Oregon Child Care Research Partnership

March 7, 2007
Minutes

Attendance: Bobbie Weber, Kim Cardona, Art Emlen, Deana Grobe, Tom Olsen, Becky Vorpagel, Ben Kujala, Andrew Bremner, Lynn Reynoso, Beth Unverzagt
I. Child care system logic model: What about programs that do not receive CCDF funds?
Bobbie provided the background for the child care system logic model and how it was designed to move toward goal achievement. The process was also a way of separating out the responsibilities of the partners and illustrating the links between the different partners. The issue brought to the meeting was that the document is titled the Oregon Childhood Care and Education System Logic Model, but it only includes CCDF funded projects. For example, it does not include important pieces of the system such as Head Start or the Food Program. Lynn shared her ideas on ways to revise the document. She said that either the title needed to be changed or a way of designating other partners should be incorporated into the document. The group decided on the following:
· Rename the document. After some discussion the group came up with a possible title: Progress and Accountability Tracking Tool (PATT).  Oregon CCDF Funded Childhood Care and Education System Logic Model. The different words we worked from included: Accountability, Measure, Tracking, Progress, Activities, Tool.

· Indicate all the partners of the system, but separate them out between ‘CCDF Funded’ and ‘Other Federally Funded’ or something along those lines.

· Make link to CCDF plan. Indicate in the document how this work links with the CCDF plan.
II. System accountability committee: Advice and next steps
Preliminary charge is to (1) simplify current Logic Model document (see I above) for other audiences including a series of one-pagers with gaps and graphics, and (2) keep it current (break it down into smaller pieces so that we can show more progress). Committee members have already been chosen. The group decided to add Dell Ford, Department of Education, to the list of members. They also added the task of finalizing the document title to the committee members.
III. Out-of School Time needs assessment: Advice on design and project establishing cost estimates
Beth is working on securing funding for a few research projects related to Afterschool care. She asked this group for advice on what she has proposed, cost estimates, and whether the work could be completed in 18 months. Below is a summary of the advice the group provided based on the handout given at the meeting:
Overall – Art suggested Beth read an article by Rosalind Barnett and Karen Gareis published in American Behavioral Scientist (2006, volume 49, pages 1382-1399). The article focuses on parents’ perception of concern for afterschool care. 
1st project: Overview History of Funding in Oregon for Afterschool – The group suggested reframing this project to be more manageable. Call it the Oregon History of Funding Strategies and identify the successful and unsuccessful strategies in afterschool care programs. We suggested looking at approximately 20 case studies; hiring someone with the skills to do interviewing, analyze themes, and with good writing skills; estimated approximately $32,000 to complete the work (20 case studies times 40 hours per case study times $40 per hour wage); and felt it could easily be done within 18 months.

2nd project: Statewide Baseline Data Collection – Bobbie did not necessarily see this project as being separate. She felt it was part of the needs assessment. We ran out of time and didn’t get a chance to discuss this project in detail.

3rd project: Needs Assessment – Art felt the Parent Focus group piece would be limited in scope and instead suggested an employee survey. That way they could sample of variety of different workers’ perceptions. Art was willing to provide information on the employee surveys he has conducted in the past. Bobbie also indicated that it is important to realize that not every child needs a public solution for Afterschool care. There was a lot of discussion about this project, but overall the group felt the following: 

· An employee survey would be a good option for capturing the needs of working parents. 

· There are quite a few existing data sources that can be used to build the ‘what we already know’ piece of the needs assessment including: CCD numbers, Survey of Schools, number of children by county, R&R slots for school age, Oregon Population Survey data (kindergarten through age 12). One issue that will need to be dealt with at the analysis stage is the duplication across these different data sources. 
· Roughly estimated $300,000 for this research project.
· Felt it would be difficult to complete this work within 18 months, especially if an employee survey was part of the plan.

· Important to work towards an on-going data collection system instead of a point-in-time snapshot.
IV. Quality Indicator Evaluator Search
The group had a few edits to the evaluator search information Bobbie drafted:
· Change ‘(3) experience with web-based data collection systems’ in the one paragraph description to ‘understanding of the use of the internet for data collection systems’ or something along those lines.

· Change ‘(4)’ in that one paragraph description to ‘both qualitative and quantitative evaluation experience’ instead of ‘research experience’.

· Becky is going to rework the last sentence of the one paragraph description instructing those who are interested to go to the OCCRRN website for additional information.

· In the Requested Evaluation Services paragraph under (1) the following information will be added: the number of centers involved in the project in Multnomah County and the number of key stakeholders (steering committee members, center licensing specialists). 

V. 2006 Affordability Benchmark
Background.  In 2004 the child care usage question was reworded to capture both paid or unpaid care. Bobbie discovered while doing the analysis that some paid care (tuition in early childhood education) wasn’t being captured in the paid care category. Thus, in 2006 the question was reworded again to include more paid care – the previous years wording plus care paid for tuition in early childhood education.
The affordability benchmark increased from 39% in 2004 to 48% in 2006. We need to be able to explain this jump. The group proposed the following additional analyses:

· Compare the question that asks about tuition payments in early childhood education between 2004 and 2006. 

· Are there more part-time programs being represented? Compare hours in care from previous year by ranges.

· Compare household median income and percent of households in different income quartiles.

· Look at the ages of care. Are there more school age or preschool age children represented?

· Subsidy issue – look at incomes below 150% of poverty and compare to previous years.

VI. User-friendly County Profiles - update
The state profile is currently being printed (500 copies). In about a week, the State and County Profiles will be available through the OCCRP website. 

Distribution:

· Network [250 copies]

· April Coordinating Council [Bobbie will be bringing copies to this meeting]

· OCCF [50 copies]

· Food Program [20 copies]

· OCCD [5 copies]

· Ask CCD whether the Licensing Specialist should receive a copy

· Ask DHS whether the field offices should receive a copy

VII. Updates
DHS/Abt duration study – those at the meeting did not know the current status of this project.

OCCF Evaluation of family, friend, and neighbor project – Kim has written the statement of work and strongly requested that they ask Clara Pratt to complete the work. Kim is working with Michigan on the tool kits.

New Child Care Contribution Tax Credit Project evaluation – those at the meeting did not know the current status of this project.

Analysis of 2006 OPS data – Bobbie will be returning to the OPS data after she works on the Quality Indicator data next week.
VIII. Added Agenda Item: Food Stamp Program – Advice

Lynn asked for advice on collecting data to backup a new Food Stamp payment model she would like to try and get approved this year. Right now centers get reimbursed based on a means tested system. This system requires the centers to do a lot of paperwork as they need to collect income data from all the children’s parents. The model she is proposing would determine reimbursement through one of two ways depending on the preference of the center: (1) means tested method (the current model), or (2) building level method where reimbursement would be based on the local school districts means tested model. She would like assistance in designing the elements of a research project to illustrate the outcome of changing to this new model.
Next Steps: Lynn will set up a time with Deana and Bobbie to talk through the research design, data collection, and analysis for this project.

Next Meeting: Wednesday, April 4, 2007 – 9:30am-Noon 
