated that they were happiest with the “professionalism and friendliness of the 

staff ... [they are] very responsive to our needs and questions [and provide] helpful suggestions 

and ideas for our child.” Relating to satisfaction with staff, 8.3% of families were pleased with 

the information, feedback, or resources they received from the CELC staff regarding their child.  

 Families also tended to be especially happy with the children’s progress in their particular 

CELC program (24.3%) as well as with the programming offered through the CELC (20.1%). 

Two families said they were pleased with the diversity of both the staff and the enrollees at the 

CELC. Additionally, several Even Start families said they appreciated having their own reserved 

parking spaces.    

Especially Happy With… Number of Families 

Staff 62 (43.1%) 

Enrollee Progress 35 (24.3%) 

Convenience 11 (7.1%) 

Programing 29 (20.1%) 

Facility 13 (9.0%) 

Information/Feedback/Resources 12 (8.3%) 

Other 16 (11.1%) 

Table 8: What are you especially happy with at the CELC?  

Meeting Families’ Expectations 

 In the second free response question, families were asked if their CELC program was 

meeting their expectations. Overwhelmingly, parents affirmed that their respective CELC 

program met or exceeded their expectations (97.2%). One Even Start parent elaborated, “Yes, 

because I can see the difference in my son (before and after) being in the program. He enjoys 

PIWI a lot and I have learned a lot of parenting [skills].” Only two families said that they felt 

their program did not meet their expectations. One felt the communication between parent and 

teacher was lacking, and the other was unhappy with the amount of progress her child had made 

thus far in the program. Another parent said they were both satisfied and unsatisfied with 

different parts of the program, saying they were satisfied with the education their child was 

receiving, but it was difficult for their child to be placed on the bus route.  
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A Positive Influence on Child Development 

 Of the 129 respondents who answered the question, the vast majority of families (99.2%) 

agreed that the CELC was helping their child to develop positively. Only one family reported 

something other than the affirmative for this question. This respondent said “Maybe” because 

they had not seen their child progress as much as they would have hoped.  

When parents were asked to elaborate on this question and describe what their child got 

the most out of or liked best, 36% of the 105 families that responded said that their child got the 

most out of the socialization afforded by their programs. These families believed that peer 

interaction allowed their children to gain crucial social skills. One Birth-to-Five parent 

commented, “I am so glad [my child] had the opportunity to be in a group setting, learning to 

interact with her peers and follow directions of her teachers.” The next largest group of families 

(18%) said their children got the most out of the CELC staff. One family agreed, saying “[My 

child] likes her teachers; everyday she looks forward to seeing them. Nice, friendly teachers are 

important!”  

Twelve percent of respondents also stated that their child got the most out of the school 

readiness skills they were learning. These skills included, reading, writing, counting, listening 

skills, and gaining fluency in English. Additionally, play time (e.g. in the gym or outside) was 

named a favorite activity by 10% of families while 9% of families believed their child got the 

most out of speech, language, physical, or occupational therapies offered at the CELC. The other 

comments included a variety of preferences, from field trips and visitors (i.e. Firefighters or the 

“Puppet Lady”) to the ability to have pets in the classroom. 

 

Figure 9: What does your child get the most out of or like best at the CELC?  
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Parental Concerns  

 In addition to naming strengths of their particular CELC program, parents were also 

asked to describe any concerns regarding the CELC or their program. In the open-ended section 

of the survey, 64.1% of parents reported no concerns or unmet needs as shown below in Figure 

10. 

 

Figure 10: Parent Concerns at the CELC 

 Some parents wished for more or better parking at the CELC and others wanted bus 

transportation for full-day children. Some parents wanted more information about events 

available at the CELC as well as more family and educational opportunities to be provided. In 

the Health Concerns category, two parents commented on facility cleanliness (e.g., that the front 

door had smudges on it all year), two on food quality (e.g. that there should be healthier options), 

and two on the lack of a nurse at the CELC. In the Space and Location category, three parents 

from Even Start wanted more space for their programming and one Even Start parent commented 

that it is too hot in the Even Start classrooms. Another parent wished the CELC had more outside 

space, and another wished the CELC was located closer to Lawrence University. A few parents 

expressed other concerns such as two parent comments on the CELC’s hours (e.g. that the 

programs should be open later), two suggestions to send reports electronically to save paper, one 

comment that new staff members and substitutes should be introduced to parents, one that the 

parent-teacher conferences did not provide any new information, three comments about issues 

with individual staff members, and two about children using “bad words” or bullying other 

children. 

Staff Survey 

A staff survey was also distributed at the CELC to evaluate the extent to which the staff 

believes that the opportunities available at the CELC meet the families’ needs. In June 2015, the 
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staff survey was sent out to all 113 staff members and administrators in the CELC. 54 (47.79%) 

of these staff members returned the survey.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Staff Survey Respondents Demographics Table 

 The survey was comprised of 15 statements for which staff indicated strong disagreement 

(1) to strongly agreement (5). They were also asked to provide responses to seven open-ended 

questions regarding the transition to the CELC, collaboration between agencies, and how the 

center had affected the families they serve.   

Family Benefits and Participation  

 Regarding access, staff responded to the 

statements “The CELC benefits the families it 

serves,” “The families served are aware of services 

offered,” and “The families served participate in 

the services offered.” Staff tended to agree with all 

of these statements shown by average ratings of 

above 3.5 for all of the items on the 5-point scale.  

Staff agreed most strongly that families benefit 

from the CELC collaboration. That is, this item was 

rated significantly higher than how aware families 

were of the services offered and families’ 

participation in services.  

 Staff felt families are already greatly benefitting from the CELC, even though they 

weren’t completely aware of all of the services offered and weren’t participating in all CELC 

services that may benefit them. Similarly, in the open-ended section, staff also mentioned that 

they wished to learn more about the other agencies in the collaboration.  These results provide 

hope for the future that with an increased awareness and participation in services, the benefits for 

families are likely to continue to increase.  

 Number of Staff Percentage 

Gender   

   Female 43 79.6% 

   Not Specified 11 20.4% 

Ethnicity   

   White 39 72.2% 

   Asian 1 1.8% 

   Not Specified 14 25.9% 

Position Type   

   Administrator 3 5.6% 

   Teacher 21 38.9% 

   Other Professionals 12 22.2% 

   Other Staff 3 5.6% 

   Not Specified 15 27.8% 



20 
 

 

Figure 11: Staff Survey Questions regarding Family Benefits and Participation 
a Families benefit was rated significantly higher than aware of services; b Families benefit was 

rated significantly higher than participate in services; c Participate in services was rated 

significantly higher than aware of services.  

 Staff survey responses in the open-ended section of the survey overwhelmingly 

demonstrated the benefits of the CELC for families. One staff member responded to the question 

by saying that there are “More [benefits] than I can count.” The staff members at the CELC were 

impressed with the way that the CELC has allowed families to access more resources, including 

screenings, wrap around care, and more. It has also allowed staff at the CELC to more easily 

connect families with programs that better fit their needs. Of the 39 staff members who answered 

this question, 31 of them referenced the benefits of increased access to resources and the 

convenience of having the different agencies all in the same location. Seven other responses 

mentioned the benefits of increased screenings, and how these screenings have helped connect 

families with the resources that may benefit them. One staff member noted “Families are more 

aware of the services and are able to find the services they need more easily.” 
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Contributing Factors to Increased Access 

There are a multitude of factors that have undoubtedly contributed to increased access 

and services. Principally, the collaborative efforts of the CELC agencies have made the projected 

increases a functional reality. The CELC allows the partners to pool their resources in order to 

maintain a facility as large as the former school, Catholic Central, while alone they would be 

financially unable to do so. The building’s downtown location also functions to increase access. 

The CELC is centrally-located and accessible via the bus line, allowing families without personal 

transportation to reach the center with greater ease.  

Wrap-Around Care 

 Additionally, increased access to high quality, affordable education through the CELC is 

also facilitated by the wrap-around care they provide. In grouping the CELC agencies with 

Project Bridges, a full-day preschool and child care center, the partnership allows families who 

might otherwise be unable to access part-day programs like Head Start to enroll because they are 

able to receive on-site wrap-around care. This eliminates the need for the parent or guardian to 

leave work and transport their children to alternate daycare before or after the Head Start 

program begins or concludes. This is particularly important because in conjunction with the 

extended day programing offered at Head Start, it works to address longstanding concerns about 

Head Start part-day programing.  For example, the low-income Head Start and Even Start 

families are often precluded from enrollment in part-day programs if they have less flexibility at 

work and less access to transportation (Bancroft, 2007; Scarr, 1998). Additionally, extended day 

Head Start programing and wrap-around care works to address the criticism that children do not 

reap the same benefits in part-day programing as they do in some form of extended care 

(Lieberman, 2014; Lieberman, 2015; Robin, Frede, & Barnett, 2006;  Zhao & Modarresi, 2010). 

Proximity 

 The proximity afforded by the collaboration allows current enrollees to access other 

agencies within the CELC with greater ease. The convenient proximity of the other locations not 

only allows the staff members to more easily refer the families to different agencies, but also 

helps insure the families will follow up on the referrals made by their primary childcare agency. 

A staff member can simply walk the family down the hall rather than referring them to an agency 

located miles away, thus eliminating possible transportation issues for the family. Additionally, 

the proximity of the various agencies and collaboration for events like Family Night and 

Universal Screening Days allows the families to become more familiar and comfortable with the 

staff of agencies they do not currently utilize, thus increasing the chances that the family will 

follow up on any referral made by their primary care agency. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Enrollment  

 During the 2014-2015 year, the CELC succeeded in meeting its principle outcome goal of 

increasing enrollment by at least 90 children/families in the Fox Cities. In fact, the CELC 

exceeded its goal, serving 106 additional children/families in its first year of operation. Head 

Start, Even Start, and Project Bridges each reached or exceeded their projected levels of 

enrollment, increasing from the previous year by 12, 50, and 75% respectively. AASD 

Diagnostic Center also saw an increase in services, with full evaluations rising by 22.1% and 



22 
 

speech and language evaluations rising by 21.3%, while screenings performed by Outagamie 

County Early Intervention increased by 14.6%.  

Waiting Lists & Wait Time 

 The results of the analyses of the CELC waiting lists varied by agency. Head Start’s 

waiting list decreasing by 40%. Alternately, Even Start retained a waiting list of 25 children from 

23 families throughout the year, providing evidence in support of Even Start’s current efforts to 

open a new location in Menasha to fill the gap between community need and services available. 

Project Bridges reported that their waiting lists are growing, perhaps due to increased referrals 

and to being the only CELC childcare provider with full-day services (open 10.75 hours daily).  

For example, in the fall of 2015, Project Bridges had 5 Head Start families on their waiting list 

who were seeking additional wrap-around care.   

The Parent Survey also allowed examination of the amount of time families typically 

wait to receive services from the perspective of families’ themselves. The majority of families 

(71%) reported that they were not required to wait at all prior to beginning their program. These 

low wait-times are consistent with the CELC pledge to increase access.  

Parent Survey 

 Increased accessibility to high quality care was reflected by the results of the Parent 

Survey, where the families reported high levels of satisfaction on a multitude of dimensions 

related to access. These included very high satisfaction with facilities and space (Average = 4.7), 

with the CELC as a welcoming place (Average = 4.8), and with the resources provided for them 

at the CELC (Average = 4.8). Additionally, in an important indicator of how the CELC has 

expanded interagency access, families were more than satisfied with how the CELC has helped 

them connect with services beyond their primary agency (Average = 4.7). These high levels of 

satisfaction remained consistent when families were asked specifically about their programs.  

Staff Survey 

 Increased accessibility of quality care was further evidenced by the results of the staff 

survey. Of the three items relating to access, staff agreed most strongly that families benefit from 

the CELC collaboration, meaning this item was rated significantly higher than how aware 

families were of the services offered and families’ participation in services. Staff felt families are 

already greatly benefitting from the CELC, even though they weren’t aware of all of the services 

offered and weren’t participating in all CELC services that may benefit them. These results 

provide hope for the future that with an increased awareness and participation in services, the 

benefits for families are likely to increase correspondingly.  

Quality, Affordable Care 

 Beyond demonstrating evidence that the CELC reached its goal to increase access to 

early childhood care, the parent survey also provided a strong testament to the quality of the 

CELC and its agencies. Families were consistently highly satisfied with staff overall as well as 

on dimensions of feedback, professionalism, and the staff’s relationship with both parent and 

child. Additionally, on the Parent Survey, families overwhelmingly agreed that the CELC was 

helping their child to develop positively (99.2%) as well as affirmed that their CELC program 

met or exceeded their expectations (97.2%). Further, the information gathered from the CELC 
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partner agencies regarding their tuition and fees demonstrated their commitment to providing this 

high quality care at an affordable cost. All of the CELC programs provide some form of financial 

assistance to families that meet federal guidelines for free or reduced lunch. This comes in 

various forms from sliding fee scales to fee waivers. Additionally, some agencies receive 

external funding to help support particular programming (e.g., United Way Fox Cities helps to 

support Language Scholarship, Special Needs, and Sliding Fee programs at Project Bridges) or 

are federally mandated to provide services at no cost to families (i.e. AASD Diagnostic Center 

through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act). In fact, low income families at the 

CELC were found to be significantly more satisfied on some parent survey measures (i.e. 

Satisfaction with program and Satisfaction with feedback given about their child) than were 

higher income families.  

In summary, not only has the CELC demonstrated that they provide high quality, 

affordable care, but in their first year of collaboration, they have also achieved their goal to 

increase access to early childhood education within the Fox Cities through increases of 

enrollment, interagency collaboration, and by meeting the needs of their currently enrolled 

families.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The CELC Research Team 
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Appendix A: 

Community Early Learning Center (CELC) Parent Survey 

Person completing form (i.e., relationship to child):           

Community Early Learning Center (CELC) Usage 

How many programs within the CELC are you using or have you used in the past?  The following 

programs are available—please fill in below: 

 

Questions about your experiences & satisfaction with the Community Early Learning Center 

(CELC) 

            1----------------2----------------3----------------4----------------5                  NA                             

Very Dissatisfied     Dissatisfied        Neutral                 Satisfied         Very Satisfied                  Not       

                    applicable 

Please mark your rating in the boxes next to each item using the scale above. 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

1.  The CELC program meets my family’s needs.       

2.  I am satisfied with my child’s program.        

3.  The staff is responsive to my suggestions about my child.       

4.  I am satisfied with my relationships with CELC staff.       

5.  I am satisfied with my child’s relationships with CELC staff.       

6.  I am satisfied with the feedback I receive about my child.       

7.  I am satisfied with how CELC staff relate to & interact with my child.       

8.  I am satisfied with the CELC staffs’ knowledge & competence       

9.  I am satisfied with the CELC program hours or hours of availability       

10. I am satisfied with the physical facilities or space at the CELC.       

11.  The CELC is a welcoming place.       

12.  I am satisfied with the CELC staff’s professionalism.       

13.  I am treated with respect and valued as a partner by staff.       

14.  The CELC has helped me to connect with services my family needs.       

15.  I am satisfied with the resources available at the CELC.       

 

16. How long did you have to wait before beginning services at your CELC program?  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Program Familiar with 

Program 

Used/Using the program 

 Yes No Now In the past- when? 

Head Start     

Even Start     

Birth to 3- Outagamie Co. Early Intervention      

Appleton Community 4-K     

Project Bridges Day Care & Preschool     

Birth to 5 Outreach Program     

3-5 year old Developmental Screening     

Early Childhood Diagnostic Center     
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17.  If you were a new enrollee to a CELC program, what was the primary reason you chose this 

location?  -

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Open Ended Questions 

We would appreciate your comments on any of the earlier questions, and any of the questions below.  All 

comments and ideas are welcome and will be treated confidentially.   

1. What are the things you’ve been especially happy with so far at your CELC program(s)?  

                  

             

             

              

2. For the CELC program(s) you use, are your expectations being met? 

                  

             

             

              

3. Do you think the CELC is helping your child to develop positively?  What does your child get the 

most out of or like best? 

                  

             

             

              

4. Are there things that you don’t like or that have concerned you?  If you could change or add one 

thing, what would it be? 

                  

             

             

              

 

5. Are there things that you wish were available at the CELC that aren’t?  

                  

             

             

              

6. Does your family have needs that aren’t being met?  

                  

             

             

              

 

7. Comments/Suggestions: 

                  

             

             

              

 

Thank you very much for your time and your help! 
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Appendix B:   Demographic Information for the Community for Early Learning Center (CELC) 

All Participants on the Master List 

2014-2015 School Year 

 

 Birth to 5 

(n = 43) 

Early 

Intervention      

(n = 239) 

Even Start 

(n = 82) 

Head Start         

(n = 233) 

Project Bridges 

(n = 148 ) 

Total 

(n = 745) 

Ethnicity       

     White 42 (97.7%) 202 (84.5%) 2 (2.4%) 89 (38.2%) 84 (56.8%) 419 (56.2%) 

     African-American 1 (2.3%) 2 (0.8%) 1 (1.2%) 12 (5.2%) 6 (4.1%) 22 (3.0%) 

     Latino     0 (0%) 19 (7.9%) 32 (39.0%) 24 (10.3%) 15 (10.1%) 90 (12.1%) 

     Asian Groups 0 (0%) 10 (4.2%) 21 (25.6%) 34 (14.6%) 10 (6.8%) 75 (10.1%) 

     Other  0 (0%) 6 (2.1%) 0 (0%) 58 (24.9%) 21 (14.2%) 85 (13.3%) 

Age       

    Less than 3  21 (48.8%) 216 (90.4%) 18 (22.0%) 0 (0%) 32 (21.6%) 287 (38.5) 

    3 – 5  17 (39.5%) 23 (9.6%) 38 (46.3%) 233 (100%) 115 (77.7%) 426 (57.2%) 

4 year K -- -- -- 86 (36.9%) 54 (36.5%) 140 (18.8%) 

Gender       

    Male 26 (60.5%) 85 (35.6%) 36 (43.9%) 113 (48.5%) 72 (48.6%) 332 (44.6%) 

    Female 5 (39.5%) 59 (23.8%) 20 (30.5%) 87 (51.5%) 49 (51.4%) 220 (39.6%) 

Consent        

    Full 14 (32.6%) 143 (59.8%) 58 (70.7%) 154 (66.1%) 104 (70.3%) 473 (63.5%) 

    Database 0 (0%) 2 (0.8%) 2 (2.4%) 3 (1.3%) 1 (0.7%) 8 (1.1%) 

    Partner 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.7%) 2 (0.3%) 

    None 1 (2.3%) 8 (3.3%) 0 (0%) 6 (2.6%) 9 (6.1%) 24 (3.2%) 

    Missing 28 (65.1%) 86 (36.0%) 22 (26.8%) 69 (29.6%) 33 (22.3%) 238 (32.0%) 
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Appendix C:  

Consent Information for Parent Survey Respondents  

2014-2015 School Year 

 

Survey-Taker 

Demographic Data (152 

families) 

Birth to 5 

(n = 10) 

Early 

Intervention      

(n = 26) 

Even Start 

(n = 29) 

Head Start 

(n = 29) 

Project 

Bridges          

(n = 58) 

Total 

(n = 152) 

Consent        

    Full 6 (50.0%) 25 (86.2%) 36 (97.3%) 32 (94.1%) 60 (88.2%) 159 (88.3%) 

    Database 0 (0%) 1 (3.4%) 1 (2.7%) 1 (2.9%) 1 (1.5%) 4 (2.2%) 

    Partner 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1.5%) 1 (0.6%) 

    None 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (2.9%) 2 (1.1%) 

    Missing 6 (50.0%) 3 (10.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.9%) 4 (5.9%) 14 (7.8%) 

 

 


