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1. Introduction

This is the first report on a project to develop a national data collection for children’s services (child care and preschool services) in Australia. It specifically reports on the phase 1pilot test of the Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set 

(CSNMDS). 

Development of nationally comparable data on children’s services has been well recognised as an important area for policy development, planning, monitoring and evaluation. To date, there is no national collection of information on children’s services in Australia. Currently, the Australian Government and individual states and territories collect data on children’s services that they provide for and/or fund or support within their jurisdictions.  A number of other organisations also collect some information on children’s services. However, all of these data collections cannot simply be added together to provide a national picture of child care and preschool service provision in Australia. The reasons for this are:

· the data collections are undertaken at different times;

· the data collections collect different data items;

· even where the same data item is collected, there is use of different data definitions; and

· some service providers are funded by more than one jurisdiction, resulting in double counting.

1.1 What is the Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set?
The CSNMDS is a set of data elements, including definitions, classifications and standards, to be collected and reported on across children’s services in all jurisdictions throughout Australia. The agreed data elements are intended to meet national requirements for information on the provision of child care and preschool services funded by Australian Government and state/territory governments. It describes:

· the children who use child care and preschool services;

· the organisations providing child care and preschool services, and the nature of the service provided; and

· the workers delivering child care and preschool services to children.

Furthermore, the CSNMDS could be used to: 

· measure relative performance against agreed indicators (accessibility, affordability, quality of care, etc.);

· monitor national trends over time;

· monitor and evaluate policies that affect children’s services;

· identify the impact of early intervention programs; and

· provide linkages with other relevant data sets that relate to children.

While the CSNMDS does not represent all the information needed or collected by jurisdictions, it has the potential to meet the requirements for national information in the children’s services area. 

1.2 Children’s services data dictionary and manual

A data dictionary is a vehicle for specifying data collection standards which enable the collection of a national minimum data set. Essentially, it describes the meaning of the information to be collected. A data dictionary is comprised of data elements or items. Each data element specifies a definition (what is it you want to know), a context (who wants to know it and why), a data domain (what is the range of possible answers) and sets out a guide for use (which one of the possible answers should I use). 

The CSNMDS data manual (otherwise known as the CSNMDS specifications) describes data elements using a standard data dictionary template endorsed by the National Community Services Information Management Group (NCSIMG). This standard format is based on ISO/IEC 11179 Specification and Standardisation of Data Elements—the international standard for defining data elements issued by the International Organization for Standardization and the International Electrotechnical Commission. The application of this international standard across data dictionaries in the health, housing and community services fields adds to the completeness, integrity and consistency of data definitions and consequently to the quality and utility of national data. 
1.3 Background 

The importance of the development of nationally comparable data on children’s services has been widely recognised (SCARC 1998: vii). It has important implications for policy development, planning, monitoring and evaluation, and early childhood learning and services. Currently, there is no basic national information on children’s services such as the total number of government-funded service providers, children using these services and workers working in these children’s services. As a result, the Children’s Services Data Working Group (CSDWG) was set up by the NCSIMG in 1998 to improve national children’s services data. At this time the CSDWG was composed of representatives of the Commonwealth, state and territory children’s services departments, the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) and the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS). Figure 1 illustrates key stages in the development of the CSNMDS prior to the phase 1 pilot test.
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At its first meeting the CSDWG agreed to work towards developing an NMDS for children’s services. The CSNMDS would consist of a set of agreed data items, definitions and data standards by the jurisdictions. As part of the process of developing a CSNMDS, decisions would have to be made about the scope of the data set, the level at which data are to be collected and the data elements and associated definitions. The following principles are generally associated with an NMDS:

· the data definitions are clear, concise and comprehensive;

· the information collected is relevant and useful;

· there is an emphasis on data quality;

· the data can be collected in a consistent way across jurisdictions;

· the standards are consistent with other national standards (e.g. ABS);

· the burden on people collecting the data is minimised; and

· individual’s privacy is respected.

During 1998–99, the AIHW prepared a report examining the various children’s services data collections in order to inform the development of a children’s services NMDS (AIHW 2000). Drafts of this report were circulated among members of the CSDWG and other key stakeholders and formed the basis of discussions on the scope of an NMDS, the data elements to be included in an NMDS, and draft data element definitions. As a consequence of these discussions, the AIHW agreed to develop the first CSNMDS specifications and to field test these specifications. 

Between October and December 2000, a total of seventeen services in New South Wales, Queensland, Tasmania and the Australian Capital Territory took part in the field test. 

One of the main findings of the field test was that collecting data by ‘funded service type’ was not very meaningful. For example, a service called a ‘long day care centre’ might provide long day care, occasional care, care for school age children and a preschool program for children in the year before full-time school. Collecting data on the basis of whether a service was a long day care centre, an occasional care centre, sessional preschool or an outside school hours care service was not appropriate when these services offered multiple form of care for children. It was also difficult to distinguish ‘occasional care’ from ‘regular part-time care’, regardless of whether these activities took place in a dedicated occasional care centre or a long day care centre. 

The CSNMDS specifications were revised accordingly. One of the main changes to the specifications was that data on service activity, children and workers would not be collected by ‘service type’. The CSDWG agreed that collecting data by ‘type of service’ according to funding and/or licensing labels did not describe the flexibility of service provision that was occurring ‘on the ground’. Information on the types of service that outlets are funded or licensed to provide could be collected from administrative records rather than from the service. 

In October 2001, the AIHW proposed to the CSDWG that the AIHW conduct the phase 1 pilot test of the revised CSNMDS specifications. This proposal was agreed to be funded by all jurisdictions in February 2002. 

1.4 Purpose of the phase 1 pilot test

The main aim of the pilot test was to measure the feasibility of the proposed data collection and its potential to produce nationally consistent, comparable, comprehensive and useful data. The data items included in the pilot test are shown in Figure 2. In particular, the phase 1 pilot test was designed to:

· test the practicality and feasibility of the proposed scope of the CSNMDS;

· test the practicality and consistency of interpretation of data elements (questions) and the comprehensiveness of data domains (range of possible answers);

· test the quality of reported data;

· test the feasibility and practicality of collecting unit record data on children and workers;

· test the feasibility of using common questions on standard collection forms across several different types of funded services;

· test the feasibility of using one collection form for services funded by different jurisdictions and/or by different departments within the one jurisdiction;

· test whether specific data items (e.g. child’s age, arrival and departure times, and school status) enabled children attending ‘preschool’ or ‘school-age care’ programs to be identified;

· assess respondent burden;

· test whether the CSNMDS collects information that is useful for jurisdictions’ purposes (gives them answers to important questions); and

· trial the construction of a unique ID for each CSNMDS outlet. 

It was originally proposed to test whether statistical record linkage could be used (by trailing some components of a statistical linkage key for individual children included in the pilot test). However, it was decided that it would be premature to test such a linkage key without first testing the feasibility and practicality of collecting unit record data.

Figure 2: Items included in the Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Phase 1 Pilot Test
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1.5 Scope of the phase 1 pilot test

The scope of the CSNMDS includes provision of child care and preschool services funded by Australian and state/territory governments. Specifically, it includes organisations providing child care and preschool services, children who use these services, and workers delivering child care and preschool services to children.

In undertaking the pilot test, it was found necessary to make some changes to the scope, described below (also see Appendix 1 for specific changes made).

Service

A service is defined as the organisational unit that delivers a child care or preschool service at a particular location. Child care and preschool services are defined as:

· A range of appropriate care and development activities for children that promote the social, emotional, and physical and intellectual development of children that:

· -
are provided by a person other than the child’s parent or guardian; and

· -
assist parents with child rearing, participation in the workforce and other activities.

Playgroups, toy libraries and other activities that involve both the parent and the child are excluded from the scope of the CSNMDS.

The pilot test included child care and preschool services funded by Australian and/or state/territory governments. Funding was defined as:

· operational funding and/or per capita funding from Australian and/or state/territory governments;

· the service is approved for the Child Care Benefit (CCB);

· funding as part of an approved educational establishment; or

· a combination of the above.

Children

Children included in the pilot test are defined as all children attending government-funded child care and preschool services during the collection week.  This includes all children who would ‘usually’ attend government-funded child care or preschool services (that is, children whose place has been paid for or who are enrolled and have attended in the last month) but who are absent for the entire collection week.

Children are excluded where there is a parent that always remains with the child for the duration of the activity.

Workers

Workers are defined as all paid, unpaid and contract workers delivering child care and preschool activities within services that are within the scope of the CSNMDS during the collection week. In  the phase 1 pilot test, information was collected only for paid primary contact workers, including service coordinators.

A paid primary contact worker is defined as a paid worker who has direct contact with children participating in activities, i.e. a person who is directly responsible for supervising and/or caring for children. As a result, the following workers were excluded from the pilot test:

· unpaid primary contact workers (eg. students, volunteers);

· other paid workers who are solely doing work other than supervising and/or caring for children (e.g. cooks, gardeners, receptionists); and

· paid primary contact workers and paid service coordinators who are absent for the entire collection week.

2. Pilot testing

Figure 3 illustrates the overall course of the phase 1 pilot test from service selection to choosing the test week, collection forms and guidelines used, and the conduct of briefing sessions, reporting results and presenting findings.

2.1 Ethics approval

Prior to conducting the phase 1 pilot test, a submission was made to the AIHW Ethics Committee as it was planned to collect personal information about children and workers e.g. date of birth for children and qualification status of workers. 

AIHW stated that they would assure service providers that the data they supplied would be used for statistical purposes only and that individual service providers would not be identifiable by name or address in any reports.  

The AIHW also proposed to provide service providers with an information sheet which they would circulate to parents and workers informing them about the pilot test, the data items to be collected and of the strict privacy and confidentiality safeguards in place. This information sheet was written in plain English and translated into 10 different languages.  It was also proposed that an information advice sheet (see Appendix 2) be provided to service providers to assist them with further queries. 

The AIHW Ethics Committee gave ethical clearance for the phase 1 pilot test to go ahead. 

2.2 Service selection

It was agreed that the Australian and state and territory departmental representatives on the CSDWG would identify and recruit between 45 and 50 children’s services to participate in the phase 1 pilot test. Prior to 2002, jurisdictions where child care and preschool services were the responsibility of two different departments were represented on the CSDWG by these departments. In order to facilitate the planning of the pilot test (in the short term) and the development of the CSNMDS (in the longer term), it was agreed to invite the education department in these jurisdictions to nominate a representative to the CSDWG. The Commonwealth Department of Education, Science and Training also joined the CSDWG because of their involvement in funding Indigenous preschools (and in the conduct of the annual Indigenous Preschool Census).

It was decided that it was important to represent the complexity of children’s services delivery in selecting the services. The services chosen thus varied by ‘type of funded service’, service delivery model (fixed or mobile), service delivery setting (centre, school or home-based) and geographic location (capital city, provincial town, rural and remote). Some services specifically designed or catering for Indigenous children were also included in the service selection. 

Members of the CSDWG contacted relevant service providers who they thought might be willing to participate in the phase 1 pilot test. Where service providers agreed to take part, they were sent a letter from the CSDWG members, confirming their agreement and introducing the AIHW as the agency undertaking this work (see Appendices 3a and 3b). 

Members of the CSDWG recruited a total of 47 service providers from every state and territory to participate in the phase 1 pilot test. Three service providers were subsequently unable to participate and one was found to be out of scope. Table 1 shows the 43 service providers who completed the test forms by funded service type and state/territory. Family day care and in–home care services were asked to recruit 10 caregivers to participate.

The sample recruited was not necessarily representative of all child care and preschool services. However, the pilot test did provide information on the feasibility of collecting the data and whether there was a consistent level of understanding and interpretation of the questions used to collect the data.

2.3 Choosing the phase 1 pilot test week

The selection of  a common collection week for the test was difficult and dependent on the need to avoid weeks in which there were public holidays, school holiday periods (which varied in the different jurisdictions) and jurisdictions’ own child care and preschool data collection activities (including the full Commonwealth Child Care Census held in May 2002). 

The CSDWG agreed that the phase 1 pilot test would take place in the week of Monday 19 to Sunday 25 August 2002. It was decided that one vacation care service provider in Tasmania would be asked to complete the collection during a week in the Tasmanian school holidays—from Monday 9 September to Sunday 15 September 2002.

 

Table 1: Services that participated in the CSNMDS Phase 1 Pilot Test
	Jurisdictions
	Service type

	New South Wales
	Community preschool education department mobile service (preschool)

	
	Community-based preschool (special needs children)

	
	Indigenous community-based preschool

	
	Rural community-based preschool and occasional care

	
	Long day care centres (community-based and private for profit)

	
	Private for profit long day care centre/before and after school care service

	Victoria
	Community preschool occasional care centre

	
	Long day care centre

	
	In-home care service (private)

	
	Family day care service

	Queensland
	Education department preschool

	
	Community preschool

	
	Before and after school care services

	
	Occasional care services

	
	Long day care centre

	
	Family day care centre

	Western Australia
	Community preschool

	
	Government preschool

	
	Before and after school care service

	
	Long day care centre

	
	Urban Indigenous child care service (MACS)

	
	Remote Indigenous child care service (MACS)

	South Australia
	Community preschool and occasional care

	
	Preschool (child/parent centre)

	
	Long day care and preschool

	Tasmania
	Long day care centre

	
	Education department preschool

	
	Occasional care centre (neighborhood model)

	
	Before and after school care service and vacation care

	Northern Territory
	Government preschool

	
	Remote Aboriginal after school care service

	
	Multifunctional Aboriginal Children’s Services

	Australian Capital Territory
	Education department preschool

	
	Occasional care centre

	
	Before and after school service


2.4 Methodology

2.4.1 Collection method

Paper-based forms

All forty-three services that participated in the phase 1 pilot test filled in paper-based forms and were provided with guidelines to help them undertake this task (Appendix 4). Nearly all participating services had a staff member attend one of the briefing sessions where the AIHW explained how to fill in the test forms and answered service providers’ queries. Those who were unable to attend the briefing sessions were assisted over the telephone by an AIHW staff member. A free-call phase 1 pilot test hotline was made available to services to answer any queries.

Family day care and in-home care staff passed on the information, forms and guidelines to their caregivers.

Two main issues arose from using paper-based forms:

1.
Some services noted a strong preference for electronically-based forms. These were services that had existing electronic recording processes and found it burdensome recording details on paper. Electronic forms were not made available to services in the pilot test for three reasons: 

i.
The cost associated with setting up more than one collection method (and the level of funding for the pilot test).

ii.
The limited number of services participating in the phase 1 pilot test.

iii.
The unknown number of services without access to computerised electronic systems.

Nevertheless, it appeared important to test electronic data collection in the stage 2 pilot test. 
	Recommendation 1: That electronic forms are made available to service providers involved in the next stage of the pilot test.
	CSDWG Response:

Not Agreed



	· Although the CSDWG agreed that it was an important requirement of 
e-government to allow the collection to be done electronically, it was agreed not to use electronic forms for the next stage of pilot testing.  However, attempts should be made to make electronic forms available in the later stages of development or implementation of the CSNMDS.

· Return rates of electronic forms in the 2002 Commonwealth Census of Child Care Services showed that while services were able to use their CCB software to feed information into the Census, such as family day care which made high use of electronic lodgement, the overall use of electronic forms was rather low.


2.
The size of the form sent to a given service depended on the number of children a service expected to provide activities to in a given week. Prior to the pilot test, service providers were contacted to obtain information on this number.

It was envisaged that any future pilot test could use administrative data on licensing and funding to establish the approximate number of children likely to be cared for in the collection period and the appropriate size form. 

Form types

The use of different forms for each of the three modes of service delivery (centre-based, family day care/in-home care and mobile) was generally successful. The different types of forms successfully captured the organisational differences between the different modes of service delivery. Some centre-based services, however, were not able to accurately record the availability of all types of service activities they offered on the pilot test form.

Length and selection of collection period

There were no issues arising from the dates set for the pilot test. For various reasons, some services completed their pilot test collection forms in weeks following the one scheduled. Whilst this would not be recommended in a ‘live’ collection, it was accepted by the pilot test team to maximise the level of participation.

A one-week collection period was considered suitable for the pilot test and only one issue arose from this choice, this being that some mobile services operate on a two-weekly schedule. 

Response rates and turnaround time for forms

The pilot test achieved a good response rate with 43 of the 47 services selected returning forms. Of the four services that did not return forms, one was deemed to be out of scope, another had not yet commenced operations, while the other two did not participate for other reasons.

The due date for all but the Family Day Care/In-home care forms was set at one week after the collection week. Family Day Care/In-home care forms were due two weeks after the collection week to allow service providers to collect forms from their caregivers. Close to half of the services returned the forms on time and more than 75% of forms were received within a week of the due date.
	Recommendation 2: Forms based on three main types of delivery mode (centre-based, family day care/in-home care, and mobile services) has worked well for the pilot test and should continue to be used in the next stage of the pilot test.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


2.4.2 Form Design

As previously outlined, the following forms (based on service delivery mode and setting) were used in the phase 1 pilot test: 

· centre-based;

· Family Day Care and ‘In-Home Care’ schemes and caregivers; and

· mobile Services.

All services were able to participate in the pilot test using one of these forms (or two in the case of home-based care) regardless of which jurisdiction(s), or which department within a jurisdiction, they were funded by. There were small differences between the forms (see Appendix 5) which covered three main areas: 

· service and service activities;

· children; and

· workers and caregivers.

The pilot test found that it was feasible to use the same forms for services offering different types of funded service activities, but having the same service delivery mode and setting. For example, long day care centres, occasional care centres, preschools, multi-functional centres, etc. were able to complete the centre-based form using the same questions. 

Design of questions

There were no open-ended questions in the forms. This helped to reduce error and the time taken to complete forms. Nearly all questions used either tick boxes or time boxes for participants to fill in. Also, some tick boxes were introduced to reduce respondent burden (i.e. child attendance hours ‘time same as child above’). Where necessary, respondents were given a number of options for answering particular questions. For example, service providers had three choices when answering the ‘maximum number of children’ question. Service providers could specify a maximum number for the week or different numbers for different days of the week or different times of the day. This allowed services to answer the questions using the option that best reflected how their service operated.  

Generally, the forms worked well and were user friendly. All service providers were satisfied with the design of the forms and found the questions were easy to follow and comprehend. On a number of occasions, service providers stated that the collection of more data items regarding services, children and workers, would provide a more comprehensive picture of children’s services in their state. 




A few service providers stated that the questions asked on the forms were not only useful for the pilot test purposes but also useful for their service.

However, there were common concerns by service providers about specific questions. A few of the service providers did not understand questions on ‘maximum number of children the service offers activities to at any one time’, ‘child attendance hours’ and ‘qualifications of workers’. Some of the reasons for the confusion can be related to the design of these questions, but it is probably more to do with scope issues.

Generally, most service providers were able to interpret questions correctly and consistently. This was confirmed by: 

· Spot checks undertaken comparing answers for service and child attendance questions, i.e. hours of opening of a service and child attendance hours, maximum number of children a service has at any one point in time and number of children during the collection week.

· Very few missing answers to questions.

· Positive and negative feedback about questions on the feed back forms.

· AIHW staff only needing to call a few service providers with queries about data on the forms.

Use of guidelines

The guidelines that were provided with the collection forms to assist service providers to understand the forms, and complete them correctly, were important and useful in the pilot tests (see Appendix 4). Service providers were asked to rate the guidelines on a scale of 1 ‘not useful’ to 4 ‘very useful’, with most service providers rating the guidelines as 'very useful’ or ‘useful’ (Figure 4).




Time taken to complete forms

Time taken to complete forms and respondent burden were also assessed through examining comments on the feedback forms. Generally, there were no major issues regarding the time taken to complete forms. However, the main concerns came from those service providers who already were part of an ‘electronic collection’ system.



The information provided on the feedback forms suggests that generally, the time taken to complete the forms varied by service delivery mode and setting (Figure 5).

Family day care, in-home care schemes, caregivers and the mobile services all took, on average, less than an hour to complete their forms. The average time taken for centre-based service providers was longer than other service providers (190 minutes). There are two main reasons for this:

· Centre-based services forms contained questions covering all three areas: services, children and workers.


· Centre-based services recorded details for an average of 75 children compared with an average of 7 children for caregivers and 41 children for mobile services. In general, higher numbers of children that needed to be recorded led to longer completion times.

The time required to complete forms varied among centre-based service providers (Figure 6). Long day care centres had by far the greatest respondent burden while preschools had the least. In general the type of activities a service operated, the number of children attending these services and the administrative and regulatory environments within jurisdictions accounts for some of the differences with the time taken to complete forms.

Nevertheless, where possible, the forms were designed to reduce the time taken and the overall respondent burden. It was found that although service providers indicated that it took them a long time to complete forms, most service providers already had the majority of the required information recorded on enrolment forms, timesheets and employee records, and were able to copy this straight onto the form. Furthermore, when compared with the average time taken to complete the Child Care Census Form, this was seen to be not that long (Table 2). 



However, it is important to note the limited number of data elements tested in this stage of the pilot test—there were few data items relating to child and worker characteristic questions. When phase 2 of the pilot test is undertaken, more data elements will be tested, with the likely result that more time will be involved in completing forms. 

Table 2: Average time taken to complete Child Care Census Forms (2002)

	Service type
	Average time taken to complete forms

	
	(minutes) 
	(hours)

	Long day care
	

473.4
	

7.89

	Occasional care
	

255.6
	

4.26

	Vacation care
	

 17.2
	

3.62

	Multifunctional children’s services
	

250.2
	

4.17

	Mobile services
	

262.2
	

4.37

	Family day care scheme and caregivers
	

315.0
	

5.45

	In-home care
	

232.2
	

3.87


Source: Unpublished data, FaCS 2002 Census of Child Care Services
3. Results of the phase 1 pilot test

This section summarises the results and issues that arose with the scope of the CSNMDS and specific data elements related to services, children and workers. 

3.1 CSNMDS—discussion of scope

3.1.1 Services and activities

Most service providers did not have trouble working out whether their services were included in the data collection and which child care and preschool activities should be included in the collection. Nevertheless, a few issues were raised about the scope of services and activities. 

Concept of ‘service’ and ‘service activities’

Prior to the phase 1 pilot test, the term ‘outlet’ was changed to ‘service’ and ‘service’ was changed to ‘service activity’. These terms were changed as a result of one of the findings of the field test indicating that services associated themselves as a service rather than an outlet. During the pilot test, service providers were comfortable with these terms and identified themselves easily. 
	Recommendation 3: That the term ‘outlet’ be changed to ‘service’ and ‘service’ to ‘service activity’.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Government-funded service activities and non-government-funded service activities

· For the purpose of the collection, service providers found it hard to distinguish between government-funded service activities and non-government-funded service activities.

· Where centres ran activities that were government-funded and activities that were non-government-funded or only partially government-funded (e.g. 4 funded places out of 20), they found it difficult to answer the questions on ‘maximum number of children to whom they offered services’ and to split the children and/or workers between the government and non-government-funded activities. 

· Some service providers who were ‘approved for Child Care Benefit’ and did not receive any operational funding did not think of themselves as ‘government-funded’.

· Family day care providers who had ‘in-home care places’ were not clear as to whether this was in scope since ‘in-home care places’ were specified as an inclusion only for in-home care services.

· The Tasmanian preschool provider indicated that preschool (kindergarten) was considered an essential part of primary schooling rather than as a ‘children’s service’.

	Recommendation 4: That government funding refers to ‘receive ongoing government funding and/or approved for Child Care Benefit ’.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


	Recommendation 5: That for family day care services, the scope specifically states ‘including caring for children occupying an in-home care place’. 
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Question raised for the CSDWG:

Q. If a service delivers government-funded activities, should all activities delivered by that service be included regardless of whether they are funded?

A. The CSDWG agreed that it was important to collect information on government-funded services for accountability purposes. As a result of the pilot test, the working group also recognised that services may not know which funding comes from which government or whether it comes from government at all. Nevertheless, it was agreed to collect data on all activities provided by services. In terms of accountability for government expenditure, it was agreed to collect this information as the proportion of the service’s income coming from government funding.

Funded activity type

Due to the fact that the definition of child care and preschool services was fairly general in the scope of the pilot test, service providers were not clear what should be included in this category (e.g. should nutrition programs be included?) Service providers continuously use ‘funded service type’ labels to describe the services they offer (e.g. preschool, long day care, occasional care, before and after school care).

One of the major decisions following the field test was to delete the data element ‘funded service type’ from the data manual. The main reason for this was the importance of structuring the collection around the service itself, the activities it delivers, the children receiving those activities and the workers delivering them, rather than on the service’s funding model.

In the course of the pilot test, however, it became apparent that eliminating ‘funded service type’ entirely from the collection had a number of problems. Since the CSNMDS currently includes funded services, a ‘funded service type’ data element would be a very useful way of specifying inclusions and exclusions. It was clear from the briefings and further conversation with service providers that they felt most comfortable with the ‘funded service activity type’ terminology as this was always how they described themselves and the service activities that they delivered. 

The deletion of the data items from the collection also had other implications for centre-based services. 

· Firstly, data on utilisation and child characteristics did not appear to provide useful or meaningful information when all the pilot test data were aggregated for centre-based services e.g. child attendance hours by age.

· Secondly, where a centre-based service offered different activity types at different times of the day/week/year, and to different numbers of children, it was not always possible to measure the overall availability of service activities (in terms of total number of service activity hours) and then measure utilisation.
	Recommendation 6: Funded service activity type data element be included for future data collection.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Question raised for the CSDWG: 

Q. Should we revert to a broad definition of child care and preschool services similar to that proposed to the DWG meeting in June 2001, i.e. including supervised care and recreation activities for children in full-time primary (or secondary) education; supervised care, developmental and/or educational activities for children not yet at school; and in-house education program delivered by a qualified early childhood teacher for children in the year or two prior to those children commencing full-time school.

The inclusion of such a data element would:

1.
Make it easier for service providers to identify which service activities are included in the scope of the collection and which are excluded.

2.
Allow services to record weeks of operation per year, start and finish times and maximum number of children to whom services are offered.

3.
Enable data on children and workers to be analysed by service and service activity type, for example, to focus on 4 year olds using child care services to determine the types of funded service activities they are receiving, for example, long day care centre, dedicated preschool, family day care, occasional care.

A. The CSDWG recognised the broader set of categories reflecting the direction in which the field is moving. However, the group agreed to keep the current definitions categorising funded service type.

Service activities where the parent was required to remain with the child for the duration of the activity

Some service providers did not understand why activities where parents were required to remain with the child were outside the scope of the CSNMDS. 

· In the Northern Territory, most mobile services run playgroups where parents are required to remain with the child for the entire session.

· In the case of in-home care funding, parents can be in the home while the carer is also there looking after the child, although they are not required to be present. Service providers did not know whether this was in-scope.

· There was a situation in Victoria where parents were attending an education class and children were being cared for in the next room. In this instance, parents were required to be attending the class in order for the child to be in care. 

Question raised for the CSDWG: 

Q. Should activities where the parent is required to stay with the child for the duration of the activity be included, for example playgroups where there is a paid worker running the service? These activities appear to be very important services for children and parents living in rural and remote areas and are not currently measured by CSNMDS.

A. The CSDWG agreed that rather than using the presence of the parent as a criterion for exclusion, to add the words ‘excluding playgroups’ to the question.

Full-time primary education

Some service providers were confused with the instruction to exclude full-time primary education since they thought it meant that primary school children using child care (i.e. outside school hours care) should be excluded.
	Recommendation 7: That ‘primary school education’ is not referred to specifically as exclusion.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Vacation care

It was clear that services, other than dedicated outside of school hours care, provided activities for school aged children during holidays.

3.1.2 Children

The scope of the collection in relation to children caused more problems than service activities. The issues raised were:

· Service providers thought it was important to include all children attending activities at a service regardless of whether or not they were ‘funded’. Where centres ran activities that were government-funded and others that were non-government-funded, they found it difficult to separate the children into these groups.

· The question of which absent children to include in the pilot test was problematic and many of these problems related to the fact that services were run in different ways. For instance, sessional preschools that had a group of children who attended the same sessions together as a ‘class’ could not fill a child’s place when that child was absent in the short term (e.g. for a week), whereas in long day care centres and outside school hours care services doing so was common practice.

· Service providers found the definition of ‘usually attended’ very difficult to interpret and apply. There were several reasons for this:

· Among children who were attending in the collection week, it was not possible to distinguish those who usually attended from those who were attending on an ad hoc basis (where this occurred).

· Attendance patterns of children attending occasional care services were sporadic which meant that it was difficult to know who usually attended. Service providers included children who were absent only where there was a standing arrangement for a specific session.

· Service providers did not know whether they should include children who were booked into a service, but were not required to pay for the place according to the service’s arrangements. A before and after school care service had children who were booked in on a permanent or casual basis. If a child who had a permanent booking was sick, parents did not have to pay if they cancelled at least 24 hours ahead. The demand for the before and after school care service was so great that the service had no trouble filling the place.

· There were instances where children were enrolled in a preschool service and had been absent for more than a month but a place was kept vacant for the child.

· Some long day care centres filled the places of children who were absent but whose place had been paid for.
	Recommendation 8: To include children who are absent for the entire collection week where a place has been kept vacant for that child, or their place has been paid for or will be paid for, or where the child has a permanent booking.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


	Recommendation 9: That all absent children as defined above should be recorded using the ‘child absent’ tickboxes on days when they would normally attend.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


	Recommendation 10: That child characteristics should be collected in order to ascertain whether certain defined groups of children account for a higher proportion of absences.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


3.1.3 Workers

There were a number of issues raised by service providers regarding scope for workers and caregivers. 

Workers in government-funded services

It was hard for service providers to distinguish between those workers who were delivering child care and preschool activities that were not government-funded. 

Workers absent for the entire collection week

Service providers generally did not think that staff who worked at the service, and who were away for the entire collection week, should be excluded from the collection. They stated that although a relief worker would fill the position, that person may have a lower level of qualifications/less experience than the staff member. They also thought it was important to distinguish permanent staff members from relief workers. 

	Recommendation 11: Workers who are absent from the service for the entire collection week should be included in the scope of the collection. 
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


	Recommendation 12: Relief workers who are employed during the collection week to replace workers who are sick, or otherwise absent, should be identified as such. 
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


The CSDWG agreed to use a time-delimiter such as 2 or 4 weeks of absence as the grounds for including or excluding certain workers, rather than the reason for leave. It was agreed that only workers who are on short-term leave are to be included. 

Workers included versus workers excluded

There were a range of problems concerning which workers should be included.

· It was found that some services had specialised teachers who came into the service and gave lessons, e.g. music, art or dance teachers, speech therapist etc. It was not clear whether these workers should be included in the data collection or on what basis they would be excluded from the collection. 

· Service providers wanted to know if who paid for the worker affected whether or not the worker was in scope. They did not know whether to include Supplementary Services Program or Jobs, Education and Training Program workers, given that they are paid with direct Commonwealth funding. Some service providers included Commonwealth Development Employment Program workers although they were not sure whether they fell within the scope.

· Service providers found it difficult to know who to include as paid service coordinators. For instance, where preschool services were provided in schools, primary school line managers had some responsibility for coordinating and planning the activities of children. However, preschool teachers did not think they should be included in the collection. Similarly, service providers questioned whether they should include workers who coordinate services from an administrative viewpoint.

· Some service providers did not understand why volunteers were excluded from the collection at this stage since they considered volunteers to be an important staffing resource. For example, in Queensland, limited hours care services have to have volunteers for licensing purposes e.g. staff-child ratios. 

· While some workers were either ‘paid primary contact workers’ or ‘paid workers who are solely doing work other than supervising and/or caring for children’, several types of workers did not easily fit into either category. It was specified in the pilot test that all workers who had a duty of care for children were included, however, this did not solve the problem. Service providers had the following questions: 

· Should workers who occasionally filled in for other staff members be included?

· If family day care coordination unit staff look after children at playgroups, are they included? 

· Are the relief teachers (or other relief workers) who look after children at lunchtimes (when the permanent worker is on lunch break) included?

· Additionally, one service has a bus that takes the children to and from the preschool and the preschool records the times the children board and alight the bus. Since the bus driver has a ‘duty of care’ for the children, should this worker be included?

· For the purposes of the phase 1 pilot test, most workers who had any form of direct contact with children, and were at some stage responsible for the children during the collection week were included. However, service providers were very concerned that there was no mechanism to be able distinguish these workers from other paid primary contact workers since they generally had lower (or no) qualifications. One service provider suggested that collecting data on the total number of hours each staff member worked with the children would overcome this problem.
	Recommendation 13: The second stage of the CSNMDS scope on ‘workers’ include all paid, unpaid (volunteers) and contract workers delivering child care and preschool services. 
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


The CSDWG agreed to further develop the concept of volunteers through better clarification of a definition and being able to distinguish them from other workers. It was also agreed that data on volunteers should be collected within the CSNMDS, but not in the same detail as paid workers.
	Recommendation 14: Additional data elements on workers be tested in the second stage of the CSNMDS. 
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Questions raised for the CSDWG: 

Q1. Which workers should be included and which workers excluded and why? That is, should we include:

· SUPS workers? 

· speech therapists? 

· other assistant workers?

· music, art, dance teachers? 

· gym teachers? 

A1. The CSDWG agreed the importance and value of these workers within a service, however, it was decided that workers not solely responsible for children should be counted within the collection but not asked any further detailed questions. The CSDWG agreed that this data concept needed further development before commencing Stage 2.

Q2. Should workers in a preschool program in a school setting only consist of teachers and assistant teachers?

A2. The CSDWG agreed that details should be collected only on teachers and assistant teachers, although support workers should also be counted, including other characteristics that will assist to classify them. 

3.2 CSNMDS—discussion of specific data elements

3.2.1 Service related data elements

Service ID (was Outlet ID)

It is essential for the CSNMDS database that each record (a set of data pertaining to a single service, worker, caregiver or child) in the database has an identifier that is unique to the service the record relates to. 

Such an identifier will enable the linkage of that record to other records that also relate to that service. The Service ID will be attached to every database record, including those of workers, caregivers and children.  This linkage of data items will allow a broad range of analyses to be undertaken on all data in the CSNMDS collection. Nevertheless, there were a few difficulties encountered in the pilot test. These were: 

· The structure of the identifier and the unique identification of services.

· Changes of circumstances and service ID.

· Matching and service list building (matching and periodical updates required of the list of services to be included in collection).

· Creating an administrative database, identifying duplications and data cleaning.
	Recommendation 15: For a full objective electronic matching of services between datasets to take place, some steps need to be taken in regards to data items on FaCS and state and territory administrative databases.  Given that the final CSNMDS collection will not be in place for a few more years, database administrators have time to make any alterations necessary to allow the service-matching process required.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed

	The CSDWG is aware of the importance of service ID, but also expressed time and resource constraints.


Service delivery setting—The type of venue in which this service offers its activities. 

In conjunction with other data elements related to service provision, this data element supports geographical analyses of the availability of a range of settings in which children receive child care and preschool services.

Responses: All services and carers responded.

During the pilot test, the majority of service providers did not have any problems with describing the physical setting in which they cared for children. However, among family day care caregivers and in-home caregivers, this question caused confusion and was answered incorrectly. Since this question and the associated instructions in the guidelines were very clear, the mistakes made might be attributed to one or more of the following:

· This is an unfamiliar question for caregivers as it is not asked in the Child Care Census.

· Caregivers were not involved in the briefing sessions.

· Answers on the form look very similar at first glance.
	Recommendation 16: For family day care caregivers/in-home caregivers, put the relevant guiding information alongside the question in the collection form.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Places offered—The maximum number of children to whom the service can offer child care or preschool activities at any given time. 

This data item is used in order to gain a greater understanding of patterns of availability of activities at a service. To measure availability accurately, it is essential that services participating in the collection are able to record maximum number of children to whom they offer the different activities. 

Responses: All centre-based, mobile services and caregivers responded.

· As with the Start & Finish times and Weeks of operation per year data items, some services stated that this data item varied for each activity they offered. For example, one service offered 29 long day care places as well as 10 before school care places and 20 after school care places. This is due to the different licensing/funding requirements affecting the delivery of each different type of service activity. 

· A couple of caregivers were confused as to whether they should enter the number of children actually in care, as opposed to the maximum number they are able to care for at any one time.

· Some service providers confused places offered with licensed places. 
	Recommendation 17: This data item be expanded to allow recording of the maximum number of children for the various activities the service may offer.
	CSDWG Response:
Not Agreed

	The CSDWG did not agree with this recommendation at this point in time. The CSDWG agreed that the main focus of this data element was to capture the overall maximum number of children to whom the services can offer a place.


	Recommendation 18: Including a question on number of licensed places would help to clarify the distinction between Places offered and Licensed places.
	CSDWG Response:
Not Agreed

	The CSDWG noted that it may be difficult for some services to report on licensing numbers and irrelevant for other services such as preschools to do so. They also agreed that this data element needed further development in the next stage of the CSNMDS.


	Recommendation 19: Change the wording of the question for caregivers to ‘how many children are you registered with your scheme as being able to care for ?’
	CSDWG Response:
Agreed


Weeks of operation—per year—the number of weeks per year that a child care or preschool service activity is available for children to use at a service. 

Accurate recording of weeks of operation of service activities is important in order to measure availability of children’s services over the year. 

Responses: All centre-based, mobile and vacation care services responded, and 24 of 25 caregivers responded. Family Day Care/In-home care schemes were not required to respond.

· Services which ran different service activities for different numbers of weeks throughout the year had problems with this data item. For example, one service filled in 51 weeks per year for long day care in the box provided on the form and also wrote 41 weeks for outside school hours care in the margin.

· A couple of caregivers indicated that their answer to this question was an estimate as they did not know how much time they would take off at certain times of the year. 

· Given that for the most part individual caregivers are not regulated in terms of their availability over the year, it is important to recognise that, in many cases, their answer to this question will be an estimate. This does not necessarily mean that data on availability of caregivers are of poor quality as their availability is likely to be more fluid than for other types of service provision.

· The participating mobile service indicated that most of their sessions are run on a weekly basis, however two of their sessions are run fortnightly (at the same time, but on alternate weeks). Another issue for some mobile services will be that some of their sessions are offered for more weeks per year than others and this may result in confusion when answering the question.
	Recommendation 20: Structure this question so that services are able to answer for each activity type they offer.
	CSDWG Response:

Not Agreed

	The CSDWG did not agree with recommendation 20 at this point in time. The rationale was that regardless of the different activities offered within a service, the main objective is to collect information on the overall availability of the service.


	Recommendation 21: Give mobile services the option of recording the number of weeks in the year in which they offer each session.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Questions raised for the CSDWG: 

Q.
 Changes to the wording of existing questions (to specify either usual or actual operating times).

A.
The CSDWG agreed to keep using the usual operating weeks in a full year and to make instructions clearer for service providers to reduce confusion.

Days of operation per week— the days of the week that a child care or preschool service activity is available for children to use at a service. 

This data item supports analyses of the patterns of service availability in conjunction with information about the hours in the day and weeks in the year in which a child care or preschool service is available for children to use at a service. 

Responses: All services responded. 

· There was no stipulation in the questions asked as to whether usual operating times or actual operating times during the week should be recorded.

· The structure of the questions asked in the phase 1 pilot test were such that situations where services offered different service activities on different days of the week were not able to be picked up.

· If the service records normal operating times on a day they are closed, there will be no child attendance times recorded on that day. Consequently calculations of utilisation will be underestimated by this (even if only slightly). 

· In cases where a service is closed for an extraneous reason, recording actual operating times may result in cases where a service may appear not to be fulfilling their obligations under their respective licensing or funding conditions.

	Recommendation 22: For centre-based services, structure the question so that services are able to answer for each activity types they offer.
	CSDWG Response:

Not Agreed

	See response to Recommendation 20.


	Recommendation 23: Give mobile services the option of recording a two-weekly schedule.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Questions raised for the CSDWG: 

Q.
Should an extra question be used on the form which asks services whether they were closed for any reason during the collection week (when and why)?

A.
Due to the decision made in previous questions regarding usual operating times, the CSDWG found this question no longer relevant.

Start time and finish time—the earliest time of day and the latest time of the day a child care or preschool service activity is available for a child to use at a service. 

These data elements may be used in conjunction with the data items Weeks of operation per year and Maximum number of children as a measure of the availability of child care and preschool services. 

Responses: All services completed this part of the form. 

· A couple of services indicated on the collection forms that they offered different service activities for different lengths of time during the day, and that the delivery times of these services overlapped. The data items and forms did not allow services to record the start and finish times of different activity types. For example, one service recorded times for long day care in the boxes provided and also provided details of their operating times for outside school hours care.

· One service offered a bus which picked up and dropped off children. The question of whether a service which does not operate on the premises as such, but is conducted by a member of the service’s staff, should be included in opening and closing times, needs to be considered.

· Availability times recorded by some family day care caregivers and in-home caregivers closely matched children’s attendance times, suggesting that carers were recording times they actually cared for children, rather than times they were available for care.

· Some caregivers had trouble recording their availability for overnight care.

· The participating mobile service indicated that most of their sessions are run on a weekly basis, however two of their sessions are run fortnightly (at the same time but on alternate weeks). 
	Recommendation 24: For centre-based services, the structure of this question to be changed so services can record start and finish times for the various activities that the service may offer.
	CSDWG Response:

Not Agreed

	The CSDWG agreed not to proceed with the change at this stage.


	Recommendation 25: Provide an alternate wording for caregivers: ‘what times are you registered with your coordinating unit as being available?’
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


	Recommendation 26: May need to give mobile services the option of recording a two-weekly schedule.
	CSDWG Response:
Agreed


Questions raised for the CSDWG: 

Q.
Should the times of auxiliary services such as those transporting children to and from the service location be included? If we are to include auxiliary services, do we want to ask for these details as part of a separate question?

A.
The CSDWG recognised that some services provide transport to and from the premises and this may affect the opening and starting hours of a service. It was also recognised that transport is an important accessibility issue. Therefore, the CSDWG agreed to have a separate question to cover other auxiliary services, such as transport to and from the service, and Start time and Finish time to refer to the times the service is provided on the premises.

3.2.2 Child related data elements

Date of birth— the date of birth of the child.

This data element can be used to derive age for use both in comparisons with population data and in analysis of child care and preschool service use by age group.

Responses: 3273 of 3273 had date of birth recorded, 126 occurrences of 1/1/xxxx (estimation).

· Nearly all service providers who participated in the pilot test indicated in the feedback form that the question relating to date of birth was not hard to understand. Consequently, most service providers were able to report the information. 

· However in general, Indigenous child care and preschool services had difficulty in recording date of birth of Indigenous children because many of the parents did not record this information on enrolment forms. In these cases service providers were asked to estimate date of birth.


· The recording of date of birth was an issue where service providers did not know the full 8-digit date of birth. When the actual date of birth of the child was not known, or could not be obtained, service providers were instructed to estimate the date of birth using the calculation provided in the guidelines, that is, the actual or estimated year of birth should be converted to an estimated date of birth according to the following convention—1st January with year of birth. Although service providers used the estimation method provided, it was apparent that this method was not suitable for young children and infants. Children’s development can vary considerably over the course of a year service providers felt the estimation method was too broad.

	Recommendation 27: Where service providers do not know the exact 8-digit date of birth of a child, the estimation of the child’s date of birth to the nearest three months and year will provide more accurate information.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Indigenous Status 

Australia’s Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people occupy a unique place in Australian society and culture. In the current climate of reconciliation, accurate and consistent statistics about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people are required to monitor the changes in wellbeing and to account for government expenditure in this area.

Responses: 3180 of 3273 children (93 missing).
· Service providers were generally happy that the Indigenous status of children was collected and Torres Strait Islander was separated from Aboriginal status.


· Where Indigenous status is recorded, service providers record the information in various ways across jurisdictions. For example, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people are often recorded as one group. Sometimes, Indigenous status is recorded in an ‘other’ or ‘special consideration’ category in enrolment forms.

· Indigenous status is not recorded at all on some enrolment forms. It was in these cases where some service providers raised concerns.


· In cases where service providers did not know the Indigenous status of the child they left the question blank. This could explain the high number of missing cases for this question.

· For privacy and confidentiality reasons some parents chose not to record this information on enrolment forms.


	Recommendation 28: Service providers should be requested to include the ABS standard Indigenous status question on enrolment forms and they should receive assistance on how to ask the question. 
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


	Recommendation 29: Most jurisdictions will require changes to their systems and data recording practices to obtain accurate and comparable information on Indigenous status.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Arrival and departure time—the time of day that a child arrives at a child care or preschool service and departs from a child care or preschool service. 

These data items may be used to measure the patterns of utilisation of child care and preschool services (see Appendix 6 for measurement of utilisation). These items can also be used to calculate the number of hours per day, hours per week and days per week a child uses child care and preschool services. In addition, there is the ability to record breaks in service usage, i.e. two start and finish times. 

Responses: 3243 of 3273 children had either arrival or departure times or absences recorded. 30 children had none recorded.

· All service providers were able to record the arrival and departure times of children.  There was, however, an issue with one of the Multifunctional Aboriginal Services where the service provider wanted to record children going from long day care to preschool in the same service.

· The main problems encountered during the pilot test were mainly related to those children who were absent. 

· While the information on hours of attendance was readily available from the attendance sheets of children available in most child care and preschool services, some service providers disliked the question because it took too long to complete. 


· Service providers were happier to complete arrival and departure times to the nearest quarter-hour rather than exact times. One service provider recorded to the nearest hour.


· Some service providers also pointed out that, for some children, the parent might not record the arrival and departure times. In these cases, services were asked to estimate attendance times for the child. 


· The ‘hours same as above’ tick box catered for situations where a group of children arrive together at the start of a session or program of activities and leave together when the session or program finishes, and also other situations where children’s hours of attendance are exactly the same. Service providers found this easy to record and when asked the question ‘was there anything about the form layout that was especially helpful?’, most of them indicated that it saved time when completing child details.


	Recommendation 30: To clearly identify the purpose for which information on the arrival and departure times of children who attend during the collection week is obtained. 
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


Questions raised for the CSDWG: 

Q.
Which children are included and which children are excluded? That is, are they children who attend during the collection week but are absent on one or more of the days they usually attend, or children who usually attend but are absent during the entire collection week?

A.
The CSDWG agreed to include all children who usually attend, and record their non-attendance if absent one or more of the days or the entire collection week.

3.2.3 Worker-related data elements

Qualification status—the extent to which a paid primary contact worker has attained knowledge and skills in the child care and preschool services field. 

Although most service providers were able to report this information and indicated that it was not hard to understand the questions, some services providers had problems with this question. These included:

· Service providers found it difficult to record the qualifications and experiences of working staff in one question. A few service providers thought ‘experience’ should be a separate category and that they should be able to indicate exact years of experience.

· The category ‘working in the child care field for more than 3 years’ was ambiguous. Some service providers did not understand why workers had to be in the industry full-time for those three years or more to be recorded as ‘experienced’. In their view, part-time workers should also be included in this level of experience. 

· Service providers found the qualification categories to be somewhat abstract in practice and not applicable across jurisdictions. 

· Most service providers pointed out that for accurate and comparable data on workers/caregivers more information (data elements) needs to be collected.


	Recommendation 31: For consistency purposes for child care and preschool qualifications, jurisdictions should develop a common list of relevant qualifications. The categories of worker qualifications need to be revised in line with current practice.
	CSDWG Response:
Agreed


	Recommendation 32: The Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Data Manual currently includes a data item for workers that is a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ indicator of whether a worker has worked in the children’s services sector for more than three years. It is recommended that the data item be made a more general question asking for the number of years of experience in the children’s services field.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed


3.3 Additional data elements

One significant finding throughout the pilot test was the importance of and need for additional data elements that would provide further detailed information on children’s services. Service providers in the pilot test agreed that collecting additional data elements on children and workers would be very useful. They felt that it was particularly important to collect more data on workers as well as including a broader range of workers in the data collection. 

The data elements that service providers indicated were important were:

· Children—non-English speaking background; whether or not a child has a disability.

· Parents—parents’ work status; whether or not a parent has a disability. 

· Workers—age (or date of birth); sex; major type of work performed; non-English speaking background; Indigenous status.

	Recommendation 33: The next stage of development of the CSNMDS should include more data items on services, children and workers.
	CSDWG Response:

Agreed

	The CSDWG agreed with the importance of additional data elements and further discussed steps for moving to the next stage of the CSNMDS. 


As a result of the pilot test and various discussions with the CSDWG members, the AIHW listed possible second stage data elements (see Figure 7).




Appendix 1: Changes prior to the pilot test
	
	Data element
	Data definition
	Changes made to data elements prior to the pilot test

	Service
	Outlet ID
	The unique identifier for an outlet which delivers child care and preschool services to children.
	Name changed to Service ID. One of the findings from the field testing of the  CSNMDS was that child care providers better associated with the term service rather than outlet.

	
	Outlet address
	The physical location of the outlet which delivers a child care or preschool service.
	Name changed to Service address. This change was made to be consistent with data element Service ID.

	
	Weeks of operation—per year
	The number of weeks per year that a child care or preschool service is available for children to use at an outlet

Data domains include: 01 to 52
	No change



	
	Start time and Finish time
	The earliest and latest time of day that a child care or preschool service is available for a child to use at an outlet.
	Start time and finish times collection method varied.

Centre-based services had the option from Monday to Friday. Caregivers and Mobile Services had the option from Monday to Sunday, to accommodate weekend care. 

Caregivers had the option of indicating overnight care. 

	
	Service delivery setting
	The physical setting in which a child receives child care or preschool services. 
	Data domain 3 Home-based—parents/carers/guardians was changed to Home-based—Child’s Home to reduce confusion and refer the delivery setting to where the child lives.

	
	Places offered
	The maximum number of children for whom an outlet can offer child care and/or preschool services at any one time.
	No change


	
	Data element
	Data definition
	Changes made to data elements prior to the pilot test

	Child
	Child ID
	The number assigned to uniquely identify each child using any child care or preschool service at an outlet.
	No change



	
	Date of birth
	Date of birth of the child.
	No change

	
	Sex
	The sex of the person.
	No change

	
	Indigenous status
	An Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander is a person of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent who identifies as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Is. and is accepted by the community in which he or she lives.

Data domains:

1 Aboriginal but not Torres Strait Islander origin

2 Torres Strait Islander but not Aboriginal origin

3 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander origin

4 Neither Aboriginal nor Torres Strait Islander origin

9 Not stated/inadequately described
	Definition of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander was changed to solve some of the existing issues with the definition and also to be in line with the recommended ABS definition.  That is:

An Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander is a person of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent who identifies as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander.

Data domains were also changed to:

No (not Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander)

Yes, Aboriginal

Yes, Torres Strait Islander

	
	School child status
	The status of the person as a child attending school full-time. The first year of full-time primary school is considered to commence in the various states and territories as follows:

Kindergarten in New South Wales and ACT

Preparatory in Victoria and Tasmania

Year 1 in Queensland

Pre-primary in Western Australia

Reception in South Australia

Transition in Northern Territory
	No change


	
	Arrival time and Departure time
	The time of day that a child arrives and departs at a child care or preschool outlet.
	Service providers had the option of ticking one box (time same as child above) to indicate arrival and departure times of child to minimise respondent burden.

Caregivers had the option of indicating overnight care.

Arrival and departure times varied by some services being able to provide times for Monday to Friday and other services providing the times Monday to Sunday.


	Worker
	Worker ID
	This is a number assigned to uniquely identify each worker in a child care or preschool service at an outlet.
	No change

	
	Qualification status—paid primary contact worker
	The extent to which a paid primary contact worker has attained knowledge and skills in the child care and preschool services field. 

Data Domains:

Teaching (early childhood)—three or more year degree

Teaching (primary)—three or more year degree

Child care—three or more year diploma/degree

Child care—two year certificate/diploma

Child care—one year basic certificate

Nursing (incl. Mothercraft)

Other relevant qualifications

Currently studying for first relevant formal qualification

Not currently studying for first relevant formal qualification

More than three years relevant working experience

Not stated/inadequately described collections)
	Name changed to Qualification and or experience to encompass worker qualifications and experiences.

Data domains changed to:

Teaching degree (early childhood) —3 or more years 

Teaching degree (primary) —3 or more years 

Child dare diploma/degree—3 or more years 

Child dare certificate/ associate diploma—2 years 

Child dare basic certificate—1 year 

Nursing (incl. Mothercraft)

Other relevant qualifications

Currently studying for relevant qualification

Worked in the child care/preschool field for more than 3 years

None of the above


Appendix 2: Information about pilot test for children’s services

This service will be taking part in a trial run—called a pilot test—of a new system to collect information about children’s services in Australia. The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) is collecting the information.

Why is this service taking part?

Parents across Australia want to be sure their children are well looked after when they are not in their care. To ensure this happens—and continues to happen—we need to know what children’s services in Australia are like at the moment. People who develop government policies, and those who provide the actual services, need to know what the situation is.

At the moment, information about child care and preschool services across Australia is neither consistent nor complete. This is why we have agreed to help government authorities.

For this pilot test, we are gathering information about:

•
how this service operates;

•
the children we assist; and

•
the people who work with this service.

This data will help government authorities to work out the best way to collect information on children’s services across Australia.

The information we provide will not include the name or address of any child or worker at this service.

When will the pilot test happen?

The pilot test will be run in the week starting 19 August 2002. When it is over, we will send the information we gather to the AIHW. No one outside the AIHW will be given any detail that would identify this service, your child (if you are a parent) or yourself (if you are a worker).

How does this affect you?

If you are a parent

Someone from this service may ask you to provide some details about your child. This will happen only if you did not provide these details when you enrolled your child here.

The only information we will provide to the AIHW about your child will be:

•
whether your child is a boy or a girl;

•
his or her birth date;

•
if she or he is Aboriginal or a Torres Strait Islander;

•
if he or she attends school; and

•
times that your child arrives and leaves here during the pilot test week.

If you are a worker or caregiver

We are providing information only about paid workers or caregivers who spend most of their time working directly with the children. Staff at family day care or in-home care services are included. The details provided will relate only to your qualifications and experience.

We may be able to get all this information from your employment records.

What support does this pilot test have?

This pilot test has the full support of every child care and preschool authority in Australia—whether an Australian Government or a state/territory body. These authorities are also helping to fund it. They are working cooperatively through the CSDWG that includes representatives of all children’s services authorities across Australia.

For more details

If you have any concerns about this pilot test, please speak to the most senior person you are able to contact at your service. Any concerns raised by parents and workers will be passed on to the AIHW.

Appendix 3a: Information advice for children’s service providers (centre-based services)

This information is to help service providers advise parents or workers who are concerned about information being given to the AIHW for the Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Pilot Test 2002.

There is no doubt that parents of children who use our service, and people who work with us, want our child care and preschool services to be of a high quality. So, too, do the government agencies involved in funding these services.

You know yourself that you always make the best decisions when you have all the facts. It is no different for those who develop policies and plans to deliver child care and preschool services across Australia. They will make the best decisions only if they have full information about the current situation. At the moment, this is not the case.

This is why a national data collection of Australian child care and preschool services is being considered. The pilot test in which you are being asked to take part is a small trial of a possible future collection.

From your point of view, we fully appreciate the importance of your privacy and the confidentiality of any information you provide. Hence, for this pilot test, the following safeguards have been, or will be, taken:

· The AIHW Ethics Committee has approved the pilot test.

· It will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of the Commonwealth Privacy Act and the Privacy Amendment (Private Sector) Act.

· The names and addresses of children and workers involved with this service will not be given to anyone.

· Other types of information about each child and worker will be sent to the AIHW for analysis. Once this data is with the AIHW, the strict provisions of the AIHW Act protect its confidentiality.

· The statistics reported from this data will be presented in such a way that no individual can be identified.

You can be assured that in this pilot test every effort has been made to build in safeguards to protect your privacy and confidentiality. If, however, you still have concerns, you can choose not to provide certain pieces of information. Of course, you also have the right to provide no information at all. Should this be your decision, be assured this would not affect your entitlements or (if you are a parent) your child’s attendance at this service.

Please do think carefully, though, before deciding not to fully assist. Ultimately, this information is needed only so we can ensure that services provided for your child (if you are a parent) are of the high quality you need, or (if you are a worker) you want to give, and are entitled to expect.

Appendix 3b: Information advice for children’s service providers (family day care and in-home care services)

This information is to help service providers advise parents, caregivers or workers who are concerned about information being given to the AIHW for the Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Pilot Test 2002.

There is no doubt that parents of children who use our service, and people who work with us, want our child care and preschool services to be of a high quality. So, too, do the government agencies involved in funding these services.

You know yourself that you always make the best decisions when you have all the facts. It is no different for those who develop policies and plans to deliver child care and preschool services across Australia. They will make the best decisions only if they have full information about the current situation. At the moment, this is not the case.

This is why a national data collection of Australian child care and preschool services is being considered. The pilot test in which you are being asked to take part is a small trial of a possible future collection.

From your point of view, we fully appreciate the importance of your privacy and the confidentiality of any information you provide. Consequently, for this pilot test, the following safeguards have been, or will be, taken:

· The AIHW Ethics Committee has approved the pilot test.

· It will be carried out in accordance with the requirements of the Commonwealth Privacy Act and the Privacy Amendment (Private Sector) Act.

· The names and addresses of children, caregivers and workers involved with this service will not be given to anyone.

· Other types of information about each child, caregiver and worker will be sent to the AIHW for analysis. Once this data is with the AIHW, the strict provisions of the AIHW Act protect its confidentiality.

· The statistics reported from this data will be presented in such a way that no individual can be identified.

You can be assured that in this pilot test every effort has been made to build in safeguards to protect your privacy and confidentiality. If, however, you still have concerns, you can choose not to provide certain pieces of information. Of course, you also have the right to provide no information at all. Should this be your decision, be assured this would not affect your entitlements or (if you are a parent) your child’s attendance at this service.

Please consider carefully before deciding not to fully assist. Ultimately, this information is needed only so we can ensure that services provided for your child (if you are a parent) are of the high quality you need, or (if you are a caregiver or worker) you want to give, and are entitled to expect.

Appendix 4: Differences between collection forms

	Service location
	Question
	Centre-based/ Vacation care
	Family Day Care Scheme/In-home care service
	Caregivers
	Mobiles

	Service ID
	
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Name of Service/Scheme
	Name of service
	(
	(
	X
	(

	Street address of service


	Service street address

Street name and number

Suburb/ locality

State

Postcode
	(
	(
	X
	(

	Mailing address
	If different from street address
	(
	(
	X
	(

	Contact details
	First name

Last name

Position title

Phone number

Fax

E-mail address
	(
	(
	X
	(


	Service location
	Question
	Centre-based/ Vacation care
	Family Day Care Scheme/In-home care service
	Caregivers
	Mobiles

	Service ID
	
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Name of Service/Scheme
	Name of service
	(
	(
	X
	(

	Street address of service


	Service street address

Street name and number

Suburb/ locality

State

Postcode
	(
	(
	X
	(

	Mailing address
	If different from street address
	(
	(
	X
	(

	Contact details
	First name

Last name

Position title

Phone number

Fax

E-mail address
	(
	(
	X
	(


	Service location
	Question
	Centre-based/ Vacation care
	Family Day Care Scheme/In-home care service
	Caregivers
	Mobiles

	Service delivery location
	Suburb and postcode
	X
	X
	FDC

Caregiver’s suburb

Caregiver’s postcode

In-home care service

Child’s suburb

Child’s postcode
	Suburb and postcode for Session 1, Session 2, and Session 3

	Service delivery setting
	What best describes the physical setting in which your service operates?


	Centre-based-school

Centre-based-other

Home-based- child’s home

Home-based- other

General community setting
	X
	Home-based— child’s home

Home-based—other-caregivers home


	X

	Weeks of operation per year
	How many weeks in a full year does this service usually operate?
	__ __  Weeks per year
	X
	(
	(


	Service location
	Question
	Centre-based/ Vacation care
	Family Day Care Scheme/In-home care service
	Caregivers
	Mobiles

	Availability
	For each day of the week on which you provide child care or preschool activities please indicate the earliest time of day and the latest time of day that you provide services to children.
	- Monday to Friday

- Earliest and latest

- AM and PM

- Boxes for the break of service during the day
	X
	- Monday to Sunday

- Earliest and Latest

- AM and PM

- Boxes for the break of service during the day

- Available for overnight care
	- Monday to Sunday

- Session 1 earliest and latest

- Session 2 earliest and latest

- Session 3 earliest and latest

	Maximum Number of Children
	What is the maximum number of children to whom you offer child care or preschool activities at any one time?
	___ ___ ___ if maximum does not vary

OR —If maximum varies by day (Monday to Friday) 

OR —If maximum varies by time of day (AM and PM Monday to Friday)
	X
	(
	- Maximum number Session 1

- Maximum number Session 2

- Maximum number Session 3


	Children
	Question
	Centre-based/ Vacation care
	Family Day care Scheme/In-home care service
	Caregivers
	Mobiles

	Child Number
	
	___ ____ ____
	X
	(
	(

	Date of birth
	What is this child’s date of birth?
	dd mm yyyy
	X
	(
	(

	Sex
	What is this child’s sex?
	M 

F
	X
	(
	(

	Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
	Is this child of Aboriginal and/ or Torres Strait Islander origin?
	No

Yes, Aboriginal

Yes, Torres Strait Islander

2 and 3 (both Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander)
	X
	(
	(

	Child’s school Status
	Does this child attend full-time school?
	Y

N
	X
	(
	(

	Arrival and departure times
	Please specify the time this child arrived at your service and left your service on each day of the collection week.
	- Monday to Friday

- Arrived and Left 

- Boxes for the break of attendance during the day
	X
	- Monday to Sunday

- Arrived and Left

- Boxes for the break of attendance

- Overnight care provided
	- Monday to Sunday

- Arrived and Left

- Boxes for the break of attendance



	
	Times same as child above
	(
	X
	X
	X


	Workers/

Caregivers
	Question
	Centre-based/ Vacation care
	Family Day Care Scheme/In-home care service
	Caregivers
	Mobiles

	Worker/Staff 

/Caregiver number
	
	___ ____ ____
	(
	(
	(

	Qualification status/experience
	For each paid primary contact worker and service coordinator please indicate, the type of qualification(s) and/or experiences held.
	1. Teaching degree (early childhood)—3 or more years 

2. Teaching degree (primary)—3 or more years 

3. Child Care diploma/degree—3 or more years

4. Child Care certificate/associate diploma—2 years 

5. Child Care basic certificate—1 year 

6. Nursing (including Mothercraft)

7. Other relevant qualifications

8. Currently studying for relevant qualification

9. Worked in the child care field for more than 3 years

10. None of the above
	(
	X
	(
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Child special needs:


from a non-English speaking background


with a disability


from rural and remote areas


from single parent families








CHILD


Child (concept)





SERVICE


Place (concept)





Service ID


Service address





Weeks of operation


—per year


Days of operation
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Fees and charges


For profit/not for profit
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Figure 7: Items included in the first stage Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Pilot Test and possible second stage data items


Key:	Data elements in bold are collected and tested within the first stage of the pilot test. Data elements in italics are proposed for  the second stage.





“Could have included more relevant qualifications e.g. psychologist, speech therapist, librarian etc. rather than nursing and childcare as we need to have education based tertiary qualifications, not childcare work in kindergartens.”(WA) 


“There is no question about the hours worked by each staff member (surely this is important).” (NSW)





“Use of a 12-hour clock, child detail layout, box to tick if same as above.” (QLD)





“Box to indicate same times as child above saved lots of time.” (WA)








“Many parents don’t write time and it is not accurate guessing times with so many children.” (QLD)





‘Because our parents sign children in and out I could record times to the minimum in most cases and I take the guidelines…’exact times (only round to the nearest quarter of an hour when unsure of exact times)’ to be a complete waste of time. I didn't do as requested and I rounded to the closest hour and it was still a ridiculous waste. If a child has a booking (all day) 8am - 6pm then I can't see the usefulness to anyone knowing the child arrived at 8.43am’ (VIC)	











‘…took a longer time due to volume of children and also this was two people completing—one writing and one relating information.’ (QLD)	








“With 2 exceptions parents had not filled in this question on enrolment form.” (VIC)


“Due to the nature of the service, there is a difficulty in always knowing people's origin, as often some urbanised Aboriginals do not want to acknowledge any difference.” (ACT)








“This question is not asked on our enrolment forms. We may only find this out in an informal manner. We are largely an Anglo-Saxon Community.” (VIC)


“We do not ask this question of parents when they are enrolling their child… But it could easily be incorporated if required. If we know what information is needed then we would happily adapt our form.” (VIC)





“Parents identify origin on enrolment forms so information had already been obtained. On the enrolment form parents are asked whether they are of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin and they indicate yes or no.” (NSW)


“We do not ask our parent to break up the question of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origins, and therefore cannot report with finer detail.” (TAS)


“Question on the Preschool Enrolment Form ‘does your family regard itself as Aboriginal? Torres Strait Islander?’ Please tick whichever applies.” (ACT)





“Great to see that you realise there is a difference to Aboriginal people as in separating Aboriginal & Torres Strait Islander. All our children are Aboriginal and families prefer to be known as Aboriginal.” (NSW)








“Very difficult to get birth dates. Parents and families and children don’t know them! Clinic has a record but this would be a big task for them … Easy to find out what year they are at school though.” (NT)





Figure 4. Usefulness of Pilot Test Guidelines








Figure 5: Average time taken by services to complete forms








“Data collection in our state education system is all done electronically. A data warehouse stores info regarding enrolment details, student details etc. To complete a hand written survey felt like a backward step.” (TAS)





Figure 4: Ratings of usefulness from 1–4 of pilot test guidelines by respondents





“If I had a problem the guidelines clarified what I had to do most of the time.” (ACT)


“Easy to read and very easy to follow great examples.” (WA)


“Clear, concise, user friendly.” (NT)


“Easy to follow and understand.” (SA)








“Special Needs, children from NESB, self-funded pre-school, Children from single parent families, Children attending more than one pre-school. I think all of these would have given you a better picture & more information on children attending. The collection was time consuming due to having to do everything by hand. Next year we will be on computer and the chore should be easier. Regardless it was well thought out, clear & easy to interpret.” (ACT)





“Very easy to follow, easy to administer and to collate. I thought that more information could possibly been obtained that we already have in our admission cards such as number of siblings, occupation of parents, custody orders in place etc.” (WA)





AIHW, in collaboration with the CSDWG, resolved any questions raised and endorsed recommendations of the phase 1 pilot test.





2003





Figure 3. Key stages in the conduct of the phase 1pilot test





March–June 2002





AIHW, in collaboration with the CSDWG, designed the paper-based forms, guidelines and feedback forms.





Jan–Feb 2002





March 2002





Early–mid July 2002





Late July 2002





Aug 2002





AIHW presented the findings and recommendations/questions to the CSDWG.





Draft report was prepared by AIHW to report on the findings and recommendations. 





Three areas were of focus when carrying out the analysis:


To make sure questions were answered correctly.


To test the data element— feasibility and comparability. 


To find out whether information on children, services and workers was attainable within the current NMDS scope. 





Paper-based forms, guidelines and feedback forms were distributed to 43 service providers (centre-based, family day care/in-home care schemes, caregivers and mobile services).





Forms received were data-coded and electronically entered for analysis.





43 collection forms were received— close to half of services returned the forms on time, and more than 75% of forms were received within a week of due date. 





Phase 1 pilot test collection week: 


Monday 19 to Sunday 25 August 2002 


Monday 9 to Sunday 15 September 2002 (Vacation Care)





Briefing sessions were held 2 weeks prior to the phase 1 pilot test collection week and were conducted by AIHW in 12 locations around Australia (every capital city, one provincial town and 3 rural locations).





In total, 47 service providers from every state and territory were selected.





Australian, state and territory departmental representatives from the DWG would select 45-50 children’s services to participate in the phase 1 pilot test.





Submission made to the AIHW Ethics Committee requesting ethical clearance for the phase 1 pilot test.
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AIHW proposed to conduct the phase 1 pilot test of the CSNMDS Specifications








of Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Data Manual Version 2





October


2001





AIHW and CSDWG revised CSNMDS specifications following field testing





2000





AIHW field-tested CSNMDS specifications version 1





Oct 2000 –


 Dec 2000





AIHW developed Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Specifications version 1





1999





AIHW in collaboration with the Department of Family and Community Services prepared a report examining data definitions and classifications in various children’s services and other relevant data collections in order to inform the development of an NMDS





Late 1998 - early 1999





CSDWG examined issues associated with the development of an NMDS





April 1998








CSDWG was set up by the NCSIMG in order to improve national children’s services data


















































Figure 1: Key stages in the development of the CSNMDS prior to the phase 1pilot test
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