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Introduction

The economic benefits of a college education atedeeumented. According to the National
Center for Educational Statistics, young adulthait least a bachelor’s degree earn significantly
more than those with less education, and the gapeshan income between college graduates
and high school graduates has increased over k2005, 25- to 34-year-olds who had at least a
bachelor’'s degree earned, on average, 61 percesttivan those with only a high school

diploma or GED (Planty et al., 2007). Although mdréicult to quantify, research suggests that
graduating from college can also have nonmonetangtits (Baum & Ma, 2007).

Graduating from college is no less important fouryg people making the transition out of foster
care. Unfortunately, the limited data we have fsiodies of this population indicate that their
college graduation rate is very low. Although esties of the percentage of foster youth who
graduate from college vary depending on the agéhath educational attainment is measured,
most range from as low as 1 to as high as 11 pe(tEemerson, 2006; Pecora et al., 2003;
Wolanin, 2005). By comparison, approximately 30cpet of 25- to 29-year-olds in the general
population have at least a bachelor's degree (Snjaléow, & Hoffman, 2008).

The lower rate of college graduation among youngtadvho “aged out” of foster care reflects a
combination of factors. First, foster youth aresli&ely to attend college than other young adults.
For example, Courtney et al. (2007) found that axpnately 53 percent of 21-year-olds in a
nationally representative sample had completeézest lone year of college compared with just 30
percent of 21-year-olds who had aged out of fastee.

Lower rates of high school completion explain astepart of this difference (Burley & Halpern,
2001). Based on his review of several studies, Wiol2005) estimated that approximately 50
percent of foster youth complete high school by B&jeompared with 70 percent of their
nonfoster peers. More recently, Courtney et al0{20eported that 77 percent of 21-year-old
former foster youth had a high school diploma oDGi®mpared with 89 percent of a nationally
representative sample of 21-year-olds.
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However, research also suggests that foster yoatless likely to attend college than other
young adults even if they have completed high scf@randford & English, 2004). According to
Wolanin's (2005) estimate, approximately 20 peradrihe foster youth who graduate from high
school attend college compared with 60 percentgéf bchool graduates in the general
population. Likewise, Courtney et al. (2007) fouhdt 39 percent of 21-year-old former foster
youth in their sample who had a high school diplama GED had completed at least one year of
college compared with 59 percent of 21-year-olds Wd a high school diploma or a GED in a
nationally representative sample.

Another factor that contributes to a lower collggaduation rate among former foster youth is a
lower rate of retention among those who do att&ddignin, 2005). That is, when foster youth
are able to pursue postsecondary education, tledess likely to persist toward the completion
of a degree. For example, Davis (2006) found tBgpetcent of the foster care alumni in a 1995
college entry cohort had earned a degree by 20@bared with 56 percent of their non-foster
peers in the Beginning Postsecondary Students (B&®&)itudinal Survey.

The problem is not that foster youth have lessrdéeipursue postsecondary education. On the
contrary, research suggests that the majority sifoyouth have college aspirations (Courtney,
Terao, & Bost, 2004; McMillen, Auslander, Elze, \Mhi& Thompson, 2003). However,
numerous barriers make it difficult for foster yioub achieve their educational goals

First, the child welfare system has traditionalynd a poor job of encouraging foster youth to
pursue postsecondary education (Merdinger, Hinseriing, & Wyatt, 2005§.Many foster

youth are not given opportunities to explore tlogitions or are not provided with information
about applying to schools (Davis, 2006). This cdaddbecause foster youth are not expected to
achieve much when it comes to education (WolarG052 or because child welfare workers and
foster parents are not trained to help them nawitia application process.

' The BPSis a study conducted by the National Camté&ducation Statistics that followed a represstirg sample of
first-time undergraduates from the time they emtexalege in the fall of 1995 though the sprin@001 (Berkner, He,
& Cataldi, 2002 ).

2 Nearly two-thirds of the emancipated foster yaaith four-year university reported that the fostee system did not
prepare them very well for college (Merdinger et 2005).
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Second, even if they have a high school diplonmstefoyouth may not be prepared for the
academic demands of college (Emerson, 2006). Tigktrhe the case if frequent school changes
disrupted their education (Courtney et al., 20@tdpa et al., 2005), as often happens when
foster care placements are unstable, or if theyracked into high school courses for the non-
college-bound (Wolanin, 2005).

Third, unlike many of their peers, most foster yocannot depend on their parents or other
family members to help them pay for college (Watar@005). Nor can they turn to their families
for emotional support (Emerson, 2006). This, codpigh their lack of independent living skills
(Courtney et al., 2001; Merdinger et al., 2005; &vah, 2005) and the academic demands of
college, can result in former foster youth feelovgrwhelmed.

Fourth, under federal financial aid law, all wacidependents of the court are considered
“financially independent,” which means that par@nguardian income does not affect their
eligibility for financial aid (Emerson, 2006). Howar, foster youth are often unaware of the
financial aid for which they are eligible (Davi€)(5).

Fifth, foster youth are much more likely to exhibihotional and behavioral problems than their
nonfoster peers (McMillen et al., 2005; Shinn, 20@®id this disparity seems to persist into early
adulthood (Pecora et al., 2005). These mentallhpattblems may interfere with the ability of
former foster youth to succeed in school, partiduli the treatment they were receiving while in
care is discontinued after their discharge, atoalcommon occurrence (Courtney et al., 2005;
McMillen & Raghavan, 2009).

Finally, the student services personnel at modisposndary institutions are not familiar with or
prepared to address the unique needs of this popul&Emerson, 2006). Even programs that
target low-income and first-generation-in-colleggdents were not designed with the specific
challenges faced by former foster youth in mind.

To help foster youth pursue postsecondary educatidrtraining, Congress amended the Foster
Care Independence Act with the Education and TmgiMoucher (ETV) Program in 2001 This
program allows states to provide current and forfoster youth with up to $5,000 of assistance
each year to cover tuition, room and board, orrotideication-related costs. Current and former
foster youth can continue to receive this educatiassistance until they are 23 years old if they
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are making satisfactory progress toward the congpieif their program and began receiving it
by age 21 (Kessler, 2004).

Depending on where they live, current and formsetdoyouth may also be eligible for state-
specific programs. Many states, including Alaskalo@ado, Florida, Kentucky, Maine,

Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Oklahoma, TéXad, and West Virginia have tuition
waiver programs that allow foster youth to attentlly funded institutions at no charge or at a
significantly reduced rate. Other states, includigbama, California, Connecticut, Delaware,
Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, lowa, Louisiandassachusetts, Missouri, Nevada, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakbéanessee, Virginia, Washington, and
Wisconsin have scholarships or grants that taagter youth (Eilertson, 2002; Spigel, 2004).
However, eligibility requirements and the amounaséistance available vary considerably across
states.

Not much is known about the impact of the ETV pawgror state-specific programs on
enrollment in postsecondary educational or vocatitnaining programs. Moreover, although
addressing the financial barrier to postsecondduga&tion is critical, and may make college a
more economically viable option, most of these paogs do not address this population’s
nonfinancial needs.

One notable exception is the growing number of asygupport programs for young people
making the transition out of foster caralthough each program is unique, they typicallgyide
an array of financial, academic, social/emotional] logistical (e.g., housing) supports to help
former foster youth stay in school and graduateyTdre currently concentrated in California or
Washington State and are supported, at least thipaprivate philanthropy.

More than a decade after the program began in X#88nuch is known about the supports they
provide, the young people they serve or their imhpaceducational outcomes Pontecorvo, El-
Askari, and Putnam (2006) examined five “collegec&ss” programs by reviewing written
reports and by interviewing program staff, progaamticipants, and community stakeholders. In
addition to identifying three program models (itee Guardian Scholars campus-based model,
the Governor’s Scholars “hub” model, and the Resaaise Scholars model, which features some

% We use the generic term “campus support prograwép when referring to specific programs.
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aspects of both), the researchers reported thaefdioster youth who participated in these
programs experienced higher rates of college reteaind graduation than either of two
comparison groups (i.e., former foster youth whd heat participated in these programs and
“disadvantaged” students who had not been in faster). However, little data were presented to
support this claim. In fact, the researchers cidack of data on which to base an evaluation as a
major problem. They also failed to control for ditnces between program participants and the
comparison groups that might account for the déffiees in outcomes they observed.

Schultz and Mueller (2008) examined seven schalasiograms that provide financial support
and supportive services to former foster youthaas @f the Foster Care Alumni Scholarship
Benchmarking NetworkThey used a Web-based survey to collect programi-tiata as well as
individual-level data for the five most recent cabBmf scholarship recipients. Unfortunately, the
program managers they surveyed were unable togeaauch of the requested data related to
academic performance. This limited the researcladaitity to analyze how recipient
characteristics or program components were retatedademic outcomes.

More recently, the Research and Planning Groupefialifornia Community Colleges
examined how community colleges throughout Calitoaddress the needs of emancipated
foster youth (Cooper, Mery, & Rassen, 2008) byirfigrviewing faculty and staff from 12
community colleges and conducting site visits a; t{(2) analyzing survey data collected from
Foster Youth Liaisons at community colleges; ands(Bveying former foster youth enrolled at
36 community colleges. Although this was not a gtofdcampus support programs per se, two of
its findings are nonetheless relevant. First, & tdaesources limits the ability of community
colleges to address student needs and engage @achiactivities that could encourage more
former foster youth to pursue higher educationo8dcnone of the community colleges they
examined systematically tracks the overall progoéskeir students or measures outcomes that
could be used to assess the effectiveness ofdfieits to address student needs.

4 Participating programs will contribute data relatedheir programs and scholarship recipients to a
common database. These data will be used to temgbient outcomes and to better understand theract
that either help or hinder their success.
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Given our lack of knowledge about these campus@umpograms and whether they are having
a positive effect on retention and graduation ragemprehensive impact or summative
evaluation is needed. However, this type of evadnatan only proceed after a number of other
guestions have been addressed. Some of theseomseste related to program implementation:
What services are being provided? How many formster youth are being served? In what
ways does implementation vary across sites? O#rerprimarily concerned with whether the
program can be meaningfully evaluated at this paititme: Is there an explicit program model?
What are the program’s goals? Are data being delie(r can they be obtained from other
sources) about the provision of services and supporparticipant outcomes?
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Methodology

We addressed these questions by conducting a s$tatlincluded two components: telephone
interviews with program directors and a Web-baseuey of current program participants. Each
of these components is described below.

Telephone Interviews with Program Directors

We conducted telephone interviews with directoosrfreach of the 10 campus support programs
in California and Washington State that were fullplemented as of the start of the 2006—2007
academic yeat Each interview took approximately 45 minutes te tour to complete. (See the
Appendix for a copy of the interview protocol). Tinéerviews were recorded, transcribed and
analyzed for major themes. The 10 programs and itietitutional affiliations are listed in Table
18

> Although we refer to all of the individuals weeéntiewed as program directors, some had diffeiitas
In two cases, we interviewed both the director anokher member of the staff.

® Two major changes have occurred since we condecteihterviews. First, at the UC Santa Cruz, the
Renaissance Scholars Program, which engaged ieaghtito foster youth in high schools and community
colleges, merged with the Page and Eloise Smitlol&stic Society, which provided supportive servites
former wards of the court, to form the Smith Resance Society. Second, Seattle University's Fogjeri
Scholars program expanded its target populatioandade foster youth from outside of King County
(Seattle).

Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago 7



Table 1. Programs and Their Institutional Affiliati ons

Institutional Affiliation Program

Northern California

California State University, East Bay Renaissandwofairs
San Francisco State University Guardian Scholars

Connect, Motivate &
Educate Society
University of California, Santa Cruz Smith RenargsaSociety
Southern California

California State Polytechnic University,

San José State University

Renaissance Scholars

Pomona

California State University, Fullerton Guardian 8lelns

Orange Coast Community College Guardian Scholars
University of California, Irvine Guardian Scholars
Washington State

College Success Foundation Governor’s Scholarship
Seattle University Fostering Scholars

Established
2006-07
05206
2005-06
2003-04

2002-03

1998-99
2001-02
2002-03

002203
2006-07

Web-based Survey of Current Program Participants

With the knowledge gained from these telephonevrgess, we constructed a Web-based survey
that asked students about their experiences wdtparceptions of the program. The questions
were primarily close ended, but some allowed redpots to answer using their own words. (See

the Appendix for a copy of the survey instrument.)

We sent an email to each of the program directerfiad interviewed containing the survey’'s
URL along with a message explaining the purpose@tsurvey and how students should proceed
if they wanted to complete it. Eight of the 10 g directors distributed this information to
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their current participantsA total of 98 students completed the survey, amth eaceived a $25
incentive paymert.

" One program director told us that his student\didwant to be identified as former foster youtk a
would not be interested in completing the surveyother failed to respond to any email or voicemail
messages about the survey.

8 We devised a procedure that allowed us to prosigteey respondents with a $25 incentive payment and
verify that they were program participants withoampromising their confidentiality. Some program
directors sent us a master list of current progpamicipants; others sent us a list of current oy
participants who gave permission for their namdsetoeleased. In either case, the lists were stored
secure computers at Chapin Hall to which only staffociated with the project had access. After
respondents completed the Web-based survey, theyresirected to a secure Chapin Hall website which
asked them to send us an email containing theieremd the address to which they wanted the $25
payment to be mailed. The website also explaineglttvair personal information was needed and how it
would be kept confidential. Once we verified thauavey respondent was a program participant, we se
the incentive payment to his or her address. Tiusquure ensured that program directors did notvkno
which participants completed the survey, and tlodink was established between respondents’ pekrsona
information and the survey data.
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Findings

Results of Interviews with Program Directors

Common Goals but Cross-Program Variation

Although all of these programs aim to increase ofymities for foster youth to pursue
higher education and provide foster youth withghpports they need to succeed in
school and graduate, they are quite diverse. Tatiser than develop a typology similar
to the one developed by Pontecorvo et al. (2006)identified five key dimensions
which seemed to capture most of this variation {Sage 2.5

9 This list of dimensions is not intended to beaiive. Other dimensions could be used to disisgamong
programs. However, based on our interviews withpilogram directors, these dimensions stood ouaggplarly
important in terms of understanding the cross-nogvariation.
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Table 2. Variation across Campus Support Programslang Selected Dimensions

Campus : . Provides o
Based? Selective?  Scholarship? Services? Independent
Northern California
California State University, Ea YES NO YES YES YES
Sar Francisco State Univers YES YES YES YES NO
San José State Univers YES NO NO NO YES
University of California, Sant ~ YES YES YES YES YES
Southern California
California State Polytechn YES YES YES YES YES
California State University YES YES YES YES YES
Orange Coast Communi YES YES YES NO YES
University of California, Irvin ~ YES NO HYBRID YES NO
Washington State
College Success Foundat NO YES YES YES YES
Seattle Univerty YES YES YES YES YES
Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago 11



Dimension 1: Is the Program Associated with a Partular Campus or Does It
Operate Statewide?

Nine of the ten programs we examined are camplediasd associated with a single college or
university. The one exception is the Governor’'sdktship, which is administered by the
College Success Foundation. 10 The Governor’s 8c$tup provides financial and other
assistance to former foster youth at 56 public @mdte colleges and universities throughout
Washington State.11 A mentor coordinator at eaafipes provides academic advising, connects
students with tutoring or other resources, and heststudents with a mentor.

Dimension 2: Does the Program Serve All Eligible $tents or Is There an
Application and Selection Process?

A majority of the programs we examined require stus to submit an application and be
selected to participate. Because applicants hagady been admitted to the college or
university, academic ability is not necessarily @onconsideration. Rather, substantial weight is
often given to personal characteristics. Consedyjegmograms typically require an interview

with selection committee members. This emphasigeseonal characteristics also explains some
of the other application requirements. For exampleimber of programs require applicants to
write a personal statement about their backgroandsthe barriers they have had to overcome or
about their reasons for wanting the scholarshipveimat they plan to study. Two programs
require applicants to list the five accomplishmenfta/hich they are the most proud. Other
subjective factors, such as a program directotistion or experience working with foster youth,
can also influence which applicants are selected.

However, we also examined programs that are n@ctet and open to all students who are
former foster youth. These include the Connect,ilat¢ and Educate (CME) Society at San Jose
State University (SJSU), the Renaissance Schofagggm at California State University, East
Bay and the Guardian Scholars program at Univeddialifornia (UC), Irvine.

% The Governor's Scholarship is one of several sakbips that College Success Foundation adminjgtetrshe only
one that specifically targets foster youth.

M This is the “hub” model identified by Pontecontaaé (2006).
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This distinction between “selective” and “non-sée’ programs reflects an understanding that
was reached when California College Pathways Rrieoched campus support programs at a
number of newly-funded sites, including Califor&tate University, Fresno, San Francisco City
College, University of California, Davis, CalifoenState University, Sacramento, Sacramento
City College and Cosumnes River College. Accordothat agreement, campus support
programs at the newly-funded sites would servéoather foster youth. However, eligibility for
certain relatively scarce resources, such as hgusismall scholarships, could be limited as long
as the criteria used to determine which studentsived those scarce resources were fair and
could be justified.

Dimension 3: Do Students Receive a Scholarship om@y Nonfinancial Supports?

Most campus support programs include a scholaghigponent. This is typically a “last dollar”
scholarship, which covers any remaining expendes all other sources of financial aid (i.e.,
federal, state, private, and college/universityehbeen exhausted, thereby obviating the need for
student loans. Depending on the program, forméerfg®uth may be eligible for the scholarship
for up to five years. The CME Society at SJSU, Widoes not provide members with a
scholarship, but helps them identify other sounfdgmancial aid for which they can apply, is an
exception. Another exception is the Guardian Sekgleogram at UC Irvine, which is somewhat
of a hybrid. It provides services and supportslitibemer foster youth, but only those from

Orange County are eligible for the scholarship,clvths administered by the Orangewood
Children’s Foundation.

Dimension 4: Does the Program Primarily Make Referals to Other Campus
Resources or Does It Provide Some Services Dire@ly

Although most of the campus support programs wenexed are engaged in some direct service
provision, at least two, the Orange Coast Commudlege Guardian Scholars program and
CME Society at SISU, are more akin to referral eigsrthat work with liaisons from other
campus departments and direct students to on-campimssome cases community-based,
resources.
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Dimension 5: Is the Program Independent or Part oAnother Program that Targets
“Disadvantaged” Populations?

Most of the campus support programs we examinectiftmindependently, although they are
often located in the same department or divisiotha€ducational Opportunity Program
(EOP).12 One exception is UC Irvine’s Guardian $amfsoProgram, which was folded into the
larger TRIO-funded Student Academic Advance Sesvmegram for first-generation, low-
income, and disabled college students. This madesesfrom an administrative standpoint
because former foster youth would generally baldégor TRIO-funded programs. It may also
allow program patrticipants to “blend in” with oth&udents rather than be identified as former
foster youth. The risk, however, is that the unigeeds of former foster youth may go
unaddressed. Another exception is the Guardianl&shBrogram at San Francisco State, a joint
effort involving both EOP and the School of Sodébrk. This too makes sense administratively
in that former foster youth would generally be iblig for EOP. Moreover, the association with
the School of Social Work, which provides case rgeansent services, may reduce the likelihood
that the unique needs of former foster youth wallignored.

Challenges Facing Campus Support Programs

The program directors described the challengesfde®yin their efforts to help former foster
youth succeed in school, and several of thesearigdlk are discussed below.

Failure of Child Welfare System to Promote Postsecalary Education

Several program directors expressed concern absitgrfyouth not being given or not having
access to information about postsecondary edueatapmtions, college admissions requirements,
financial aid, or campus support programs. Theyevedso distressed by the system’s failure to
encourage foster youth to apply to college deshi#amportance of postsecondary education to
labor market success. In response, some progractalis make a point of giving foster youth

2 The Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) is tesianded effort designed to increase educatioppbdunities
for and improve the educational outcomes of stugdfeatn economically and educationally disadvantaged
backgrounds.
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information about several different campus supposgrams and of encouraging them to apply
to more than one school.

Identifying Eligible Students

In the past, the only systematic way for campugpsttprograms to identify eligible students was
a question on the Free Application for Federal &ttidhid (FAFSA) that asks “Are you (or were
you until age 18) a ward/dependent of the court®&Big the FAFSA data to identify eligible
students is problematic in two respects. FirstRAESA data can arrive after all of the slots in
the campus support program have been filled. Se@mBecora et al. (2005) note, the wording of
the FAFSA question can be confusing, particulashyyfoung people who spent a significant
amount of time in foster care, but left before tleghteenth birthday, and for youth placed with
kin who may not think of themselves as court wamddependents.

An item that asks students to “indicate if you hbeen in foster care (e.g., foster home, group
home or placed with a relative by the court)” wesently added to the admissions application for
California’s public colleges and universities. Adtlgh this item addresses some of the problems
with the FAFSA question, it has shortcomings obin. First, there is no way to distinguish
between students had ever been in foster caréhasd tvho “aged out.” Second, adding this
guestion to the California application does nothiim@pelp identify eligible students in

Washington State. And third, some young people wbold be eligible for these program do not
identify themselves (and do not want to be idegtiifias former foster youth. This is important
because campus support programs can only helprdtuaio, in the words of one director,

“want to reach out for help.”

Recruitment and Qutreach

Nearly all of the campus support programs we exachdevote a considerable amount of time
and other resources to recruitment and outreaohtaes. They send representatives to college
fairs and other events attended by high schooksiisg organize campus visits, tours, and
information sessions; meet with individual studeatsd give potential applicants a chance to talk
with current program participants.

13 The same guestion appears on the EOP application
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These activities can involve special events. Fangle, the College Success Foundation hosts
Make It Happen, a four-day summer program thattesfoster youth in grades 10 to 12 about
applying to college and the Governor’s Scholars&mpme involve working with other programs.
For example, Seattle University’s Fostering ScreoRirogram works with the Tree House
Coaching to College Program to match King Counsafe) high school students with mentors
who help them apply to college and for financial &4

Some of these efforts appear to have paid off. ilyer of programs are on target to meet their
recruitment goals or have more qualified applicaimés slots to fill. However, other programs
have not experienced a significant increase iniegipdns.

Lack of Awareness

Raising awareness of these programs is importdramiy for recruiting new students but also to
increase support for investing in these progranis public funds. Efforts to increase awareness
of campus support programs include conference ptasens to professionals who work with
foster youth, outreach to school counselors angjdated foster youth liaisons at community
colleges, mass mailings to foster youth and thesiegivers, and working closely with
independent living programs, local public child fae¢ agencies, and community organizations
that serve this population. Other efforts, sucpragiding information to residential advisors or
talking with faculty and staff, are more internafibcused.

Students Unprepared for College-Level Vérk

One reason recruitment and outreach activities havalways led to a significant increase in the
number of applications is that far too many fogtith are not academically prepared for the
demands of college-level work. In some cases, @ai# foster youth who are unable to meet the
California State University (CSU) or University ©alifornia (UC) high school course

4 The Coaching to College Program has been replicitgewide as the Foster Care to College Mentor
Program.
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requirements may be conditionally admitted. Butatleast one program director noted, some
foster youth are so poorly prepared that even conitynaollege may be beyond their reach.15

One indication of this lack of academic preparatothe high percentage of students required to
take remedial courses (which do not count towati@ge credit).16 Most of the directors
estimated that 50 to nearly 100 percent of the gqueople in their programs are required to take
remedial level courses (which don’t count towartlege credit). Remedial course-taking was
especially high at the one community college-bgsedram, probably because California’s
community colleges have an open admissions paliey §tudents are not required to have a high
school diploma or GED). There were, however, tlenezeptions. Directors from the two UC-
based programs as well as the from the prograhedtniversity of Seattle noted that their
schools do not offer remedial courses becausedimésaions processes screen out students who
are not fully prepared for college-level work.

Retention

Although a major goal of campus support progrante iacrease retention, students do drop out
for a variety of academic, financial, and persdaaily reasons. In some cases, program
directors continue to work with students who hargpged out because they can be readmitted as
long as they were in good academic standing whepnlgft school. They will also refer students
who are no longer eligible for the program to comityuresources.

Long-Term Financial Sustainability

Much of the funding for these programs has comnfpoivate foundations as well as corporate
and individual donors. The academic institutionwvhich the programs are affiliated generally
provide in-kind support, such as office space,amec at least some personnel costs. Program
directors expressed concern about ongoing suppos their start-up grants expire. They also
noted that it is important for programs to havelibeking of the college or university
administration if funding from other campus depaits is to replace foundation support.

!5 However, this same program director also tolchas tampus support programs do help these stuttents
the extent that they can.

16 CSU students are required to take the Entry LiAath Exam (ELM) and English Placement Test (EPT)
to determine whether they should be placed in geHlevel or preparatory/remedial-level courses.
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Student Mental Health Service Needs

Because mental health problems or personal creaesdversely affect academic progress,
campus support programs often make referrals teaticounseling services.17 Moreover,
because former foster youth may have a greaterfioe@dental health services than do typical
undergraduates, several campus support prograresnegotiated a doubling of the number of
sessions for which students are eligible each gearranged to have the cap lifted altogether. In
some cases, students must be referred to commhamsigd clinics because the mental health
services they need are not available on campusataedst one program uses some of its
foundation funding to pay for services provideddoynmunity agencies. Students may also fail to
“follow through” when a referral is made due toittdistrust of mental health professionals.

Housing

Most of the programs we examined provide year-rdumgsing. This is critical for former foster
youth who may have nowhere to go when school isSmséssion. Addressing students’ housing
needs was especially challenging for the campuptiprogram at Orange Coast Community
College, which like most community colleges, doesprovide on-campus housing. Affordable
housing near campus is difficult to find, and tr@orsation becomes an issue if students have to
commute from far away.

Other Common Themes

Program directors also discussed a number of tbpess, often in response to specific questions.

Collaboration

Collaboration among campus support programs, péatly within the same region, is common.
Many of the California programs belong to formagamizations (e.g., Southern California Higher
Education Foster Youth Consortium; Northern CatifarUniversity Foster Youth Consortium;
Southern California Council of Colleges), which soprogram directors described as “support
groups” for sharing ideas about best practice. fRaraglirectors in California also work with the

Y The program at San Francisco State seemed particattuned to student mental health and the negamhpact that
mental health problems could potentially have drostsuccess.
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Foster Youth Success Initiative to facilitate trensfer of foster youth from community colleges
to four-year schools. However, collaboration doatsnecessarily involve formal partnerships.
For example, established programs commonly asstsei development of new programs, and
programs often share information about potentieduiés. Program directors also work closely
with other departments and divisions on their oampuses.

Contact between Students and Program Staff

The amount of contact students have with prograiffi depends on several factors. Students who
are doing well academically may “check in” a coupl¢imes each month. Those who are
experiencing academic or other problems tend &aat with program staff much more
frequently. A number of programs have official pa@s regarding how often students must meet
with staff, and several directors told us thatfstalf initiate contact with students who fail to
“check in.” In fact, one program director has bkaown to use course schedules to “hunt” these
students down.

Opportunities for Interaction among Program Participants

Programs vary with respect to the amount of int@vadhat participants have with one another.
At one extreme are the College Success Foundati&oxvernor’'s Scholars who are scattered
throughout Washington State and rarely come togethdéact, Governor’s Scholars are more
likely to interact with recipients of the other &gJe Success Foundation-administered
scholarships. At the other extreme are the Sarcls@mState Guardian Scholars who live
together year-round in a residential theme commgutiitiere is a lot of variation between these
two extremes. Some programs mandate attendaneetaincevents (or a minimum number of
events) in part to help sustain a sense of commu@ihers use peer mentoring, which involves
pairing older students with younger students tp lleém navigate the transition from foster care
to college, to promote interaction.

Role of Donors

Some programs limit donor involvement to makingfinial contributions. Others match students
with donors who serve as mentors. However, at mastprogram director expressed concern
about donors who become involved with studentshiferwrong reasons and want to probe deeply
into their family or placement history.
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Ongoing Scholarship Eligibility

Students whose campus support programs includeatasship component are generally eligible
for up to five years of financial aid.18 Some p&gs require students to meet certain conditions,
such as maintaining a GPA above some minimum (&iyia 2.0) or taking a full course load
(generally 12 credit units). More broadly, studentsst be making academic progress toward a
two- or four-year degree. Students who are no logtigible for the scholarship may still receive
supportive services.

Expectations

Some programs require students to sign an agreah@rautlines what they are expected to do.
For example, students may be required to meetstatth a certain number of times each
academic term or attend a certain number of prograomsored events. A number of program
directors made the point that although they “trynimet students where they are” and “help them
in any way they can,” they also hold students actaile for their actions.

Program Staff

Most of the campus support programs we examined haxery small staff---one or two people in
addition to the program director. Staff turnoveg&nerally very low, so students have an
opportunity to develop lasting relationships witlulis who are genuinely concerned about them
and their success in school.19 This may be a nperence for students whose caseworkers
changed frequently while they were in foster care.

Director Qualifications

Several of the program directors we interviewed Wwadked with foster youth in other settings,
with other at-risk youth (e.g., homeless youth){oorother, similar programs (e.g., EOP, campus
support programs at other schools). A few are fastee alumni with personal knowledge of the
challenges that their students face.

18 Students at the two programs funded by the Oraogéwhildren’s Foundation (UC Irvine, Orange
Coast Community College) are eligible for finanaapport until age 24.
Y one exception is Cal State Fullerton, which haktheee program directors since its inception i88L9
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Data Collection

All of the programs we examined use data to tragklent progress. Some maintain a customized
database that includes information about GPA, @grades, courses taken, academic major,
and/or credits earned. Program directors frequetgderibed these customized databases as “in
development.” Most of the other programs are ableull individual-level student data directly
from a campus-wide system, but a couple must sutagitests for the specific data that they
need.20 By contrast, only two of the programs wang@red have a system for tracking the
provision of services and supports. Both colleosthdata in narrative form, which might explain
why they have been used so infrequently.

Programs use the data they collect in a varietyayfs. Not surprisingly, the most common is to
measure student progress. Of particular concemhéther students are meeting academic
requirements and are on track to graduate withim years. Another common use is end-of-year
reporting, although this often means that prograntg track what their funders want to know.
Interestingly, only two of the program directors wweerviewed specifically mentioned research
or evaluation in the context of data collection.

Results of Web-Based Survey of Program Participants

The 98 respondents who completed the Web-basedyswere predominately female but
racially and ethnically diverse (see Table 3). Neane-third self-identified as African
American. A majority of the others self-identified either Latino/Hispanic or Caucasian/White.
Respondents ranged in age from 18 to 26 yearsmilil 20 years old being both the mean and
median age.

2 Two other ways of monitoring student progress vedse noted. The College Success Foundation recedyports
from their college mentor coordinators. Other paogs rely on midsemester grade reports from professo
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Table 3. Demographic Characteristics| = 98)

Frequency Percentage
Gender
Males 21 21.4
Females 77 78.6
Race/Ethnicity
African American 31 31.6
Latino/Hispanic 22 22.4
Native American/American Indian 1 1.0
Caucasian/White 22 22.4
Asian or Pacific Islander 6 6.1
Biracial/Multiracial 11 11.2
Other 3 3.1
Missing 2 2.0
Age
18 22 22.4
19 24 24.5
20 19 19.4
21 10 10.2
22 10 10.2
23 and older 13 13.2

The 98 young people who completed our survey deowiprise a random sample of campus
support program participants in California and Whagton State. However, when their
demographic characteristics are compared with wigatlirectors told us about the demographic
characteristics of the young people in their proggdsee Table 4), our sample of program
participants looks similar to the larger populatiahleast in terms of gender and race/ethnicity.21
Although this is somewhat reassuring, it would lverg to conclude that the experiences and

%L Some program directors reported exact numbersr®ttould only estimate relative proportions. A few
sent us information about the demographic charatiter of their program participants after the iiatew.
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perceptions of program participants who complebedsurvey reflect the experiences and

perceptions of their peers who did not.

Table 4. Demographic Characteristics of Current Paticipants as Reported by Program

Directors
Gender
Northern California
S . : Disproportionately
California State University, East Bay female

San Francisco State University Not reported

San José State University Not reported

University of California, Santa Cruz*
Southern California

Not reported

California State Polytechnic University,65% females
Pomona 35% males

0,
California State University, Fullerton 60% females

40% males
_ 59% females
Orange Coast Community College 41% males
o o _ 75% females
*
University of California, Irvine 250 males

Washington State

College Success Foundation Not reported
Seattle University Not reported
*No students from these programs completed theesurv

Race/Ethnicity

Diverse

Diverse

Largest group is African
Americans

Diverse

Largest groups are
African Americans and
Latinos

Diverse

~ 50% African American
or Latino

~ 50% African American
and Latino

Not redort
Not reported
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The two largest groups of respondents were fromRolt Pomona and the College Success
Foundation (see Table 5).

# of participants % of participants
# % reported by progran who completed
directors in fall 2007 the survey

Northern California
California State University, East

Bay 11 11.2 30 36.7
San Francisco State University 13 13.3 29 44.8
San José State University 13 13.3 65 20.0
Southern California

Ca!lforn!a State Polytechnic 18 18.4 42 429
University, Pomona

ICZISIIIZ?{Q:? State University, 15 15.3 43 34.9
Orange Coast Community College 6 6.1 17 35.3
Washington State

College Success Foundation 17 17.3 156 10.9
Seattle University 5 51 11 455

More than one-third of our respondents were colfegghman, and most of the others were in
their sophomore or junior years (see Table 6). diteegraduate student was from Cal State
Fullerton Guardian Scholars program, which receatiyanded its Guardian Scholars program to
include students pursuing master’s degrees.

Two-thirds of our respondents had been particigatirtheir campus support program for less
than two full years when they completed the surdéys is due, at least in part, to the fact that
four of the programs they represent were not astad until the 2005-2006 or 2006—-2007
academic years (see Table 1).

Interestingly, the percentage of respondents wildblen in the program for less than one full
year is considerably higher than the percentagewsdre freshman. Some of this difference may
reflect transfer students from community colledesould also reflect respondents who did not
participate in the program during their freshmaaryeapproximately 17 percent of our sample.
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This happens when students who would otherwisditpble for the program do not become
aware of its existence until after the applicati@adline or when eligible students outnumber
program slots. In either case, these students e teceived some of the program’s services
and supports until they became full-fledged paptats.

Table 6. Current Year in School and Number of Yearsn Program (N = 98)

Frequency Percentage
Year in school
First-year undergraduate 36 36.7
Second-year undergraduate 22 22.4
Third-year undergraduate 21 21.4
Fourth-year undergraduate 12 12.2
Fifth-year undergraduate 4 4.1
Graduate student 1 1.0
Missing 2 2.0
Year in program
1% 47 48.0
2 27 27.6
3¢ 12 12.2
4" 5 5.1
5" 3 3.1
Don’t know 4 4.1

More than two-thirds of our respondents identitieemselves as EOP, EOPS, or TRIO students
(see Table 7), but the actual percentage is proliadgpher.22 Not only did 12 percent of the
sample not know if they were EOP, EOPS, or TRI@estis, but former foster youth, who are
considered “financially independent” when it corteligibility for financial aid, should
automatically qualify for EOP. Respondents whormbtlidentify themselves as EOP, EOPS, or

22 Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (E@PS)P’s state-funded community college counterg@®tO
Programs are federally funded educational oppdstumitreach programs that target low-income, fjestieration
college students. EOP, EOPS, and TRIO studentdigikle for a variety of services and supports.
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TRIO students were primarily from SJSU's CME Sogi¢he College Success Foundation, and
Seattle University, which does not have an EOPRIOTprogram.

Table 7. EOP/EOPS/TRIO Status (N = 98)

Frequency Percentage
Yes 67 68.4
No 19 194
Don’t know 12 12.2

Ten percent of our respondents identified themsehgehaving learning or other disabilities (see
Table 8). By comparison, a few of the directorg the interviewed said they were not aware of
any students in their programs with disabilitieth€ds suspected that some students had learning
disabilities that had not been formally diagnodéolwever, the majority had no idea what the
prevalence of learning and other disabilities amitregstudents in their programs might be.

Table 8. Learning or Other Disabilities (N = 98)

Frequency Percentage
Yes 10 10.2
No 84 85.7
Missing 4 4.1

Just over half of our respondents reported that wexe required to take remedial courses (which
don’t count toward actual college credit) beforeytisould begin college-level work (see Table
9). This is somewhat lower than we had expecteddan the estimates we were given by the
program directors, which generally ranged from&QQ0 percent. Excluding respondents from
the University of Seattle, which does not offer eglial courses, had very little effétt.

Table 9. Remedial Coursework Required

_ Sample excluding respondents from the
AUl sEimple (Y= 2 University of Seattle (N = 93)

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Yes 51 52.0 50 53.8
No 44 44.9 40 43.0
Don’t know 3 3.1 3 3.2

= Although the directors of the UC Irvine and UC %a@ruz programs also told us that their schoasdi offer
remedial courses, students from those programsdlithke part in the survey

(o]
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Slightly more than half of our respondents learaledut their campus support program from a
source connected with the child welfare systenmat-ih, their social worker, case worker or
independent services provider (see Table 10).alest40 percent were contacted by someone
from the program, and nearly one-third learned abmiprogram from a current or former
participant. Interestingly, high schools did nopagr to be major sources of information.

Table 10. How Participants Learned about Program (N= 98)

Frequency  Percentage

From college/university admissions material 27 27.6
Contacted by someone from the program 42 42.9
Contacted by someone from financial aid office 10 0.21
Contacted by someone from the admissions office 4 4.1
Social worker/caseworker 33 33.7
Independent living services provider 39 39.8
Private agency 26 26.5
High school teacher, guidance counselor, or praicip 17 17.3
Current or former program participant 29 29.6

Note: Respondents could report learning about tbgram from more than one source.

Respondents cited several reasons for wantingrtipate in the program. Many were in need
of the financial aid the program would provide.

My dream since | was a kid has been to attendgelleowever | knew | couldn’t afford it
and would have to rely on scholarships and loartse! heard about the [campus support]
program | applied because it was a scholarshipveragood school where | knew | would
receive an excellent education. Also, the scholansias appealing because it provided me
with all the things | needed being an independertent. Plus, it is a full ride scholarship!

Due to my family situation | couldn’t pay for mylsmoling....And | knew that this program
would help me a lot so | applied. And without thigvould be very hard for me to go to
school. I'm so thankful for this program.

Others thought the program would help them achilees educational goals.
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| became a [program participant] because it weistsand guide me throughout my years in
college for students such as myself who has coame & background of being in the foster
youth system. It also allowed me to have an eqoabdunity to achieve my goals just as any
other student who is pursuing a college degree.

As a former foster youth it is challenging to gepsort to attain higher education. | was
determined and motivated and the [campus suppatfam assured me they could help me
pursue my educational goals.

Some respondents were motivated by a need forl supaort.

| became a [program participant] because they atgport system for me academically as
well as personally.

| knew that the support of a program that was aesidor foster youth would encourage me
tremendously in my efforts to pursue a college atlon and further my career options as an
adult.

Respondents also desired to be with students fearkgsounds similar to their own.

| felt that being surrounded by people of the sharkground would help to motivate me in a
way that | would feel | was not the only one. | \nidnat they would understand my
background and help direct me and guide me in éisé possible way

| felt that it would help my transition into thelEme atmosphere and would allow me to
interact with peers that have a similar backgroasd did.

The overwhelming majority of our respondents wewgired to submit an application, and most
were required to submit proof that they had bedoster care or had been wards of the state or
court (Table 11).24 Other common requirements awdupersonal essays, financial aid
applications, letters of recommendation, and hatosl transcripts.

24 Although we asked respondents about the applica¢ignirements for their campus support programs, at
least some may have been thinking about the apipliceequirements for college or university adnossi
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Table 11. Campus Support Program Application Requiements (N = 98)
Frequency Percentage

Program application 89 90.8
EOP/TRIO application 58 59.2
Financial aid application 72 73.5
Application for on-campus housing 49 50.0
Proof of foster care or ward of the state/courtusta 82 83.7
Letters of recommendation 68 69.4
High school transcripts 68 69.4
Personal essay 76 77.6
Standardized test scores 48 49.0
In-person interview with program representative 65 66.3

Half of those who were required to submit an appian regarded the process as at least
somewhat difficult (see Table 12). Unfortunately did not ask them to elaborate on the
difficulties they experienced.

Table 12. Difficulty of Application Process (N = 89

Frequency Percentage
Difficult 14 15.7
Somewhat difficult 30 33.7
Not difficult 44 49.4
Missing 1 1.2

Respondents received a variety of academic sergivg@supports from their campus support
programs (see Table 13).25 They were most likelyetee received help choosing courses,

followed by tutoring, access to a dedicated compate and study skills training. Just under half
of our respondents had taken advantage of prieritpllment, which means that they were able

25 Although our question specified our interesélyain the academic services and supports that thenpus support
programs had provided, some respondents may hpueted academic services and supports availalalk seudents
at their colleges or universities.
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to register for courses before other students tiiv@n agreement between the program and the
Registrar’s Office. Nearly as many had participateBummer Bridge, a rigorous academic
“boot camp” that familiarizes new students with daenpus and what will be expected of them
prior to the start of their freshman year. Theweleof Summer Bridge participation is somewhat
lower than expected given that all of the Califarprogram directors had told us that
participation in Summer Bridge was mandatory.

Table 13. Receipt and Perceived Importance of Acadgc Supports
Important or
N Received Support Very Important
(if support was provided)

# % # % of recipients
Help choosing courses 96 60 62.5 56 93.3
Help choosing a major 96 35 36.5 32 91.4
Tutoring 96 58 60.4 35 60.3
Study skills training 96 53 55.2 29 54.7
Entry level exam preparation 96 28 29.2 15 53.5
Graduate school exam preparation 96 13 13.5 10 9 76
Graduate school advising 96 27 28.1 19 70.3
Access to dedicated computer lab 96 56 58.3 42 075
Assistance related to a disability+ 10 5 50.0 5 100.0
Priority enroliment 94 46 48.9 46 47.0
Summer Bridge 94 45 47.9 38 38.8

+0Of the 10 respondents who reported a learningh@ralisability.

Not all of these academic services and supporte perceived as equally important to
succeeding in school by recipients. Help choosmgses and help choosing a major were
perceived as important or very important by nealllyRecipients of disability-related assistance
were even more likely to perceive that assistasaengortant or very important. Perceptions of
Summer Bridge were much less positive. Only 39qr@rof Summer Bridge participants
perceived it as important or very important.
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Respondents also received a number of non-academices and supports as a result of their
program participation (see Table T2).

Table 14. Receipt and Perceived Importance of OtheBervices and Supports
Important or
Very Important
(if support was

Received Support

provided)
N # % # e
recipients
Financial aid 96 74 75.5 72 98.6
Housing assistance 95 65 66.3 63 96.9
Leadership development opportunities 95 61 64.2 47 47.9
Mentoring 94 55 58.5 50 51.0

Three-quarters received financial aid from thempas support programs. One reason this figure
is less than 100 percent is that not all prograroide a scholarship component. Most recipients
of this financial aid used it to pay for books titm, school supplies, or room and board (see
Table 15). More than half used it to address “emmecy needs.” That this financial aid was not
used to pay for the tuition of some recipients piap reflects the fact that campus support
programs typically provide “last dollar” scholanshithat cover whatever costs remain after all
other sources of financial aid have been exhausted.

26Although our question specified our interest solelgervices and supports that their campus support
program had provided, some respondents may haeetedpservices and supports available to all stisden
at their colleges or universities.
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Table 15. What Financial Aid Provided by the Progran Paid For (N = 73) +

Frequency Percentage
Tuition 54 74.0
Room and board 53 72.6
Books 56 76.7
Laptop/computer 20 27.4
School supplies 53 72.6
Emergency needs 42 57.5

+One recipient of financial aid did not complete thllow-up questions.

Nearly all of the respondents who received findraid from their campus support programs
perceived it as important or very important to tiseihool success. This was illustrated by several
of their comments.

Being able to attend school without the stressyofig to pay for it. Being able to attend
college | n the first place, because without tHeokarship | wouldn’t be furthering my
education.

The financial aspect really helps provide whatdd& succeed in all my classes and also
outside of school, the basic necessities to live.

The [campus support program] helped me...by givingsapport for school and by giving
me financial aid. | am very thankful because Wasn't for them | would not be going to
school.

Approximately two-thirds of our respondents recdit@using assistance from their campus
support programs. Most of these recipients hadveden-campus housing, and two-thirds had
received housing when school was not in sessianTable 16).

Table 16. Type of Housing Assistance Received (N65)

Frequency Percentage
On-campus housing 58 89.2
Off-campus housing 17 26.2
Eous_lng during holidays and spring break 43 66.2
ousing
Summer housing 43 66.2
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Almost all of the housing assistance recipiente@eed it as important or very important to their
success in school. This is not surprising givercthrecerns about housing that many expressed.

| think that for me feeling secure about where gaing to live is always in the back of my
head... | don't know if I'll have a roof over my heaihd that is very scary to think about.

| was afraid | wouldn't have a place to stay amaulildn't be able to do as good in college as |
did in high school.

Two other services and supports that these progoéies provide are mentoring opportunities
for leadership development. Nearly two thirds répaithat they had been given opportunities for
leadership development and well over half repoitted they had been assigned a mentor.
Recipients of these services and supports werdikedg to perceive them as important or very
important than recipients of financial aid or hagsassistance.

Respondents also seemed to derive a sense of fanglynmunity from their participation in the
program.

The students get to build a family within the [camsupport program]. We get to support
each other and the [campus support program] stafsponsors are our parents in school so
they look after us like a family does for theirldnen.

| get to meet a bunch of really great people whowaderstand the things that | have gone
through. These people not only become your frigndsare like family to you and they all
want to see you achieve your goals.

They gave me a sense of belonging because the {sasgpport program] is known to be [a]
family, by letting all the students [know] that yhare not alone.

They showed me that [campus support program] istaimmmunity and showed me that we
are just one big family!

In fact, they were more likely to report that tiregram provided them with a sense of family or
community (86 percent) than they were to report tifigy had received housing assistance (66
percent) or financial aid (76 percent). More thare¢ quarters of those who reported that the
program provided them with a sense of family or oamity regarded it as important or very
important to their success in school.
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Program directors had told us that making refetisads important part of what their programs
do. This was confirmed by respondents’ self-repditsarly two-thirds had been referred to
student counseling services, just over half had lbeferred to student health services, and 39

percent had been referred to a community ageneyTable 17).

Table 17. Referrals to Other Services (N=93)

Frequency Percentage
Student counseling services 59 63.4
Student health services 48 51.6
Community mental health agency 19 204
Another community agency 29 31.2

Despite the wide array of services and supportsttiese programs provide, as well as the many
referrals that they make, nearly one-third of @spondents identified at least one unmet need for
services or supports (see Table 18).

Table 18. Any Unmet Needs for Services or Suppor{dl = 98)

Frequency Percentage
Yes 30 30.6
No 64 65.3
Missing 4 4.1

Help with housing was among the most frequentlgccitnmet needs.

I think particularly if you get accepted into treampus support program], you should be
guaranteed a spot in the dorm rooms.

Another was help with living expenses.
With the rising cost of living there would be mutiore financial aid needed.
A lot more financial assistance to cover housingt£o
A few respondents mentioned a need for graduatmselavising or career counseling.

Resources in the university especially when stiglarg interested in pursuing a master’s
degree. We should have a counselor from the depattai our majors to talk to and get
guidance.
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| have yet to receive any [graduate school advjsand | am graduating in May.

I would have the director meet with all seniorsriake sure they have a plan after graduation
and if they need any help applying to grad schools.

I would want there to be a service where indiviuatholars are sat down and evaluated as
to what career path they are headed down and éineges support program] staff would try
to match the student with an ideal employer/pasiind have them shadow the job so that
they can feel more empowered and motivated to ¢émésfield and feel like they actually
have a chance at succeeding in that particulat. fiel

Just over 40 percent of our respondents reportead@-person contact with program staff at
least once a week; a similar percentage reporteddnan-person contact with program staff
several times each academic term (see Table 18)ditribution was much the same when we
asked about contact with program staff by emaiktaphone.

Table 19. Frequency of Contact with Program Staffl = 98)

By Email or

In Person P)t/wne

# % # %
Every day 6 6.1 7 7.1
Several times a week 23 23.5 24 24.5
Once a week 11 11.2 11 11.2
Several times a semester, quarter, or trimester 40 40.8 44 44.9
Once a semester, quarter, or trimester 7 71 4 4.1
Never 6 6.1 3 3.1
Missing 5 5.1 5 5.1

Respondents seemed to benefit from their contabtpvogram staff. Nearly 90 percent rated
program staff as either helpful or very helpfulg3able 20).
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Table 20. Frequency of Contact with Program Staffl = 98)

Frequency Percentage
Very helpful 64 65.3
Helpful 22 22.4
Somewhat helpful 6 6.1
Not very helpful 1 1.0
Missing 5 5.1

This was clearly illustrated by some of their comise

| got counseling and [campus support program] $telibed me shape my goals of everyday
and challenge of school work. So far, [campus stgpogram] has been helping me with
any additional help | need in order to keep on goin

[They] gave me ideas of how to balance my perslkiieeind school where it does not affect

my performance in school. [They] just give me diffiet alternatives to deal with
situations....

Almost three-quarters of our respondents repoftatitheir campus support program has a drop-
in center, and nearly half of those respondentssefppogram has a drop-in center reported
visiting that center once a week or more (see T2bjeUnfortunately, we did not ask
respondents about the purpose of those visits.
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Table 21. Existence of a Drop-in Center and Frequey of Visitation

Frequency Percentage
Dedicated drop-in center
Yes 72 76.6
No 22 23.4
Total 94 100.0
Frequency of visitation
Every day 4 5.6
Several times a week 23 31.9
Once a week 8 111
Several times a semester, quarter, or trimester 31 43.1
Once a semester, quarter, or trimester 4 5.6
Never 2 2.8
Total 72 100.0

We asked respondents to describe the most sigmniifatellenge they had faced during their
transition from foster care to college. Some ofc¢hallenges they reported are not unlike those
that young people who had never been in foster egverience when they go away to school.

Beginning classes at a new school, in a new towdjuging to college life and the difficulty
of classes.

Just knowing how to adjust to the difference; tteeknioad was different and the college
environment was totally different from my high sohenvironment.

Other challenges, such as balancing the demandsr&fand school while struggling to support
oneself, would probably be familiar to many low-gnee students who had never been in foster
care.

Managing going to school full time as well as waoikias much as possible to be able to
support myself and pay for my bills.

Working full time to pay rent and going to schoall time was the most challenging because
when school closed, | have no place to go to.
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The most difficult challenge that | faced during trgnsition to college was finding financial
support to help me scholastically and with everyelgyenses.

| believe the most significant challenge for me basn being independent. Since | moved
out | have to work harder at school and more akwecause | now | have to pay bills. This
is why my first semester of my freshman year Ireially bad[ly] in school. This is why | am
very thankful for all the financial aid that I'm @j@g to be able to go to school.

Nevertheless, some of the challenges respondeuusted probably reflect their unique status as
former foster youth. One such challenge was haaiptace to live.

Making sure | had a place to live especially dutimgtimes where there was no school.
Another was a profound sense of being alone.

Feeling emotionally ready to be an adult and limemyy own. There is an incredible feeling
of aloneness during this transition.

Not knowing what to do and knowing that | was gaiodpe alone.
Not having anybody to help or someplace to be énttansition. Feeling alone.

Just over 70 percent of our respondents who destelsignificant challenge reported that their
campus support program helped them cope with arcowee it (see Table 22).

Table 22. Coped with or Overcame the Most Signifiaa&t Challenge with Help from Program

(N=78)
Frequency Percentage
Yes 55 70.5
No 23 29.5

In some cases, the program did this by providingoete assistance, such as housing or financial
aid. In other cases, the program provided sometinch less tangible, like emotional support.

They provided a...nurturing environment on campusltlemotionally safe and felt that
someone cared. The emotional support was very t@prand having talks with the
program directors on-campus really helped.
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By supporting me and believing in me as well asagvfeeling like | could see a familiar
face and ask for help when | needed it.

Interestingly, several of the respondents whosepcarsupport program had not helped them
cope with or overcome their most significant chadie note that they had not informed program
staff about their situation.

Well they didn't really know about it but if | hadld them | needed help moving in maybe
they could have had some people help me.

Sometimes this stemmed from a belief that these wablems they should deal with on their
own.

It was my fault because | didn't ask anybody in offece about my situation; however, |
want to take the challenge and do everything laramy own.

I’'m not too sure that they could have done anytlabgut it. Personal problems have to be
dealt with on one’s own.

We also asked respondents to describe what it @ ghe program that they liked the most.
For some, what mattered most was always having soehere to help or to turn to for support.

Knowing that at anytime if | have a problem thers@meone who is concerned and will be
there to help me.

The best part is knowing that they will not judgriyf you get a bad grade or if you are
going through some tough times but instead thegstga you that everything will work out
fine and it isn't the end of the world. And theyesfas much help as they can give.

[Campus support program] gives me great adviceyetume | approach with issues that |
need assistance with. Just by continuing to beppastifor me, they are such great people
and | find it really great to know | have them a@$ only support but friends

For others it was feeling understood.

Having adults and other students who understand ydwere going through and feel like.

| get a sense of belonging by being with others ¢ha equally relate to my own experiences.
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It was also having someone who believed in them.

A group of people who...believe that you can be sadgleven though all your life
somebody may have told you that you couldn’t.

The overwhelming majority of survey respondentorag that they would change nothing about
their programs (see Table 23).

Table 23. Recommended Any Changes to Improve Progma(N=98)

Frequency Percentage
Yes 12 12.2
No 81 82.7
Missing 5 51

Some, however, did have recommendations for impnevg. One common recommendation was
for the program to provide more financial aid optovide financial aid for a longer period of
time.

Perhaps being able to offer more funding for sttsjdrecause while my scholarship is
enough for tuition it doesn’t help much with liviegpenses.

That you could use the scholarship for as long tkes to get my major. Some students only
need to go to school for two years others neeatimgsix. So after four years | still need
help paying for college.

Another was to provide more opportunities for pesgrparticipants to “get together” with one
another.

I would love more reunions with students of thegpamn, since they are my support and
community.

Monthly gathering for [program participants] andfswvould be helpful so that [program
participants] could voice their concern and shapesgences.

Respondents also had ideas for changing how tlgggomowas run.

I would mainly change the way the program is madagéhink there needs to be more one-
on-one and case management and a stronger acacemponent.
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More one on one support from the staff!
More student involvement with big decisions.

Finally, although we did not ask how satisfied m@sgents are with their campus support
program, 88 percent reported that they are likelyeoy likely to recommend the program to
other foster youth (see Table 24).

Table 24. Likelihood of Recommending Program to Otlr Foster Youth (N=98)

Frequency Percentage
Very likely 81 82.7
Likely 5 51
Somewhat likely 7 7.1
Not very likely 0 0
Missing 5 5.1
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Discussion

One of the recommendations to emerge from the Z#ifornia Foster Youth Education Summit
was to expand campus support programs like thewaesxamined to all California State
University, University of California, and communitpllege campuses in the state (California
Foster Youth Education Summit, 2007a; 2007b)27 Gthave also advocated for the replication
of campus support programs on a much broader aodl&ith government funding. Implicit in
these calls for expansion is the assumption thapaoa support programs lead to higher college
retention and graduation rates. However, a moregcenensive and methodologically sound
impact evaluation is crucial if a compelling cas¢a be made that campus support programs lead
to better educational outcomes, and hence reprasgoid investment of public funds.

An impact evaluation of campus support programslavearve a number of purposes in addition
to providing empirical support for their expansiéiirst, program directors would have data they
could use to implement program changes that ackerge-based. Second, an impact evaluation
would be able to examine whether campus suppogranas have different effects on different
groups of former foster youth or work differenttydifferent settings (e.g., urban vs. suburban vs.
rural campuses; small colleges vs. large univessitwo-year vs. four-year school), and hence,
suggest how programs might best be tailored to spstific needs. And third, an impact
evaluation could help identify those program congas that are essential if former foster youth
are to succeed academically. This is critical beeaome programs at four-year schools, and
most programs at two-year schools may not be alpedvide the full range of financial,
academic, and emotional supports that a “modeljrznm might provide.

Evaluating the impact of campus support prograrasgats a number of challenges. First, it must
be possible not only to identify former foster yoatt colleges and universities with campus

27Policy briefs from the Summit, cohosted by the €laihd Family Policy Institute of California (CFPIMhe Foster
Youth Education Task Force, and Casey Family Prograan be found at
http://www.cfpic.org/children/children_002.htm
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support programs, but also to distinguish betweemér foster youth who participate in those
programs and those who do not. The latter wouldesas a comparison group against which the
outcomes of the program participants can be asteSeeond, because former foster youth who
choose to participate in campus support programsoteomprise a random sample of all college
students who are former foster youth, any systendffierences between participants and non-
participants could explain observed differencastention or graduation rates. Third, because
campus support programs are both multi-faceteccantinuing to evolve, disentangling the
effects of individual components would be diffictdtdo. In fact, it is nearly impossible if the
services and supports that students receive ateeaiu tracked.

Finally, campus support programs must significaimtyease their collection of data, not only
data that can be used to measure academic prggrgssGPA, credits earned), but perhaps more
importantly, data that can be used to measurertihesion of services and supports. Moreover, if
different campus support programs are to be condpéris essential that the same measures are
being used.

Interviews conducted with the managers of severalpus support programs as part of an effort
to develop a management information system (MI&) ¢ould track not only the academic
outcomes of former foster youth but also the ses/gnd supports that they receive were also
guite revealing in two respects (Price, 2008).tFir®st program managers had developed
customized databases to track the receipt of adaderd social services by students in their
programs, but had not used those data for the parpbevaluation. And second, although
program managers were interested in how the dayaviiere collecting could be used to improve
the services and supports provided to their stsdeneating a centralized database for campus
support programs to be used for evaluation anaymiking was not perceived as a priority.

In this context, it is worth noting that Price (B)@onducted interviews with the directors of
several campus support programs as part of art ¢ffdevelop a management information
system (MIS) that could be used to track not oné/academic outcomes of former foster youth
but also the services and supports that they rec&ivose interviews revealed that most program
directors had developed a customized databasadotine receipt of academic and social
services by students in their program, and weezasted in how those data could be used to
improve the services and supports that they providevever, program directors had not used the
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data they collect to evaluate their programs. Nas the creation of a centralized database that
could be used for evaluation and policymaking peetkas a priority.
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Moving Forward

We have several recommendations for moving forwatl a methodologically sound impact
evaluation of campus support programs. This evianatould do more than examine whether
these programs lead to better educational outcomsasieasured by higher college retention and
graduation rates. It would also look at how thatiehship between program participation and
educational outcomes varies depending on the desisics of the former foster youth, the types
of services and supports that students receivetrenuhstitutional setting (e.g., urban vs.
suburban vs. rural campuses; small colleges vge lamiversities; two-year vs. four-year
schools).

One option currently under consideration woulddkverage the resources of the California
Partnership for Achieving Student Success (Cal-PA&Sinitiative that links student-level
educational records across K-12 schools, commuoitgges and four-year colleges and
universities. Approximately 4,500 educational inngtons have joined Cal-PASS since its
inception in 1998. Altogether, they have uploadedierthan 240 million student records to this
centralized database.

Using the Cal-PASS database to evaluate the ingaetmpus support programs on the
postsecondary educational outcomes of former fgsteth presents a number of challenges.
First, outcome data would only be available fonfer foster youth at Cal-PASS member
institutions. Although this is a problem, the numbtformer foster youth for whom data are
missing may be fairly small given that the listGdl-PASS members currently includes all but 1
of the state’s 109 community colleges, 18 of the&C2Bfornia State University campuses, and all
but 1 of the 10 University of California campuses.

Second, the Cal-PASS core data do not indicatehwdtiedents are former foster youth. Nor do
they distinguish between former foster youth whdipipated in campus support programs and
those who did not. However, this problem is notitnsountable. Colleges and universities can
customize the data they submit. In this case, tloeyd use the optional field to add at least two
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flags—one to identify former foster youth and amotto identify program participants. Of
course, this type of customization would requirga@xwork.

Third, the core data do not include any informatdwout the receipt of services and supports.
Again, this problem can be solved through the dsgptional fields. Data on the provision of
services and supports can be included in the déd@issions of schools with campus support
programs. However, for those data to be usefuleiments must be agreed upon in advance and
remain consistent across schools, which, accotditige program directors we interviewed, is

not presently the case. In fact, as already nobed} programs do not systematically track the
receipt of services and supports.

The final and perhaps most significant challengeceons access to individual-level student data.
Access to Cal-PASS data is typically at the aggeetgevel, in the form of standard reports
generated on a regular basis and customized rgpadsiced in response to special requests.
Aggregate-level data would suffice if the only dums of interest was how former foster youth
who participate in campus support programs aradaas a group. However, if the evaluation is
also to examine whether the effects of campus stippagrams vary depending on the
characteristics of the former foster youth who iggrate in them or on the services and supports
that those participants receive, then individualisht-level data are needed. This will require
working with Cal-PASS to obtain access to those eathout violating the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA).28

With those limitations in mind, we recommend thiol@wing next steps:

= |dentify campus support programs to participatieevaluation. Programs must have been
in existence for at least four years by the tina tlollege graduation is measured.

= Elicit cooperation from both the directors of thggegrams and the colleges or universities
with which they are affiliated.

28 Under FERPA, federal legislation that protectsptieacy of student educational records, schoalmoarelease
information from educational records without writteonsent from parents or from students if theyaateast 18 years
old or are pursuing postsecondary education. Howeweler some conditions, including certain typesesearch,
schools can release that information without cong&dditional information about those conditionsdze found at
http://www.ed.gov/policy/gen/reg/ferpalrights_pditenl#17.
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= Work with campus support programs to develop abdesa that tracks the provision of
services and supports to individual students abagehcademic outcomes. The database
should be as uniform as possible across programs.

=  Work with Cal-PASS to obtain access to the indigidstudent records of former foster youth
regardless of their campus support program paaticip.

=  Work with Cal-PASS to develop a way for memberitaogbns to (1) flag both students who
are former foster youth and former foster youth whdicipate in campus support programs,
and (2) upload data related to the provision ofises and supports by campus support
programs.

Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago 47



References

Baum, S., & Ma, J. (2007Education pays: The benefits of higher educationndividuals and
society Washington, DC: The College Board.

Berkner, L., He, S., & Cataldi, E. (200Bescriptive summary of 199596 Beginning
Postsecondary Students: Six years la®ashington, DC: National Center for Education
Statistics.

Brandford, C., & English, D. (2004froster youth transition to independence stusiyattle:
Office of Children’s Administration Research, Wasjton State Department of Social
and Health Services.

Burley, M. (2007) Foster care to college partnership evaluation: Pi@m overview and
research desigrOlympia Washington State Institute for Publiciéyl

Burley, M., & Halpern, M. (2001)Educational attainment of foster youth: Achievenserd
graduation outcomes for children in state catdympia: Washington State Institute for
Public Policy.

California Foster Youth Education Task Force (2002@07 California Foster
Youth Education SummRecommendations to Improve Foster Youth Educatimt&ss
in California

California Foster Youth Education Task Force (200Pblicy brief: Completion of post-
secondary education and training programs.

Cooper, D., Mery, P., & Rassen, E. (2008rving former foster youth in California community
colleges: Successes, challenges, and recommenslation
Berkeley, CA: Center for Student Success Researthr&anning Group for California
Community Colleges.

Courtney, M. E., Piliavin, I., Grogan-Kaylor, A. Besmith, A. (2001). Foster youth in

transitions to adulthood: A longitudinal view ofutb leaving care. Child Welfare, 80(6),
685-717.

Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago 48



Courtney, M. E., Dworsky, A., Cusick, G., Havlicek, Perez, A., & Keller, T. (2007)lidwest
evaluation of the adult functioning of former fasteuth: Outcomes at age 2Chicago:
Chapin Hall Center for Children at the UniversifyGhicago.

Courtney, M. E., Dworsky, A., Ruth, G., Keller, Havlicek, J., & Bost, N. (2005Midwest
evaluation of the adult functioning of former fasteuth: Outcomes at age 18hicago:
Chapin Hall Center for Children at the UniversifyGhicago.

Courtney, M. E., Terao, S., & Bost, N. (2004). Mi&ht evaluation of the adult functioning of
former foster youth: Conditions of youth preparindeave state care. Chicago: Chapin
Hall Center for Children at the University of Chita

Davis, R. J. (2006)College access, financial aid, and college sucéasandergraduates from
foster careWashington, DCNational Association of Student Financial Aid Diras.

Eilertson, C. (2002)ndependent living for foster youtBenver, CO: National
Conference of State Legislatures.

Emerson, J. (2006). Strategies for working witHege students from foster cakesource for
College Transitions, @), 3—4 Columbia, SC: National Resource Center for thetFir
Year Experience and Students in Transition.

Kessler, M. (2004)Educating youth in care: The first year of educatand training vouchers
Tulsa, OK: University of Oklahoma, National Resa@if@enter for Youth Services.

McMillen, J. C., Auslander, W., Elze, D., White, & Thompson, R. (2003). Educational
experiences and aspirations of older youth in fastee.Child Welfare, 82475-495.

McMillen, J. C., & Raghavan, R. (2009). Pediatoatult mental health service use of young
people leaving the foster care systdournal of Adolescent Health, volume and pages.

McMillen, J. C.,Zima, B., Scott, L., Auslander, W., Munson, M.,i@lIM., & Spitznagel, E..
(2005). The prevalence of psychiatric disordersragrader youths in the foster care
system.Journal of the American Academy of Child and Admas Psychiatry, 4488—
95.

Merdinger, J., Hines, A., Osterling, K. & Wyatt, 2005). Pathways to college for former foster

youth: understanding the factors that contributedocational succesShild Welfare
84(6), 867—896.

Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago 49



Pecora, P., Kessler, R., Williams, J., O'Brien, Bowns, A., English, D., White, C., Hiripi, E.,
Wiggins, T., & Holmes, K. (2005). Improving famifgster care: Findings from the
northwest foster care alumni study. Seattle, \@Asey Family Programs.

Pecora, P., Williams, J., Kessler, R., Downs, ABri@n, K., Hiripi, E., & Morello, S. (2003).
Assessing the effects of foster care: Early redudis the Casey National Alumni Study
Seattle, WA: Casey Family Programs.

Planty, M., Provasnik, S., Hussar, W., SnyderKgna, G., Hampden-Thompson, G., et al.
(2007). The condition of education: 2007. WashingfoC: National Center for
Education Statistics.

Pontecorvo, D., El-Askari, G., & Putnam, K. (2006hllege access/college success cluster
review: A review of 10 college access and collegeeass programs by the Stuart
Foundation San Francisco: Putnam Community Investment Cangul

Price, D. (2008). Campus support initiative manageinmnformation system review and
recommendation. Indianapolis, IN: DVP Praxis Ltd.

Schultz, J., & Mueller, D. (2008Building a data sharing network of scholarship praas for
alumni of foster care: Pilot phase process andifigd. St.Paul, MN: Wilder Research.

Shin, S. (2006). Need for and actual use of mégalth service by adolescents in the child
welfare systemChildren and Youth Services Review, 2071-1083.

Snyder, T., Dillow, S., & Hoffman, C. (2008)igest of education statistics 200K ashington,
DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

Spigel, P. (2004)Support for foster children’s post-secondary ediacatHartford, CT: State of
Connecticut General Assembly Office of LegislatiReports.

Wolanin, T. R. (2005)Higher education opportunities for foster youthpémer for
policymakersWashington, DCThe Institute for Higher Education Policy.

Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago 50



Appendix

Program Director Interview Protocol

Introduction

Hello, | am a research assistant from Chapin Hah& University of Chicago. | want to thank

you for taking the time to talk with me about (NAMEF- INSTITUTIONS’S) campus support
program. Chapin Hall is working with the W. S. Jsbn Foundation and the Stuart Foundation to
assess the feasibility of measuring the impacdhefprogram on college enroliment and
graduation. As part of this process, we are talkiti program directors from the 10 campus
support programs in California and Washington Staewere fully implemented as of the
2006—-2007 academic year. The interview will lagiragimately one hour.

Before we begin, | want to inform you that your tiapation is voluntary and you may decline to
answer any of the questions. Although | will takenprehensive notes, the interviews will be
recorded to preserve an accurate record of wisaids The tapes will be stored in a secure
database to which only authorized project stafierascess. Chapin Hall will produce a report
based on the information we obtain from the inng. However, we will not identify you, any
of your colleagues or your respective institutiogsname. If direct quotes from you or your
colleagues are used, they will be attributed tee“ohthe program directors.”

DO | HAVE YOUR PERMISSION TO RECORD THIS INTERVIEW?
DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS FOR ME BEFORE WE START?

Program Goals and Target Population
The first few questions are about your program’'ssion and target population?

1. What is the mission of NAME OF INSTITUTION'S campsispport program?

2. Who is eligible to participate in NAME OF INSTITUDN’S campus support progr&m

Program Participants

Next | would like to ask you about the young peaple participate in NAME OF
INSTITUTION’S campus support program. If you woulicefer to send me any of this
information after checking your records that ifin

3. How many young people
A. Are currently participating in your program?
B. Participated in your program last year?
C. Have patrticipated in your program since its inca?i

4. What can you tell me about the demographic charatios (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, age)
of the program participantsho are currently participating in your program?
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5. How many of your program participants
A. Began during their freshman year?
B. Began after their freshman year?
C. Were transfer students from other educatiorsitutions?
6. How many of your Guardian/Renaissance Schdiake a diagnosed learning disability?

7. How many of your Guardian/Renaissance Schaleesl to take remedial courses before they
are able to begin college-level work?

Referral and Recruitment
The next few questions deal with referral and rggrent.

8. How do young people learn about your program?

9. What steps, if any, are you taking to increase amess of your program
A. Among potential participants?
B. Among potential referral sources?

10. What recruitment problems, if any, has your progesmmountered?

11. What steps, if any, is your program taking to addrtaese problems?

12. Is there a way for you to identify students atN#ME OF INSTITUTION who would be
eligible for the campus support program but didaymbly? How?

13. How many of those students
A. Were there last year?
B. Are there this year?

14. How many students can your program currently accodate?

Application Process
Now | would like to talk about the application pess.

15. What are applicants required to do? For examplat wiaterials must they submit?
16. Who decides which applicants become program ppatits?

17. On what basis is that decision made?

18. How many young people applied to the program laaty

19. How many of those applicants were accepted?

CAN YOU PROVIDE ME WITH A COPY OF THE APPLICATION?
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Services and Supports
The next few questions are about the services @ppbosts that are available to program
participants at NAME OF INSTITUTION.

20. Does your campus support program provide.....?
If so, what specifically does your program provide¢he way of....?

Academic support

Financial aid

Housing

Academic advising

Career counseling

Medical/dental care

Mental health services

Mentoring

Leadership development

On-campus drop-in center

Priority enroliment in college courses

TSm0 o000

21. Are there services or supports other than the bhasge already mentioned that your program
provides? What are those services or supports?

22. In addition to providing those services and supgpate there other steps you take to help the
young people in your program make a successfusitran to college? What are those steps?

Program Participation

Now | would like to ask you some questions aboogpem participation. Once again, if you

would prefer to send me any of this informatioreafthecking your records that is fine.

23. What are young people required to do to remainlaédor the program once they become
participants? For example, is there a minimum gpaaiet average they are required to
maintain? Are they required to earn a minimum nunaberedits by the end of each
academic year?

24. For how long do young people remain eligible fa grogram once they become
participants?

25. How many program participants

A. Graduated last year?

B. Have graduated since the program began?
26. How many program participants have dropped ouhefirogram?
27. What are some of the reasons young people drop out?

28. How often do program participants meet with progstaif?

29. What opportunities do Guardian/Renaissance Schéars to interact with one another? For
example, are there regularly scheduled meetingsgamized events?
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Program Implementation and Funding
The next set of questions is related to how yoogram is implemented and paid for.

30. In what year did the NAME OF INSTITUTION'S campuspport progranbegin?

31. Have any major changes in the program taken place & was first implemented? What
were those changes?

32. Do you anticipate any major changes in the progitarmg the next few years? What are
those changes likely to be?

33. What are your primary sources of funding? Do yatenee funding from
a. NAME OF INSTITUTION?
b. Private foundations or other philanthropic orgahass?
c. Individual donors?
d. State or local child welfare system?
e. Other sources?

CAN YOU PROVIDE ME WITH A COPY OF YOUR PROGRAM'S BU DGET FOR
LAST YEAR AND/OR THIS YEAR?

Program Staff
Now I'd like to ask you about the staff of NAME GRSTITUTION campus support program

34. How many people are currently on your staff?
35. What experience do they have
a. Working with this population?
b. Working in higher education?
36. What training or professional development do stedkive?

37. How much staff turnover has your program experidraiging the past year?

Partnerships with Other Stakeholders
The next few questions are about partnerships pagram has with other stakeholders.

38. In what academic department or administrative dimi®f NAME OF INSTITUTION is
your program located?

39. With which NAME OF INSTITUTION departments or oféis do you work the most closely?
40. Do you have a partnership with the state or lobdtiavelfare agency?

41. What is the nature of that partnership?

42. In addition to any funding they provide, are thetieer ways in whiclprivate foundations,

philanthropic organizations or individual donorsictute to your program? What is the
nature of those contributions?
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43. Has your program worked with any of the other casngupport programs? With which
program(s) have you worked the most closely?

44. What has the nature of that collaboration beenhawdhas it helped your program?

Management Information System
Now | would like to tell me about your ability toack service provision and student performance.

45. Do you currently have a computer system that tréo&services and supports you provide to
Guardian/Renaissance Scholergour program?

46. Does your computer system track all of the servacessupports your program provides, or
only some? Which ones?

47. What information about the provision of those seegiand supports does your computer
system track (e.g., type of service or suppore@atprovided)?

48. What do you use that information for?

49. Do you currently have a computer system that tréoksacademic progress of each
Guardian/Renaissance Schafagour program?

50. What information about their academic progressyatetracking? Do you track the
Courses taken

Course grades

GPA for each semester/trimester/quarter

Cumulative GPA

Number of credits earned each semester/trimestet&u

Total number of credits earned

Major field of study

@ oo op

51. What do you use that information for?

52. What, if any, information do you have about thedsraic performance of the program
participants before they came into your progrargt{tsichool grades, ACT/SAT scores)?

53. Do you track any other information about the progzarticipants in your program that we
have not talked about? What information?

Closing Questions
I have just a couple of final questions.

54. What distinguishes your program from the other progparticipants?

55. Is there anything else that we should know about poogram that we have not already
talked about?

You have been very helpful to us and I'd like tartk you for your cooperation. We will be in

touch with you soon about the other component ofevaluability assessment, an online survey
for program participants.
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CAN WE CONTACT YOU IN THE FUTURE IF WE HAVE ANY ADD ITIONAL
QUESTIONS OR NEED CLARIFICATION ABOUT SOMETHING YOU SAID DURING
TODAY’S INTERVIEW?
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Web-Based Survey Instrument

Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago is condungta web-based survey of college students in
California and Washington State who are particigatn one of several programs designed to
help former foster youth succeed in school. Thiigrof programs includes Guardian or
Renaissance Scholars, College Success, CME Scdemtigring Scholars, and Governor’'s
Scholarship. Throughout the survey we will usetdme “Guardian/Renaissance Scholars” to
refer to the entire group.

The purpose of the survey is to learn more abautesits’ experiences with and perceptions of
these programs. It is part of a larger project paicdy the W. S. Johnson and Stuart Foundations.
The survey will take approximately 20—-25 minutesaaplete. All of your responses will be

kept confidential. You will receive $25 for yourrgiaipation.

Once all of the data have been collected and aed)y2hapin Hall will prepare a report for the
two foundations. Although the report will be dibtrted to all of the programs whose students
participated in the study, no information that ebbé used to identify individual students will be
included in the report.

If you have any questions about the survey orahger project, please contact either

Amy Dworsky, Ph.D. Alfred Pérez

Principal Investigator OR Research Assistant
773.256.5164 773.256.5210
adworsky@-chapinhall.org aperez@chapinhall.org

TO PARTICIPATE IN THE STUDY, YOU MUST MEET TWO CRHERIA.
1. Were you a foster youth in California or Washingon State?
U No U Yes

2. Are you currently participating in a Guardian/Renaissance Scholars program at your
college or university?Remember, “Guardian/Renaissance Scholars” alsodas|College
Success, CME Society, Fostering Scholars, and @owsrScholarship.

U No U Yes

3. What is your gender?
Ua Male U Female

4. What is your date of birth?
Date of Birth: MM /DD / YYYY
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5. How do you identify yourself in terms of race ad/or ethnicity?
African American

Hispanic/Latino

Native American/American Indian/Alaskan Nativelt#aian Native
Caucasian/White

Asian or Pacific Islander

Biracial/Multiracial

Other (please specify)

o000 do

6. At which college or university are you enrolled?
Cal Poly Pomona

California State University, East Bay
California State University, Fullerton
Orange Coast Community College
San Francisco State University

San José State University

Seattle University

University of California, Irvine
University of California, Santa Cruz
Other (please specify)

ool

7. What year are you in at this college or universy?
Freshman/First year

Sophomore/Second year

Junior/Third year

Senior/Fourth year

Fifth year

Graduate student

oooooo

8. Were you a Guardian/Renaissance Scholar duringoyr first year at this college or
university?
U No U Yes U Don't know

9. For how many years have you been a Guardian/Reisaance Scholar?
This is the first year | have been a Guardiandfeance Scholar.

This is the second year | have been a GuardiaaiRsance Scholar.
This is the third year | have been a Guardianéidsance Scholar.

This is the fourth year | have been a Guardiaméigsance Scholar.
This is the fifth year | have been a Guardiand&sance Scholar.
Don’t know

o000 0
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10. The Educational Opportunity Program (EOP), the Eoéel Opportunity Programs and
Services (EOPS) and the TRIO program are educatpuertunity outreach programs designed
to motivate and support students from disadvanthgeligroundsAre you an Educational
Opportunity Program (EOP), Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS) or
TRIO student?

4 No U Yes U Don't know

11. Do you have a diagnosed learning disability?
4 No U Yes U Don't know

12. Do you have any other type of disability?
U No U Yes U Don't know

13. Were you required to take any remedial courseat this college or university before you
were able to begin college-level work?
U No U Yes U Don't know

14. From which of the following did you learn aboutthe Guardian/Renaissance Scholars
program?

Yes No
College/University admissions materials
Contacted by someone from the Guardian/Renaisssetogars program
Contacted by someone from the financial aid office
Contacted by someone from the admissions office
Social worker/Caseworker
Independent Living Program
Private agency (e.g., Orangewood Foundation, Celfgccess Foundation,
Treehouse, Silicon Valley Children’s Fund, or CgdeAccess Program)
High school teacher, guidance counselor or priicipa
Guardian/Renaissance Scholar program participant

o0 000000 o
o0 O00o0o0ddoo

15. Were you required to submit an application to Bcome a Guardian/Renaissance
Scholar?
U No U Yes
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16. What materials were you required to submit as art of your application to BECOME A
GUARDIAN/RENAISSANCE SCHOLAR?

Yes No
Guardian/Renaissance Scholar program application
Educational Opportunities Program (EOP) or TRIOgpam application
Financial aid application
Application for on-campus housing
Proof that you had been in foster care or wereral whthe state/court
Letters of recommendation
High school transcripts
Personal essay
Standardized test scores (e.g., ACT, SAT)

o000 Uoo
o000 ooo

17. Did you have an in-person interview with someanfrom the Guardian/Renaissance
Scholars Program?

U No U Yes
18. How difficult was the application process?
O Not difficult

U Somewhat difficult

O Difficult

U Very difficult
19. Why did you become a Guardian/Renaissance Scac? [Open-Ended Question]

The next set of questions is about specific sesviresupports you may have received
BECAUSE OF YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THE GUARDIAN/RENAI SSANCE
SCHOLARS PROGRAM. We are interested in services or supports thatgoeived
BECAUSE YOU ARE A GUARDIAN/RENAISSANCE SCHOLAR rather than services or
supports that any student at your college or usitsewvould have been eligible to receive.

20. Which of the following academic supports haveoy received from the
Guardian/Renaissance Scholars program?

Help choosing courses

Help choosing a major

Tutoring

Study skills training

Freshman entry level exam preparation

Graduate/professional school exam preparation
Graduate/professional school advising

Assistance related to a learning disability

Assistance related to another disability

Access to a computer lab specifically for Guard®emaissance Scholars

DDDDDDDDDD§
DO00C00C00C0OZ
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21. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schoo how important have each of these
academic supports been? If you did not receive a pgacular support, please check Not
Applicable (N/A).

Not at all Somewhat Important Important Not
important important very applicable
(N/A)
Help choosing courses a a a a a
Help choosing a major a a a a a
Tutoring a a a a a
Study skills training a a a a a
Freshman entry level exam 0 0 0 0 0
preparation
Graduate/professional school 0 0 0 0 0
exam preparation
Graduate/professional school 0 0 0 0 0
advising
Assistance related to a learning 0 0 0 0 0
disability
Asss'_tance related to another 0 0 0 0 0
disability
Access to a computer lab
specifically for Guardian or a a a a a

Renaissance Scholars

22. Have you received financial aid from the Guardin/Renaissance Scholars program?
U No U Yes

23. What did the financial aid you received from tle Guardian/Renaissance Scholars program help
you pay for?

Tuition

Room and board

Books

Laptop/Computer

School supplies

Emergency needs

oooooo

24. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schdp how important is this financial aid?
U Not at all important

U Somewhat important

U Important

U Very important

25. Have you received assistance with housing frotine Guardian/Renaissance Scholars program?
U No U Yes

26. What type of housing assistance have you recet/from the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars
program?

U On-campus housing

4 Off-campus housing

U Housing during holidays or spring break

U Housing during the summer
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27. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schdp how important is this housing assistance?
U Not at all important

U Somewhat important

U Important

U Very important

28. Has the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars programiqvided you with opportunities for
leadership development?
U No U Yes

29. What type of leadership development opportuniés has the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars
program provided? [Open-Ended Question]

30. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schoo how important are these opportunities for
leadership development?

U Not at all important

U Somewhat important

U Important

U Very important

31. Has the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars prograniqvided you with a mentor?
U No U Yes

32. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schop how important is this mentoring?
U Not at all important

U Somewhat important

U Important

U Very important

33. Priority enrollment gives certain students an ojyaaty to enroll in classes before the normal
registration period beginslave you been given priority enrollment because yoare a
Guardian/Renaissance Scholar?

U No U Yes

34. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schoo how important is priority enrollment?
U Not at all important

U Somewhat important

U Important

U Very important

35. Does the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars progrgemvide you with a sense of
family/community?
U No U Yes

36. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schop how important is this sense of
family/community?

U Not at all important

U Somewhat important

U Important

U Very important
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37.Summer Bridge is a residential program that pravitist-time college students with an opportunity
to experience the college environment during thmrear prior to the start of their freshman ydaid

you participate in a Summer Bridge program at yourcollege or university?

U No U Yes

38. Thinking about your ability to succeed in schdp how important is the Summer Bridge
program?

U Not at all important

U Somewhat important

U Important

U Very important

39. Have you received any OTHER services or supparfrom the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars
program that have not already been mentioned?
U No U Yes

40. What OTHER services or supports have you recewd? [Open-Ended Question]

41. Are there any services or supports that you DIiPeceive but need MORE of?
U No U Yes

42. What services or supports did you receive buteed MORE of? [Open-Ended Question]

43. Are there any services or supports that you nded but did NOT receive?
4 No U Yes

44. What services or supports did you need but NOTeceive? [Open-Ended Question]

45. |Is there an on campus drop-in center exclusiwefor the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars?
4 No U Yes

46. How often do you visit/use this on-campus drojm center?
U Everyday

O Several times a week

U Once a week

U Several times a semester/quarter/trimester

U Once a semester/quarter/trimester

O Never

47. How often do you have in-person contact with Gudian/Renaissance Scholars staff?
Everyday

Several times a week

Once a week

Several times a semester/quarter/trimester

Once a semester/quarter/trimester

a
a
a
a
a
O Never
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48. How often do you have e-mail or telephone cortwith Guardian/Renaissance Scholars staff?
U Everyday

O Several times a week

U Once a week

U Several times a semester/quarter/trimester

U Once a semester/quarter/trimester

O Never

49. How helpful have Guardian/Renaissance Scholassaff been when you have needed their
assistance?

U Not at helpful

U Somewhat helpful

U Helpful

4 Very helpful

50. To which of the following resources have Guardn/Renaissance staff referred you for help with
a problem?

U Student counseling services

U Student health services

U Community mental health agency

U Another community agency

51. What was the most significant challenge you fad during the transition from foster care to
college? [Open-Ended Question]

52. Did the Guardian/Renaissance Scholar program heyou cope with or overcome this challenge?
U No U Yes

53. How did the Guardian/Renaissance Scholar progm help you cope with or overcome this
challenge?[Open-Ended Question]

54. How might have the Guardian/Renaissance Scholgrogram helped you cope with or overcome
this challenge? [Open-Ended Question]

55. What is the best part about being a Guardian/Reaissance ScholarPOpen-Ended Question]
56. If you could change one thing about the programwhat would it be?[Open-Ended Question]

57. Are there any other changes you would make tanprove the Guardian/Renaissance Scholars
program?
U No U Yes

58. What other changes would you make to improve ¢hprogram? [Open-Ended Question]

59. How likely are you to recommend the Guardian/Reaissance Scholar program to other foster
youth?

U Not at all likely

U Somewhat likely

O Likely

Q Very likely
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Responses to Survey Questions by Campus Support gram

The following tables show how responses to the Waeted survey varied across the eight
campus support program whose students participatine study. These tables are primarily
intended for the program directors who expressedtgnterest in what their students had to say.
The data should be interpreted with caution becthessamples are small and not necessarily
representative of their respective program poputati For these same reasons, we strongly
advise against drawing any conclusions regarding ditierent programs compare with one
another.
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Table A1. Remedial coursework, EOP/TRIO status andly

pes of assistance received by school

Cal Poly East Bay | Fullerton Orange San San José Seattle College
Pomona Coast Francisco U. Success
# % #| % | #| % | # % # % #| % |[#| % # %
Required to take remedial 16 88.9 7| 636 8 533 1 16.7 10 769 |4 308 1 20.04 23.5
courses
EOP or TRIO student 18 100.0 1090.9 | 15/ 100.0/ 6 | 100.0 | 13| 100.00 3 23/]1 |0 0. y. 11.
Received any academic 17 100.0 | 11 100.0| 15| 100.0| 5 83.3 13| 100.0f 1076.9| 3| 60.0 9 56.3
supports
Received any financial 13 76.5 10 90.9 | 15| 100.0f 6 | 100.0 | 12| 923, 3 234 5 1000 10 62,
assistance
Received any housing 16 94.1 7| 63.6/ 14 933 | 2 33.3 9 75.0f 71 538 5 100.0 b 31
assistance

Table A2. Ways participants learned about the progam by school

Cal Poly | East Bay| Fullerton | Orange San San José Seattle U.| College

Pomona Coast | Francisco Success

# ] % | #| % | # | % | #]| % | # | % | #| % | # % # | %
College/university admissions material 5 2y.8 273 3| 200 3 50p g 6154 308 0] 0.0 1| 5.9
Contacted by campus support program 11 6161|545 2| 13.3 3 500 9 6929 |69.2| O 0.0 2| 11.8
Contacted by financial aid office @ 00 |3 213 |0 00.1|16.7 2| 1543|231 O 0.0 1] 59
Contacted by admissions office D 00 |12 91 |0 OO |2w.7| O] 00| 2 77 O 0.0 1 5P
Social worker/caseworker 3 1671 | 91| 5| 333 2 333 7 5382|154 1| 20.0f 14 70.p
Independent living program 4 2224 | 36.4| 7| 46.7 4] 66.7 6 46|26 | 46.2] 2| 40.00 6| 353
Private agency 1] 56 2 182 p 333 |3 500 |2 154|154 5| 1000 6| 358
High school teacher/guidance 2 (111} 1|91| 5| 333 1 16y 2 15/42 | 154 0| 0.0 4| 235
counselor/principal
Current or former program participant 7 389|273 3| 20Q 5 838 6§ 46{23|23.1] O 0.0 2| 11.8
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Cal Poly | EastBay| Fullerton | Orange San San José Seattle U.| College
Pomona Coast Francisco Success
# % | #| % | # % |#| % # % |[#|] % | #| % # %
Program application 18 1000 | 90.9| 15| 100.0 6§ 100.013| 100.0 7 | 53.8| 5| 100.0 12 88.2
EOP/TRIO application 13 8383 9 90/0 13 867 |5 83.8B3|100.000| 0.0| 1| 20.0f 2| 14.3
Financial aid application 16 889 p 500 015 100.0| B3.3| 12| 923 1 143 4 80.p 14 100.0
Application for on-campus housing 15 833 |3 30.0 |183.3| 0| 0.0 9] 692 1 143 B8 60j0 @4 28
Proof of foster care/ward of court | 18 | 100.0f 7 | 70.0| 15/ 100.0 6§ 100,013 | 100.0{ 4 | 57.1| 5| 100.0 14 1000
status
Letters of recommendation 17 94{4 |3 30.0 |15 100.00 8.3 10] 769 O 00 4 800 14 100.0
High school transcripts 1y 944 P2 200 (03 86.7| 60.0p11| 84.6| 2| 286 3 60.0 14 100.
Personal essay 18 100.04 | 40.0| 15| 100.0 6§ 100J013 | 100.0] 1 | 14.3| 5| 100.0 14 100/0
Standardized test scores 15 833 |1 1200 |11 733 60558 | 615 2 286 2 400 6 42)9
In-person interview 1§ 100/07 | 70.0| 15| 100.0 5 83.83 10 76/9 |4 57.1 |5 100.0 |13.9 92
Cal Poly | East Bay| Fullerton | Orange San San José Seattle | College
Pomona Coast | Francisco u. Success
# % # | % | # % |#| % | # | % [ #]| % | # | % | # | %
Help choosing courses 4 824 |4 364 |10 66.7| 5 833|923 8 615 1 200 6 37
Help choosing a major 8§ 471 B 243 |8 533 |2 333 4.2 3| 231 1 200 4 25
Tutoring 16| 94.1| 1090.9| 12| 80.0f 4/ 66.Fy 10 769 3 231 (1 20.0 |2 125
Study skills training 14 824 7 636 Y 46(7 |3 50.8 | 615 9| 692 1] 200 4 25
Entry level exam preparation 7 412 |2 182 |5 333 |3.3| 5| 385 4 308 Q 00 3 18
Graduate/professional school exam 3 |176| 2| 1823 1 6.7 0 00O 4 304 |2 154 (0O 0.0 |1
preparation
Graduate school advising 9 529 |5 45 |2 183 | 23B33 | 231 4 308 1 200 1 63
Assistance related to learning disability 3 176 (8.4 2| 133| 1 167y 2 154 po 77 |0 00 |0 0.0
Assistance related to another disability 4 235 | 332 4| 26.7| O/ 0.0 1} 77 1 7.J¢ [ 200 |0 Q.
Access to a dedicated computer lab 17 100.0| 8 {|72%5| 100.00 2| 33.3 10 769 B 231 |1 20.0 |0 0.0
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Table A5. Use of financial aid by school

Cal Poly East Bay Fullerton Orange San San José | Seattle U. College

Pomona Coast Francisco Success

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Tuition 9 69.2| 7 70.0 15| 100/0 3 50.0 6 545 0 0.0 4 80.0 10 100.0
Room and board 9 692 5 50,0 14 93.3 2 33.3 7 63.6 33.3| 5 | 100.0 10| 1000
Books 5 385 7 70.0 15 1000 6 | 100.0, 9 81.8| O 0.0 5] 1000 9 90.p
Laptop/computer 0 0.0 3 30,0 5 333 2 33.3 4 36.4 |00.0 3 60.0 3 30.0
School supplies 5 385 7 700 15 100.05 83.3| 10| 909 O 0.0 4 80.D 7 70,0
Emergency needs 3 23]1 7 70.0 13 8B.7 3 50.0 7 638 | 66.7 2 40.0 5 50.(

Table A6. Receipt of housing assistance by school

Cal Poly | East Bay| Fullerton | Orange San San Jos€g Seattle U.| College
Pomona Coast Francisco Success
# % | #| % | # % |#| % # % | #| % | # % # | %
On-campus housing 16 100.0 |6 857 14 100.0f O D.0 |1090.0f 4| 57.1 5| 100.04 | 80.0
Off-campus housing 2l 12% 1 143 |7 500 |2 100® | 33.3| 0| 0.0f 0O/ 0.0 2 40)0
Housing during holidays and spring| 10 | 62.5| 4| 571 12 857 0 0.0 8 889 (2 286 |5 1p020 | 40.0
break
Housing during the summer 11 68/8 |4 5¢.1 (11 78.6| 0.0 7| 77.8| 3| 429 5 100/02 | 40.0

Table A7. Receipt of other supports by school

Cal Poly East Bay| Fullerton Orange San San Jos€¢ Seattle College
Pomona Coast Francisco U. Success
# % #| % | #| % | # % # % #| % |#| % # %

Leadership development 11 64.7 7| 63.611| 73.3| 4| 66.7 8 66.7/ 9 69/23| 60.0| 8 50.0
opportunities
Mentoring services 11 64.7 8 724.4 | 286| 4 66.7 7 58.3 8 6.5 |3 600 10 62
Priority enrollment 3 17.6 9 81/814]100.0] 4 66.7 12| 10000 1 7.7 O 0.0 3 18.
Sense of family/community 17 100.0 180.9| 14 | 100.0| 5 83.3 11| 91.7| 1184.6| 4| 80.0 9 56.3
Summer Bridge 17 100.0 5 4580| 714 | 0 0.0 8 66.7, 1 7.7 P 0.0 4 25.
Dedicated campus drap-center| 16 94.1 8| 72.714]100.0{ 6 | 100.0 8 66.7| 1184.6| 3| 60.0 6 37.5
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Table A8. Referrals to other services by school

Cal Poly | EastBay | Fullerton Orange San San José | Seattle U. | College

Pomona Coast Francisco Success

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Student counseling services 2 706 6 545 |9 b4.3 | 83.3| 10| 833 11| 91y 3] 600 3 18.3
Student health services 11 647 4 364 [11 7786 |4.7667 | 583 5| 417 3| 60.p 3 188
Community mental health 7 | 412 2| 182 2| 143 1, 167 2 167 B 250 (1 200 |83
agency
Another community agency 7] 41)2 ] 9|1 5 429 |2 335 | 417/ 6 | 50.0 1 200 1 6.8

Table A9. Contact with and perceptions of program &

Cal Poly East Bay Fullerton Orange San San José| Seattle U College
Pomona Coast Francisco Success
# % | # % # % # % # % # | % # % # %
In-person contact
At least once a week 12 | 70.6] 5] 455| 13 929 ( 0.0 4 333 |4 383 |2 40.0 ®.0
Several timeasemester | 4 | 235| 5| 455 1 7.1 § 100/0 ¢ 667 |7 583 |2 40.0 43.8
Once a semester or 1 59| 1 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 83 1 20.0 9 56.3
never
E-mail or telephone contact
At least once a week 7 | 412 5| 455 12| 857 1 16,y 10 83{3 |6 50.0 |1 20.M 0.0
Several timeasemester | 9 | 52.9| 6| 545 2 143 5 833 y. 167 |6 50.0 |4 80.0 |1p5
Once a semester or never 1 59| 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 D 0J0 0 0,0 6 375
Helpfulness of program stal 16 | 94.1 | 11 | 100.0| 14 | 100.0| 5 | 83.3 | 12 | 100.0| 11 (91.7| 5 | 100.0| 12 | 75.0

Table A10. Other measures of program impact by sclud

Cal Poly | EastBay | Fullerton Orange San San José| Seattle U.| College

Pomona Coast Francisco Success

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %
Helpful in coping with or overcoming 15 | 882 2| 333 8| 88P 2 66/7 12 1p0 B8 66.7 |1 B3.3 |Z43.8

challenge
Would recommend program to other foster | 14 | 82.4| 11| 100 14 100 6 100 12 1p0 10 833 |5 1004 | B7.5

youth
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About Chapin Hall

Established in 1985, Chapin Hall is an independent policy
research center whose mission is to build knowledge that
improves policies and programs for children and youth,
families, and their communities.

Chapin Hall’s areas of research include child maltreatment
prevention, child welfare systems and foster care, youth
justice, schools and their connections with social services
and community organizations, early childhood initiatives,
community change initiatives, workforce development,
out-of-school time initiatives, economic supports for
families, and child well-being indicators.



1313 East 60th Street T:773.256.5100 www.chapinhall.org
Chicago, IL 60637 F:773.753.5940

Chapi]]]‘] a]_l at the University of Chicago

Policy research that benefits children, families, and their communities
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