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1
Introduction

The phase 2 pilot test of the proposed Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set (CSNMDS) represented the culmination of years of developmental work conducted by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) under the guidance and direction of the Children’s Services Data Working Group (CSDWG).

This report outlines the developmental work that has been completed on the proposed CSNMDS and describes the purpose and scope of the phase 2 pilot test (Section 1). 

The methodology used in the preparation, conduct and analysis of the pilot test, and the number and characteristics of the services that participated are outlined in Sections 2 and 3.

The results of the pilot test are presented in Section 4, which is structured around the three major objectives of the development of the CSNMDS. These were to develop a collection that 

· is comprehensive and practical in scope;

· has clear and appropriate collection instruments; and 

· meets the core needs and rights of all stakeholders that will be directly involved in the CSNMDS. 

Section 5 discusses what has been learnt from the pilot test process and outcomes, and outlines AIHW’s recommendations for changes to the CSNMDS in Australia. These recommendations are summarised in Section 7, along with the responses of the CSDWG.
1.1
Development of the CSNMDS

1.1.1
Background to the development of the CSNMDS

Children’s services encompass formal child care and preschool services. Formal child care is regulated care, usually away from a child’s home. Most children in formal care are aged between 0 and 12 years. Preschool services offer educational and developmental programs for children in the year or two before full-time schooling. In Australia, these services may be administered by Australian Government departments, and/or education departments and community service departments in the state and territories. Each of these bodies collects some data relating to the functions they are responsible for resulting in overlapping collections but also some gaps.

Consequently, despite a high level of government and community interest in the provision of children’s services and the number of children who use them, no single data collection currently exists which gives a comprehensive and comparable picture of child care and preschool services across Australia.

In response to the need to provide a collection which eliminates the gaps and duplications that currently exist in information about children’s services around Australia, in 1998 the National Community Services Information Management Group (NCSIMG) established a Children’s Services Data Working Group (CSDWG).  See Appendix A for membership.

The terms of reference for the CSDWG were:

· To contribute to the development of the relevant data definitions and standards for the National Community Services Data Committee.

· To define the scope of and develop a minimum data set for children’s services, reflecting the priorities of the NCSIMG.

· To provide a forum to identify and promote opportunities for co-operation between the Commonwealth and states and territories in the development and streamlining of children’s services data collections.

Developing a national minimum data set (NMDS) creates an agreed set of nationally significant data items (or questions) that will be collected in all Australian jurisdictions on a regular basis.
The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) acts as the secretariat for the CSDWG and was given the responsibility of developing the data items for the CSNMDS and testing them in two stages of pilot tests (or trials).

1.1.2
Proposed scope of the CSNMDS

The initial work of the CSDWG included defining the scope of the collection and the level at which data would be collected. It was agreed that the CSNMDS should describe:

· the children who use child care and preschool services;

· the organisations (services) that provide child care and preschool activities and the nature of the activities provided; and 

· the workers who deliver child care and preschool activities to children.

To achieve this, it was decided by the CSDWG that the CSNMDS would be a data set based on administrative, client-centred data that would collect basic information about child care and preschool activities that are funded or licensed by Australian or state and territory governments.

Government funding may be in the form of capital grants, operational funding, per capita funding and/or funding to reduce charges to parents (such as the Child Care Benefit).

Playgroups, toy libraries and other activities that require the attendance of a parent with the child were excluded from the scope of the Children’s Services NMDS.

The CSNMDS is designed to include a major portion of children’s services—those defined as child care and preschool services which are funded or licensed by Australian or state and territory governments. It will not cover full-time primary education services for children or services which are funded entirely by local governments.
1.1.3
Development of the children’s services data dictionary

Having defined the scope of the collection, the AIHW in collaboration with FaCS, prepared a report describing data definitions and classifications used in various children’s services and other relevant data collections (AIHW, 2000). This contributed to the development of specific data items for the proposed CSNMDS, stored together in a data dictionary. A data dictionary describes and defines the data concepts and items to be included in a collection, to ensure that information is collected in a consistent manner that meets national and international standards where possible. 

The data dictionary compiled for the CSNMDS is available as a separate document to be read in conjunction with this report. 

1.1.4 Phase 1 pilot test

The phase 1 pilot test of the CSNMDS data dictionary was conducted in August 2002. This pilot test included 43 children’s services selected by state and territory representatives of the CSDWG. The main purpose of the pilot test was to assess the feasibility and scope of the CSNMDS and the appropriateness of the data items (see Table 1). A report outlining the results and recommendations from the pilot test was produced for the CSDWG and can be found by following this link:  Children's Services

Table 1: Data items tested in Phase 1 Pilot Test

	Service
	Worker/caregiver
	Child

	Service ID 
Service address 

Weeks of operation—per year 

Days of operation—per week 

Start time 

Finish time 

Service delivery mode 

Service delivery setting 

Licensed places 

Places offered
	Worker ID 
Qualification status 
	Child ID 
Date of birth 

Sex 

Indigenous status 

School child status 

Arrival times at service 

Service departure times 

 


Following the phase 1 pilot test, the AIHW revised the data dictionary to reflect the recommendations endorsed by the CSDWG. Additional data items were developed ahead of the phase 2 pilot test held in September 2004. 

1.2
Purpose of the phase 2 pilot test

The phase 2 pilot test built on earlier work on the CSNMDS and included a wider range of items relating to children’s services, their workers and the children who use them than the phase 1 pilot test (see Table 2).  It was thus a closer representation of the CSNMDS that will finally be implemented.

Table 2: Data items tested in phase 2 pilot test

	Service
	Worker/caregiver
	Child

	Service ID 
Service address 

Weeks of operation—per year 

Days of operation—per week 

Start time 

Finish time 

Service delivery mode 

Service delivery setting 

Management type 

Legal entity 

Main service activity type 

Other service activities 

Fee schedules 

Licensed places 

Places offered
	Worker ID 
Date of birth 

Sex 

Indigenous status

Total hours worked 

Paid /unpaid 

Type of work performed 

Specific role 

Working full-time /part-time 

Employment type (permanent /fixed-term contract /casual) 

Relief worker 

Qualification field 

Qualification level 

Educational enrolment status 

Length of experience 

Length of time with current service 
	Child—letters of name
Date of birth 

Sex 

Indigenous status 

School child status 

Main language other than English spoken at home 

Disability status 

Arrival times at service 

Service departure times 

Preschool service provided to this child 

Family type 

Sex of parent(s) /guardian(s) 

Working arrangements of 
parent(s) /guardian(s) 


The main purpose of the phase 2 pilot test was to test the complete set of data items in the revised data dictionary against the aims and objectives of the CSNMDS development phase (outlined below in Figure 1), in preparation for moving to the implementation phase.

A secondary aim was to test the data items that could be used to create a statistical linkage key. The purpose of a linkage key, as the name implies, is to enable data from different collections, or the same collection over time, to be linked. Because a linkage key is not a unique personal identifier, confidentiality of personal data can be protected. The key is created from a combination of letters of a child’s name, date of birth and sex, and as such it allows records belonging to an (unidentified) individual to be linked while preserving privacy. The accuracy of data linkage using such a linkage key is not 100% and there is no guarantee of an exact match. Even so, such linked data sets can be useful for statistical and policy development work where perfect matching is not required, but the quality of the data is sufficient for valid conclusions to be drawn.  This key being trialled is used in a number of health and welfare data collections at the AIHW and has proved to be a reliable tool.



  Figure 1: Aims and objectives of the development phase of the CSNMDS 
                                                 
1.3
Scope of the phase 2 pilot test

In line with the recommendations made in the phase 1 pilot test report, the scope of the phase 2 pilot test remained relatively unchanged from that proposed by the CSDWG in the early development of the CSNMDS. 

While the scope of services to be included remained unchanged, that of workers and children changed slightly. These changes are included in the guidelines for participants below.

1.3.1
Workers

Workers included in the pilot test collection:

· All paid and unpaid workers delivering child care and preschool activities in services that are within the scope of this collection. This includes: contract workers employed by a service where the contract is for the supply of labour (for example, direct child care, cleaning and cooking) rather than of products (for example nappy cleaning service, computer maintenance).

· Workers who are temporarily absent from the workplace, if they are away for no more than 3 months and have retained a formal attachment to their job.

· Formal attachment exists where one or more of the following criteria are met:

· the continued receipt of wage or salary during the absence from work;

· an assurance of a return to work following the end of the absence from work, or an agreement as to the date of return (or at least a reasonable expectation of a return to work); and/or

· a short duration of absence from the job (which, wherever relevant, may be the duration for which workers can receive compensation benefits without obligation to accept other jobs).

· Executives or directors who are working at the service location and/or who have an involvement in the day to day management of the service should be included.

· Workers funded under CDEP, SNSS and JET schemes
Workers excluded from the collection:

· Workers who only deliver a type of service for which the service does not receive any Australian or state/territory government funding or for which the child’s parent or guardian is required to be in attendance.

· Workers absent for the entire collection week who have been away for more than 3 months and/or have retained no formal attachment to their job.

· Executives or directors of organisations who are not based at the service location and have no involvement in the day to day management of the service.

· Workers funded under the SUPS scheme.
1.3.2
Children

Children included in the collection:

· All children using child care or preschool services during the collection week, at services that are within the scope of the collection (see services section for more information).

· Children who have attended the service within the last month, whose place has been paid for, or children who are enrolled in a service with a standing arrangement that they attend specific sessions, but are absent during the collection week.

Children excluded from the collection:

· Children who are only using a type of service for which the service is not receiving any Australian or state/territory government funding.

· Children who are only attending activities for which their parent(s) or guardian(s) are also required to be in attendance.

2
Methodology

This section outlines the methodology used in the preparation, conduct and analysis of the phase 2 pilot test, paying particular attention to:

· privacy and confidentiality issues;

· selection of participants; 

· collection form design; and 

· evaluation tools and techniques used to analyse the pilot test.

2.1
Outline of pilot test process

Figures 2 and 3 outline the processes that were involved in preparation, conduct and analysis of the phase 2 pilot test. 
	Figure 2: Pilot test process: preparation for the collection week 


	


Figure 3: Pilot test process: post-collection week


2.2
Privacy and confidentiality

A number of provisions were incorporated into the pilot test process to ensure that the privacy and confidentiality of all potential participants were protected. 

Because the AIHW is the data custodian of the pilot test, there are certain legislative protections in place to ensure privacy is protected. The Privacy Act 1988 contains 11 Privacy Principles which govern the conduct of Australian government agencies in the collection, management, use and disclosure of records containing personal information. Further, the AIHW, as data custodian, is bound by the strict provisions of Section 29 of the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare Act 1987 to ensure confidentiality of its data holdings. 

Together, these provisions ensure that the data holdings will be protected from unauthorised access, alteration or loss and meet all accepted compliance standards.

The pilot test was cleared by the AIHW Ethics Committee before commencement, after undertaking that the data supplied by services would be for statistical purposes only and that individual service providers would not be identifiable by name or address in any material reporting on the pilot test. Further to this:

· All services that were chosen to participate in the pilot test were provided with Information sheets to disseminate to all workers and parents of children. These information sheets provided details on the pilot test, including the information to be collected and the privacy and confidentiality safeguards that were in place to protect their rights (see Appendix B). These information sheets were also provided in languages other than English where necessary.

· All services were provided with an information sheet to assist the manager/ director/teacher-in-charge of the service to answer any queries from parents or workers about the pilot test (see Appendix C).

· A helpline and website were established to provide information and support for participants in the pilot test (see Appendix D for use of the helpline).

2.3
Selection of participants

Members of the CSDWG identified and recruited 50 children’s services to participate in the pilot test. Services were distributed on a representative population basis between the states and territories. Some services had participated in the first pilot test in 2002, but over half were new. 

The services represented a wide range of service types, locations and management structures. In particular:

· Two vacation care services were selected to participate. The collection week for these services had to differ slightly to the rest of the services in the pilot test. 

· Some services catering specifically for Indigenous children or children with special needs were selected.

The AIHW did not conduct formal briefing sessions for the participating services because of time and budgetary constraints. It was also felt this would give the best indication of the clarity of the questions and the collection form. 

2.4
Form design

Form design was undertaken by AIHW in consultation with members of the CSDWG. The small budget and tight time frame precluded the development of electronic forms for the pilot test, so paper forms were used. 

The AIHW aimed to design a collection form that would be both practical and user-friendly. However, the large number of data items that were developed for workers and children posed a problem.  The CSDWG agreed to use two alternative forms that had some questions common to both, and some unique to that form type. This reduced the number of questions on each form, but ensured that all items were tested. Table 3 shows the data items that were excluded from each form type.

Table 3:  Data items excluded from each form type

	Data Items excluded from forms

	Type A form
	Type B form

	Worker items:
	Worker items:

	· Relief worker
	· Total hours worked

	· Qualification field
	· Employment status (full–time / part–time)

	· Qualification level
	· Length of experience

	· Educational enrolment status
	· Length of time with current service

	Child items:
	Child items:

	· School status
	· Indigenous status

	· Main language other than English spoken at home
	· Preschool service provided

	· Child with disability—need for assistance
	· Parent(s)/guardian(s) sex and working arrangements 

	
	· Family type


Table 4 shows the number of services, workers and children for whom information was collected on each type of form.

Table 4:  Number of workers and children for 
whom information was collected 

	Form type
	No. of workers
	No. of children

	Type A
	304
	1529

	Type B
	160
	1669

	Total
	464
	3198


Because of differences in service delivery modes and settings, three variations on the main forms were developed—for mobile services, Family Day Care services and their caregivers, and all other child care and preschool services (see Table 5).

Further, because of the number of questions included for workers and children, two separate booklets were used —form 1 for service and worker questions, and form 2 for children’s questions. 

Each set of collection forms was accompanied by a companion guidelines booklet which explained how to answer each question.

Copies of the collection forms and their accompanying guidelines booklets can be viewed online at 

<http://www.aihw.gov.au/childyouth/pilot2004/pilotinfo/guidelines.cfm >
Table 5:  Services that used each form type

	Form types
	Services types

	Main services collection form:

Type A: Form 1 (service and workers’ information)

             Form 2 (children’s information)

Type B: Form 1 (service and workers’ information)

             Form 2 (children’s information)
	Centre-based long day care centres, occasional care services, preschools, outside school hours care, vacation care services and multifunctional children’s services

	Mobile services collection form:

           Form 1 (service and workers’ information)

           Form 2 (children’s information)
	Mobile children’s services

	Family Day Care/In-home care services form (service and workers’/caregivers’ information)
	Family Day Care services, In-home care services

	Caregiver’s form:

Type A: (some service and children’s information)

Type B: (some service and children’s information)
	Caregivers providing care for Family Day Care and/or In-home care services


2.5
Evaluation tools and techniques

The evaluation of the pilot test, and therefore the results and discussion sections of this report, focuses on whether the CSDWG has achieved the aims and objectives of the development of a CSNMDS. 

Tables 6 to 8 outline the three objectives of the CSNMDS development phase, the tasks involved in meeting these objectives and the methods used to evaluate these tasks.

In summary, the tools used to evaluate the pilot test were:

· written and verbal feedback from participating services;

· analysis of completed collection forms;

· analysis of the data received from the collection forms; and

· consultation with relevant stakeholders (mainly CSDWG). 

The AIHW project officers adopted a participatory action research approach to the preparation, conduct and analysis of the pilot test. This involved the CSDWG (who reviewed and reformulated data items and the collection form design) and the participants of the pilot test (who were actively encouraged to provide feedback at all stages of the pilot test). 

As a result, much was learnt that improved the outcomes of the pilot test. In many ways this emphasis on process evaluation proved just as useful as measuring the actual outcomes of the pilot test.

Table 6: Objective 1: Tasks and evaluation tools

	Objective 1: Creating a collection that is comprehensive and practical in its scope of children’s services in Australia

	Tasks:
	Methods of evaluation:

	Examine the definition of services to include in the CSNMDS and ensure that the scope is practical and appropriate for implementation
	Consultation with CSDWG

Feedback from services

	Examine the definition of workers to include and exclude in the CSNDMS and ensure the scope is practical and appropriate
	Consultation with CSDWG

Feedback from services

Analysis of collection forms

	Examine the definition of children to include and exclude in the CSNMDS and ensure that the scope is practical and appropriate
	Consultation with CSDWG

Feedback from services

Analysis of collection forms


Table 7: Objective 2: Tasks and evaluation tools

	Objective 2: Developing clear and appropriate collection instruments (data items/questions, statistical linkage key, guidelines and collection forms)

	Tasks:
	Methods of evaluation:

	Ensure that all questions are consistent with national standards
	Consultation with CSDWG, ABS, AIHW colleagues and NCSDC

	Ensure that all questions are easy to understand
	Feedback from services

	Ensure that all questions are interpreted and answered consistently, correctly and completely across all service types and jurisdictions
	Feedback from services

Analysis of collection forms

	Ensure that guidelines accompanying the questions are helpful, concise and easy to understand
	Feedback from services

Analysis of collection forms

	Ensure that information needed to create the statistical linkage key is collected in the most practical way
	Consultation with CSDWG

Feedback from services

Analysis of collection forms

	Ensure that the statistical linkage key will be able to track children’s service usage patterns 
	Analysis of data 

	Ensure that collection forms are designed in the best manner available and easy for participants to use
	Feedback from services

Analysis of collection forms

	Ensure that the collection form allows for ease of data entry
	Consultation with AIHW database developers and data entry personnel


Table 8: Objective 3: Tasks and evaluation tools

	Objective 3: Ensuring that the core information needs and rights of all potential stakeholders are met

	Tasks:
	Methods of evaluation:

	Ensure that information gathered with the proposed data items allows the following key questions to be answered:

· How many children are receiving child care and preschool activities in Australia?

· What are the characteristics of these children?

· How many child care and preschool services are there in Australia?

· Where are these services and what type of activities do they provide to children?

· Of the available child care and preschool services, how much is being used?

· What are the characteristics of workers providing children’s services?

· What are the relevant qualifications and/or experience of workers in the child care and preschool sector?
	Analysis of data

	Ensure that the level of respondent burden is reasonable and manageable
	Feedback from services

Consultation with CSDWG

	Ensure that the privacy and rights of all potential participants are respected
	Feedback with services

Consultation and approval from AIHW ethics committees

Analysis of collection forms

	Ascertain whether all questions can be answered using children’s services’ administrative records
	Feedback from services

	Investigate how many and which data items can practically and appropriately be collected in the CSNMDS
	Consultation with CSDWG 

Feedback from services

Analysis of collection forms and data

	Ensure that the CSNMDS is able to replace current data collections
	Consultation with CSDWG

	Assess whether the CSNMDS will be a cost effective use of government resources
	Consultation with CSDWG

	Assess whether timely analysis and reporting of data is able to be undertaken
	Consultation with FaCS and CSDWG


2.5.1
Feedback from participants 

As well as informal feedback received from participants during the pilot test, two formal processes were also instituted to ensure that comprehensive feedback was received from all participants. 

1.
A written feedback form was returned with completed collection forms (see  http://www.aihw.gov.au/childyouth/pilot2004/pilotinfo/guidelines.cfm). Issues covered included time taken to complete forms; ease of understanding the forms; sources of information for answers; layout of forms and usefulness of guidelines. Most of these questions used Likert scales to quantify results.

2.
Qualitative feedback was sought through follow-up phone interviews lasting 10–30 minutes. These were based on a set of common questions and analysis of individual completed forms (see Appendix E). There was also the opportunity for more open-ended discussion. Almost all services participated in these interviews.

2.5.2
Analysis of completed forms

As mentioned above, each completed collection form was manually analysed, so that any visible discrepancies or missing data could be addressed with the service in their follow-up feedback sessions. This process helped to identify which questions participants found difficult to complete or had interpreted wrongly. 

2.5.3
Consultation with CSDWG and other stakeholders

Consultation involved:

· Reporting back to the CSDWG on a regular basis and being committed to this consensus decision making forum;
· Holding discussions with individual members of the CSDWG to resolve difficult issues and draw on their experience of similar data collection processes;
· Providing a preliminary analysis of pilot test results to the CSDWG, seeking their written views on any data items that should be omitted from the final CSNMDS (summary of responses to this report can be found in Appendix F);
· Providing updates and receiving comments and endorsement from the NCSIMG and NCSDC;
· Working with other units in the AIHW and external experts to resolve issues with individual data items, form design and database development.

2.5.4 Data analysis

Other results presented in the report reflect analysis of the data collected in the pilot test. The services included are a small non-representative sample, so the focus of the data analysis has been to ensure that:

· the statistical linkage key can be developed to link records of children;

· the key questions about children’s services can be answered;

· all data items are necessary and meaningful (by identifying areas where items may be able to be derived from each other); and

· all data items are appropriate to the children’s services sector and could not be further streamlined or improved upon (for example, if certain domains of some of the items were not used by any of the participants, or contrary information was provided by services). 

3
Pilot test participants

Of the original target of 50 services, 42 participated in the phase 2 CSNMDS Pilot Test and are reported on in this chapter.

· Three services could not be confirmed before the pilot test began.

· Two services pulled out during the pilot test.

· Three services did not return forms despite reminder calls.

3.1
Geographical location 

The distribution of services among states and territories reflected the population distribution across Australia (Table 9). Services were chosen in different regional areas to reflect population distribution within each state and territory (Table 10).

Table 9: State and territory of pilot test participants 

	State/territory
	No. of services

	New South Wales
	11

	Victoria
	9

	Queensland
	6

	Western Australia
	3

	South Australia
	4

	Tasmania
	4

	Australian Capital Territory
	3

	Northern Territory
	2

	Total
	42 


Table 10: Regional distribution of pilot test participants

	Geographical area1
	No. of services

	Major city
	20

	Inner regional area
	15

	Outer regional area
	6

	Remote
	1

	Very remote
	—

	Total
	42


1 Based on the ABS Remoteness Structure developed for the 2001 Census of Population and Housing (ABS 2001 cat. No. 1216.0)

3.2
Service type

A variety of service types participated in the pilot test (Table 11). Where more than one service delivery type was offered, as was the case for 13 services, information relating to fees was collected only for the main service. The pilot test included some services which targeted specific groups such as Indigenous children or children with a disability.

Table 11: Service type of pilot test participants

	Service type
	No. of services
	No. of workers
	No. of children

	Preschool
	15 
	76 
	766 

	Centre-based long day care
	11 
	165 
	1085 

	Occasional care
	6
	48
	438

	Family Day Care
	4
	104
	548

	Vacation care
	2
	16
	166

	In-home care
	2
	26
	105

	Multifunctional Aboriginal Children’s Service
	2
	32
	94

	Total
	42 
	467
	3202


Three of the planned 5 mobile services participated in the pilot test (Table 12). These all offered preschool programs as their main service activity type. 
Table 12: Service delivery mode of pilot test participants

	Service delivery mode
	No. of services
	No. of workers
	No. of children

	Mobile
	3
	11
	90

	Other 
	39 
	456
	3112

	Total
	42 
	467
	3202


Table 13 outlines the number of Family Day Care/In-home care services that participated in the pilot test and how they completed their forms. Some services chose to fill in the information for their caregivers, rather than distributing the forms.

Table 13: Family Day Care/In-home care services participating in the pilot test

	Family Day Care and In-home care
	No. of services
	No. of caregivers
	No. of children

	Caregivers completed forms themselves
	2
	86
	520

	Service completed all caregivers forms
	4
	26
	133

	Total
	6
	112
	653


Notes

1. One Family Day Care Centre did not provide data, but identified relevant information that could be obtained from the Harmony database (developed for the FaCS Child Care Census) or data that would need to be collated manually. As a result, no information from this service could be included in the results of the pilot test. 

2. One Family Day Care service in the ACT provided information about a small sample of their caregivers and children, with AIHW’s agreement.

4
Results

4.1
Scope

The results of the pilot test highlighted that some refinements are needed in scope to ensure that the CSNMDS is both comprehensive and practical in its coverage of children’s services in Australia.

4.1.1
Services

Follow-up feedback sessions held with participants demonstrated that the majority of the participants understood which service activity types and programs should be included and/or excluded from their collection forms. 

4.1.2
Workers

There were many cases identified in the analysis of collection forms and in feedback sessions where the scope for workers was not understood or followed by pilot test participants, as described below.

General staff

Many services did not provide information about general staff, despite being asked to. Feedback from participants showed that they do not know the number of general staff, such as cleaners, or the hours they work, because their wider organisation employs them (eg a school employs the cleaners for the preschool). Others thought that they were not relevant to the collection. Most services that included general staff answered all the worker questions for these staff, although they were instructed not to. 

Other services did not include volunteers, particularly those volunteers that do ‘general staff’ activities, because they did not view them as ‘staff’.

Workers absent during collection week

Many services only included workers who were there for the collection week and did not follow instructions to include workers who were on leave. Many services said it was easier to record only workers who were present during the collection week. 

Other specific contact workers

Some participants suggested that the pilot test may not provide an accurate picture of ‘other specific contact workers’ such as dance teachers and those workers providing extra services, because they come in fortnightly and may not have been present in the collection week.

4.1.3
Children

All services understood that all children were to be included (even if they were away for the collection week). Some occasional care services noted that it was difficult for them to know which children would be attending in any given week, although in most cases these services were able to provide information on children who had booked a place for the week, but were unable to attend.

4.2
Collection instruments

This section focuses on whether clear and appropriate collection instruments were developed for the pilot test and consequently for the CSNMDS. The collection instruments used in the pilot test included questions, guidelines and collection forms.

4.2.1
Questions

Understanding the questions

The majority of the services and caregivers reported that they found most questions easy to understand. This is supported by the fact that the resources that were created to assist participants were rarely used. No participants reported using information on the website and 12 calls were received on the helpline (see Appendix D). 

Most participants had no trouble answering the questions (Appendix G, Tables 19–21). The only noteworthy finding is that Family Day Care and In-home care caregivers reported more difficulties in understanding questions than other participants. The questions that caregivers found the most difficult to understand were those on places offered and letters of child’s name.

Consistent and correct answers

The items that were identified in the collection form analysis, data analysis and feedback sessions as being completed in an inconsistent or incorrect manner were:

Service items:

· Answers to the Fee schedule question did not always follow the guidelines, because the table provided on the collection form did not match the way that some services set fees. 

· Places offered provided two options for response – a box for the whole week or a table if the number of places varied across the week. Some participants filled in both options, some with inconsistent answers.

Worker items:

· One vacation care service stated that the Employment status questions (full–time/part–time and permanent, fixed–term contract or casual) were hard for them to answer, because they ‘borrowed’ staff from other services within the same organisation (eg. vacation care services using workers that would normally provide other forms of child care with the same organisation). 

· One Family Day Care service mentioned that in many services, caregivers are not employed by the service, but are self-employed. This would make it difficult for the service to answer many of the worker items about their caregivers (such as employment status).

· A few participants stated that they had problems with deciding what hours to include in calculating the hours worked. For example, one centre required workers to stay at the centre during their lunch breaks, although they were not paid for this time.

· A few participants did not follow the guidelines in answering specific role of workers. For example, one participant stated that they did not know how to categorise students on work experience.

· The Relief worker question posed a number of problems because of varying understanding of who constituted a relief worker, despite provision of guidelines. Other services left this question blank if the worker was not a relief worker.

· Preschool service provided was interpreted differently by services, and posed problems when the NMDS definition differed from the jurisdiction’s definition. This occurred in Western Australia. 

· School status was interpreted wrongly by a Western Australian preschool that stated that all of their children attended school – when they should have recorded that none did. 

Child items:

· Main language other than English spoken at home posed problems for a minority of participants who stated that they either could not record this to the level required or had recorded the child’s first language. 
· Child with disability – need for assistance. This question was interpreted and answered inconsistently across services.  Some participants stated that more examples and explanations would have assisted them.  Some only recorded those children where a specific diagnosis was known, some used personal judgement, while others included children where they were receiving specific funding to support their special needs and had extra aids/workers employed to assist them.

· Family type and working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s). The main issue with this question was how up to date the information was, as it was provided by the parents when the child was enrolled.  Feedback revealed a wide variability in how regularly this information is updated. 

There was no apparent correlation between particular service types or jurisdictions and difficulty in interpreting the questions correctly and consistently. 

Better ways to collect information

The majority of participants stated that they were happy with the way information was being collected. Improvements suggested by participants in the feedback they provided:

· Use a 24 hours clock for the service operation item and the child arrival and departure time item. There was no consensus of opinion among participants on this issue.

· In terms of measuring hours of attendance, a clear majority of participants wanted to keep the arrival and departure times question rather than having a question which asked for how many hours children attended, since the information in sign-in and sign-out books was readily available.

· Many participants did not understand the reason for collecting letters of name (which form part of the statistical linkage key), and found it difficult at first.  

4.2.2
Guidelines 

Most of the participants found the guidelines booklet very useful in assisting them to complete the collection form. Eighty three percent of participants rated the booklets as useful or very useful.

Appendix H contains tables showing the data items which pilot test participants identified as having unclear guidelines. The only significant finding was that Family Day Care/In-home care caregivers found the guidelines more difficult to understand than other participants, especially for questions on places offered, weeks and days of operation and the letters of child’s name.

4.2.3
Collection form design

Overall the collection forms were received well by the pilot test participants. The consensus was that having the inserts on the lower part of the page meant that the form flowed well. Some participants reported getting confused about which child they were reporting on.

On average, 78% of participants (apart from Family Day Care/In-home care caregivers) rated the collection forms as easy to very easy, with only 2% of services rating them as difficult or very difficult.

Caregivers indicated that they had some problems completing the forms, with 68% rating them as easy-very easy and 14% rating them as difficult to very difficult to understand. One caregiver commented that “if it wasn’t for Family Day Care staff I would have had no idea how to complete the forms”.

Possible improvements

Some improvements suggested by participants to the design of the forms were:

· enlarge boxes to record attendance pattern of children; 

· provide more space or a double line distinguishing one answer row from another;

· combine booklets;

· provide more guidelines on the collection form itself.

The general consensus was that the forms looked more difficult than they were to complete.

Electronic data collection

Just over a third of the participants said they would prefer to complete the forms electronically, with some commenting on the success and ease with which they report for the FaCS Child Care Census using the Harmony system.  

However, many of the services are either unwilling or unable to complete electronic forms, as they do not currently have the technology, resources or capability to do so.

4.3
Core needs and rights

This section focuses on the success of the CSNMDS in meeting the core information needs and rights of all stakeholders (including service participants) in terms of:

· answering key children’s services questions;

· creation of a statistical linkage key

· ensuring that the level of respondent burden is reasonable and manageable;

· protecting the privacy and rights of all potential participants; and

· relying upon children’s services’ administrative records to complete the collection forms. 

4.3.1
Answering key children’s services questions

How many children are receiving child care and preschool activities in Australia?

The results of the pilot test confirm that the CSNMDS will provide reliable data to answer this question (Table 14). Through data analysis, a count can be provided of either those who attended in the collection week or those who attended plus those who were absent (as in Figure 4, below). Although there is the undeniable challenge of achieving a high response rate from services, within the services who responded almost all children and workers were willing to participate in the pilot test. The statistical linkage key offers the possibility of measuring the number of children who use more than one service, thus avoiding double counting.  

Data analysis also revealed that the preschool item needed to be changed so that it was consistent with the count of children attending child care services.

Table 14: Children in formal care, by state/territory and main service activity type

	
	Main service activity type

	State/territory
	Centre-based long day care
	Family Day Care
	Occasional care
	Vacation care
	Preschool
	In-home care
	Total

	NSW
	313
	—
	174
	—
	240
	6
	733

	Vic
	204
	196
	78
	—
	133
	99
	710

	Qld
	133
	324
	29
	—
	136
	—
	622

	SA
	154
	—
	—
	—
	105
	—
	259

	WA
	263
	—
	—
	—
	29
	—
	292

	Tas
	71
	—
	—
	166
	16
	—
	253

	ACT
	156
	28
	—
	—
	50
	—
	234

	NT
	38
	—
	—
	—
	57
	—
	95

	Total
	1332
	548
	281
	166
	766
	105
	3198

	Notes: 

1. No services providing outside school hours care participated in the pilot test.

2. Pilot test data is not representative.


What are the characteristics of these children?

The pilot test has returned reliable data on age, sex (Figure 4), preschool attendance and school status. Indigenous status had a lower response rate than other questions, but is typical of many surveys. In the pilot test, the most common answer for children who spoke a language other than English at home was ‘other’. This suggests the need to modify this question (see Discussion Section). Appendix I contains tables of data output for characteristics of children in the pilot test. 
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          Pilot test data is not representative.
        Figure 4: Age and sex distribution of children in pilot test


How many child care and preschool services are there in Australia?

The information needed to answer this question should flow from the creation of a register of services within the scope of the CSNMDS. A comprehensive register that is regularly updated is essential for the success of the collection.

Where are these services located and what type of activities do they provide to children?

The collection will offer rich data on these topics. The addresses of services can be derived from the register of services, but information is also collected in the pilot test. Location can be coded at very small area level, such as statistical local area, and also provided at broader regional levels as required. The pilot test data is able to show the complexity of services that offer more than one activity (Table 15). 

Table 15: Main service activity type and other services provided

	 
	Main service activity type

	All services provided
	Family Day Care
	In-home care
	Centre-based long day care
	Occasional care
	Preschool
	Vacation care
	Total

	Family Day Care
	(3)
	1
	—
	—
	—
	—
	4

	In-home care
	2
	(2)
	—
	—
	—
	—
	4

	Centre-based long day care
	—
	—
	(14)
	—
	—
	—
	14

	Occasional care
	—
	—
	3
	(5)
	2
	—
	10

	Outside school hours care
	—
	—
	5
	—
	—
	—
	5

	Preschool
	—
	—
	6
	—
	(15)
	—
	21

	Vacation care
	—
	—
	5
	—
	—
	(2)
	7

	Total number of centres
	3
	2
	14
	5
	15
	2
	41

	Notes:

1. Numbers in brackets show the main service activity type.

2. All services were able to identify the main service activity type.

3. Pilot test data is not representative.


Of the available child care and preschool services, how much is being used?

The pilot test data is able to show the pattern of daily use of various services. Figure 5 shows the distribution of the number of days (either full or any part thereof) on which children attended formal care. Figure 6 shows the number of hours per week that children spent in formal care, derived from the actual hours spent in care each day of the collection week. Together these measures show patterns of use of formal care from the child’s perspective. Although data exists from the pilot test to measure utilisation from a service’s perspective, by dividing the total number of hours actually used by children by the total number of hours the service is open, this can give misleading results. Excess capacity can be measured by subtracting the maximum numbers of spaces available from the licensed places, using data from the pilot test, but again this output should be used with caution. A full discussion of utilisation rates can be found in section 5.3.2.

	[image: image2.emf]0

200

400

600

800

1,000

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Days attended care

No. of children



Notes: 

1. ‘0’ represents children who normally attend care but were absent during the collection week.

2. A child could attend for either a full day or any part thereof to be counted as attending on one day.

3. Pilot test data is not representative.

        Figure 5: Number of days per week children attended formal care
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         Figure 6: Number of hours per week children attended formal care


What are the characteristics of workers providing children’s services?

The pilot test highlighted the difficulty of recording date of birth of workers, and this item will be replaced with age group, which is simpler to collect and should offer a reliable measure of the age distribution of workers in the children’s services sector. Age distribution was derived by converting date of birth (collected in the pilot test) to age (Figure 7). 
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      Notes: 

1. Age of worker was derived from the data item, date of birth.

2. All workers, paid and unpaid are included.

3. Pilot test data is not representative.
      Figure 7: Age distribution of workers in children’s services


Data analysis showed that in most cases, full-time/part-time status could be derived from hours worked.  Most other data items provided reliable information about the characteristics of workers (see Appendix I for examples of data). 

What relevant qualifications and/or experience do workers in the children’s services sector have?

The pilot test returned a rich source of information about workers’ qualification fields and levels. These can be cross-tabulated with such items as main service activity type (Tables 16 and 17), age of worker and specific role to give a detailed picture of workers’ qualifications to provide information for policy development and workforce planning (Appendix I).

In terms of experience in the children’s services sector, the pilot test measured the number of years a worker had been employed in the current service and in the sector (Figure 8). The data from these items will be useful for informing policy directed at improving stability of the workforce. The proportion of workers for whom years of experience in the children’s services sector was not known was quite high (20%), whereas this figure was much lower for years of experience in the current service (2%). 

 Table 16: Worker’s field of qualification by main service activity type 

	
	Main service activity type

	Field of qualification
	Centre-based long day care
	Occasional  care
	Vacation care
	Preschool
	Total

	Teaching (early childhood related)
	12
	1
	—
	13
	26

	Teaching (primary)
	2
	—
	1
	3
	6

	Teaching (other)
	—
	—
	2
	1
	3

	Child care and other children’s services
	33
	7
	—
	9
	49

	Nursing (including Mothercraft Nursing)
	—
	—
	1
	—
	1

	Other human welfare studies and services
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Behavioural science
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Other child care related
	1
	1
	—
	1
	3

	No qualification in a children’s services related field
	35
	5
	7
	16
	63

	Don’t know
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Not applicable or missing
	132
	15
	5
	33
	313

	Total
	215
	29
	16
	76
	464


Notes: 

Family Day Care and In-home care workers did not answer this question and so are recorded as ‘Not applicable or missing’.

Pilot test data is not representative.
— did not respond

Table 17: Worker’s level of qualification by main service activity type 

	

	Main service activity type

	Level of relevant qualification
	Centre-based long day care
	Occasional  care
	Vacation care
	Preschool
	Total

	Post Graduate Degree
	1
	—
	—
	1
	2

	Graduate Diploma or graduate certificate
	2
	—
	1
	—
	3

	Bachelor Degree
	8
	1
	4
	12
	25

	Advanced Diploma
	5
	—
	—
	—
	5

	Diploma
	11
	6
	—
	8
	25

	Certificate level III or IV
	11
	1
	—
	5
	17

	Certificate level I or II
	3
	—
	—
	1
	4

	Other certificate
	1
	—
	—
	—
	1

	No children's services related tertiary education
	27
	6
	7
	14
	54

	Don't know
	14
	2
	—
	2
	18

	Not applicable or missing
	132
	13
	4
	33
	310

	Total
	215
	29
	16
	76
	464

	Workers with qualifications relevant to 
children’s services (%)
	
60.9
	
57.1
	
41.7
	
65.9
	
. .


Notes: 

Proportions are calculated for those workers who had a Type B form where this question appeared. All Family Day Care and In home care workers used Form Type A and so are recorded as ‘Not applicable or missing’.

Pilot test data is not representative.

— did not respond
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Figure 8: Years of experience of workers in children’s services  


4.3.2 Statistical linkage key

Data elements which can be used to construct a statistical linkage key for children were collected successfully in the pilot test (date of birth, sex and selected letters of child’s name). 

As this was a one-off collection and the sample size was very small, it was not possible to accurately test how the statistical linkage key could be used to track children’s usage of children’s services. 

4.3.3 Level of respondent burden

Time taken to complete forms

For all participants except Family Day Care and In-home care caregivers, the average time taken to complete the forms was 5 hours 9 minutes. The median time taken was 3 hours 45 minutes, with a range from 40 minutes to 20 hours.

The average time taken by caregivers to complete the collection form was 56 min. The median time taken to complete forms was 45 minutes, with a range from 5 minutes to 4 hours 30 minutes.

Feedback from participants suggests that these were probably under-estimates. Some services did not include reading time and others said that more than one worker helped to complete the forms. 

Issues raised by participants relating to time taken to complete forms were:

· Most participants felt the time taken was reasonable. However, expectations varied between the services, with some saying that they would not be prepared to spend much more than 1 or 2 hours and others stating that they would spend up to a day. 

· Services managed the filling in of forms in many ways: many participants said that they completed the forms at home (in their own time), others employed staff specifically to cover them while they completed the forms. One service used students on placement to complete the forms. 

· Most participants commented that completing the form required a great deal of concentration and this meant setting aside time to do this task without interruption – which can be hard in a child care or preschool setting. However, most services stated that they realised the importance of the data collection and put in the time necessary to complete them accurately.

Sections of form taking longest time to complete

Almost all of the participants stated that the section that took the longest to complete was the child section, particularly the question relating to the attendance pattern of each child. Even so, most participants said it is easier for them to record arrival and departure times, than recording hours of service attended. The “same as child above” box was seen as particularly helpful and time saving for preschools. Some participants also identified that the letters of the child’s name also took a long time to complete.

The other main burden on time appeared to be the date of birth questions (for either worker or child) because the information had to be looked up for each child and in some cases, asked of each worker. 

Participants made the following suggestions for minimising respondent burden:

· electronic collection of information; 

· asking questions that can be answered from records, rather than ones that require asking workers or parents. 

Time allowed for return of forms

The pilot test gave participants a week after the collection week to return their forms.  Almost half the survey forms were returned within a week, and over 80% within three weeks of the end of the survey. Follow-up calls resulted in most other forms being returned, although most energy was put into getting the last few responses.  

Timing of the collection week

Another important issue highlighted by participants in the follow-up feedback sessions was the timing of the collection week. The problems identified with the week that was chosen included:

· The survey week was too close to school holidays.

· Child care centres and preschools are busier in the last quarter of the year because of increased enquiries from parents looking to enrol children for the next year.

· There was a national workforce survey sent out to many services in the same week.

· In NSW the ASPARD survey was also received in the same week. 

Information provided prior to the collection

All participants were happy with the level of information provided for the pilot test. Many stated that the letters provided to parents and workers were helpful, especially when provided in languages other than English where necessary. All participants stated that they felt confident to address any concerns or enquiries from parents and workers. 

4.3.4
Participant’s privacy and rights respected

The main indication from the participants that they felt that their privacy and rights had been protected was that only 3 parents and 5 workers (1% of the workers who participated) expressed concerns about themselves or their children participating in the pilot test. One child was excluded from the collection as a result of their parents concerns about participating.

4.3.5
Administrative based data collection

All participants were asked the source of the information for each answer. As described above, some items were tested with only half the participating services. However, during follow-up feedback sessions, all services were asked whether they would have been able to answer the questions that were excluded from their forms and these responses are in Appendix J.

Service items

· All service items were able to be easily recorded.

Worker items

· Almost 50% of participants could not record the length of experience item using their own knowledge or records.

· 25% of participants had to ask many, if not all of their workers, their date of birth. 

· Almost a quarter (23%) of participants could not record the educational enrolment status of their workers without asking them individually.

· Approximately 15% of services did not have a record of worker’s qualification field.

· 21% of services did not have a record of the worker’s qualification level.

· 15% of participants stated that they had to ask their workers about their 

Indigenous status. Only 20% of services have this information on their records.

· There were many instances where personal information such as date of birth, qualifications and experience could not be answered for relief workers.

· About half of the participants that stated they could not collect information on the above items were preschools. One service explained that they do not have access to staff records, but their employer (i.e. the school) does. 

Child items

· Sex and working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s) was the child question that most participants struggled to answer using either their records or their own knowledge of the child’s family situation. 

Participants stated that this was because the level of information sought was too detailed. Most of the participants that could not answer these questions came from preschools or vacation care services.

· Approximately 1 out of every 5 services do not keep records on the Indigenous status of children. Participants stated that even when records are kept, not all parents chose to provide this information.

· Some services do not record the main language other than English spoken at home, rather they collect information on the cultural identity of children. Approximately 10% of services (not from one particular service type) stated that they could not answer this question. 

However, half of the participants stated that they have this on their records, and most of the other participants stated that they could provide this information for all children.

· Only four participants stated that they would have to ask parents what the family type of the child was.  Each of these a different service type. Most services appeared to collect this information on enrolment, but currency at the time of the collection is an issue.

· Disability—need for assistance is not recorded for all children and although most participants could answer this question without having to ask parents, feedback suggests that they used their own knowledge or assessment of the child’s situation, which may not be reliable or consistent across different services. 

5
Discussion

5.1
Scope

5.1.1
Services

The scope of the CSNMDS needs to be clearly defined and understood, so that when analysis of the data is completed, it is clear what the data represents. Two areas that need further review and clarification by the CSDWG are:

1.
Which service activities to include. Currently the scope states that only services and service activities that receive Australian and/or state and territory government funding should be included in the scope of the collection. A better picture of children’s services in Australia will be achieved if all service activities offered at a government funded service are recorded. It would also mean that the staff employed to provide these additional services (usually ‘other specific contact workers’ in the collection) would be included, which would improve the comprehensiveness of the data supplied on the children’s services workforce. 

This reflects not only what actually happened in the pilot test but also the findings from the first pilot test, where it was suggested that the CSNMDS “collect data on all activities provided by services”. 
Recommendation 1: Broaden the scope of the CSNMDS to include all child care and/or preschool service activities (apart from those activities that require the attendance of a parent/guardian) offered at government funded services. 

2.
Which services to exclude. Up to this point, it has been assumed that the services excluded from the CSNMDS (those not receiving any form of government funding and those solely funded by local governments) are not a significant number. 

Prior to implementation this assumption should be reviewed, to ensure that the number and/or characteristics of the services excluded would not be significant enough to warrant any changes in the scope of the collection.
Recommendation 2: CSDWG review and document the services that would be excluded from the CSNMDS under the current scope to determine whether this is appropriate.

The pilot test results demonstrated that most, if not all, services understood the scope of the collection and felt that it was appropriate. This was despite the complex service delivery models that existed for some of the services participating in the pilot test, such as services offering a number of child care services from the same or different locations. However, this highlights the importance of establishing and maintaining a register of all services that fall within the scope of the collection. There is general recognition that this is a major ongoing task, in terms of both time and resources needed, because of the size and volatility of the children’s services sector. 
Recommendation 3: Prior to implementation, establish a register of all services that fall within the scope of the collection in cooperation with Australian, state and territory government departments. 

5.1.2 Workers

General staff 

The pilot test confirmed that it is difficult to gain an accurate picture of the general staff who work in children’s services. Given the poor data quality and the extra burden that is placed on participants by reporting on general staff, they should be excluded from the scope of the CSNMDS. Rather, the focus should be on gaining good quality data about the workers, both paid and unpaid, who have direct contact and responsibility for children accessing children’s services. This is in line with current and forecasted children’s services workforce policy and service provision data requirements. 
Recommendation 4: Exclude general staff from the collection, so that the only workers included in the scope of the CSNMDS are those who have some direct contact with children, both paid and unpaid.

Workers away for the collection week

As the scope of the CSNMDS currently stands, workers who are away temporarily, but still have a formal attachment to their job, are included in the collection. This adds complexity to the collection and results in double counting, as both the absent worker and their replacement are counted. However, it does allow for the information about absent workers and their characteristics, including their qualifications, to be recorded. Some participating services recorded only the workers who were present, despite guidelines to the contrary.

Given that the purpose of collecting information on workers is to determine their characteristics, qualifications and experience, it seems reasonable to take a snapshot of the workers providing children’s services in the collection week. This would simplify the question and guidelines, and reduce respondent burden. 
Recommendation 5: Narrow the scope for workers in the CSNMDS to exclude workers absent from the service during the collection week.

Workers engaged under special government programs

Over time these schemes change. In the pilot test, people engaged in children’s services through the Jobs, Education and Training program (JET), Commonwealth Development Employment Program (CDEP) and Special Needs Subsidy Scheme (SNSS) were included in the scope because their work included contact with children. Those in Supplementary Services Program (SUPS) were excluded because they offered professional support for workers. Those administering the CSNMDS will need to consult regularly with FaCS about changes to these schemes, to ensure that the appropriate workers continue to be included in the scope.

Recommendation 6: Consult with FaCS regularly about changes to special programs which engage workers in children’s services.

Other specific contact workers 

One implication of accepting Recommendation 6 is that some ‘other specific contact workers’ would not be counted, because they do not come into services on a weekly basis. However this is acceptable and gives an accurate picture of the numbers and types of workers present at a service in a typical week.

5.1.3 Children

In contrast to the first pilot test, participants in the phase 2 pilot test did not encounter any problems in adhering to the scope of children in the CSNMDS. The current definitions and guidelines appeared to be clear and they elicited a level of information that was comprehensive and descriptive of children using children’s services.

One inconsistency was noted in relation to the preschool service provided for child data item. As it currently stands the CSNMDS only provides a count of children who actually received a preschool service during the collection week, rather than those who actually received and would usually receive this service (as is collected for child care services).  

Recommendation 7: Amend the preschool service provided for child data element to include children who usually receive preschool in the data collection week.

5.2
Collection instruments

5.2.1
Data items (questions and their guidelines)

Overall, most participating services were able to answer the questions in the collection forms correctly. However, one of the major findings of the pilot test was that caregivers employed by Family Day Care or In-home care services had more difficulty understanding and completing their collection forms than other pilot test participants. This may be because some caregivers have less experience filling out forms and keeping records than staff working in the administration side of Family Day Care. A further complication was the extra time and effort involved in distributing to and collecting forms from caregivers. Advice from FaCS suggests that most of these centres have electronic systems in place which record caregivers’ information, which could be adapted for the CSNMDS. For these reasons, services should be given the option of completing caregiver’s forms themselves.  
Recommendation 8: Family Day Care and In-home care services should be given the option of providing all caregiver information themselves. 

Pilot test results also indicated that some improvements should be made to individual data items to ensure that there is complete clarity in the way questions and guidelines are worded and presented; and all data items included in the collection provide accurate, reliable and meaningful data.

Service items

Fee schedule: results from the pilot test show that this question was one of the most complicated in the collection, as there are so many different practices across the children’s services sector. 

Services found it difficult to record fee details in the format provided in the collection form.  The best way to get reasonable data is to be more prescriptive about how different services types should record this information. However, this may mean that some services will either not provide the information or give information that cannot be analysed. The purpose of this item is to derive an average fee for a specified period for each service type—it is not possible to compare across service types, since each  service type has different charging arrangements. For example, preschool often charge one standard fee for a full term, while occasional care charges different hourly rates depending on the age of the child. The CSDWG should reconsider the value of retaining this item.
Recommendation 9: The CSDWG reconsider the value of retaining the service fee data item in the collection. 

Places offered: This item was recorded incorrectly by many participants because the collection form allowed for alternative answers (for whole week or each day if the number of places varied from day to day). This can be remedied by providing clearer guidelines on how to record answers for this question and improving the layout on the collection form.  
Recommendation 10: AIHW to develop clearer guidelines on places offered data item and include these in the final CSNMDS data dictionary.

Worker items

Participants had few problems understanding and answering the worker items in the pilot test. Results suggest that some items need to be modified and others excluded because of poor data quality. 

Total hours worked: Although one participant was unsure of what hours to include in this data item, the guidelines are considered to be clear. One-to-one assistance is the most appropriate way of responding to this concern

Employment status—permanent/fixed-term contract/casual: Pilot test results highlighted that services that ‘borrow’ staff from another service within their organisation may need extra guidance about recording the correct employment status of the worker. This does not necessitate any amendment to the data item. 

The pilot test brought to light another variation in this question, in that the caregivers of Family Day Care and In-home care services may be self-employed. The guidelines for this question need to be extended to include this situation.
Recommendation 11: Extend the guidelines for the employment status—permanent/fixed-term contract/casual data element in the final data dictionary to state: “If the service is unsure on the status of their staff, use the leave entitlements that the staff member is eligible for as a guide to the category to include them in.”

Recommendation 12: CSDWG provide guidance as to the appropriate category for caregivers who are self-employed in the employment status—permanent/fixed-term contract/casual data element.

Employment status—full-time/part-time: Data analysis showed that this information can be derived from the hours worked data item and therefore it is unnecessary to collect this item in the CSNMDS. The other employment status item (permanent/fixed-term contract or casual) together with hours worked should give enough information about employment status/conditions of workers (see Table 31, Appendix J).
Recommendation 13: The Worker data element, employment status—full-time/part-time, be omitted from the CSNMDS.

Employment status—Relief worker: This was a complex item to develop and define, because neither the ABS nor AIHW collect this item and no standard concept or definition exists. Results show that this data item caused some confusion and was often not recorded correctly. This was partly due to the different uses of the term ‘relief worker’ within the children’s services sector. There are thus serious concerns about the data quality of this item and it should be omitted from the CSNMDS. 

Recommendation 14: The worker data element employment status—relief worker be omitted from the CSNMDS.

Qualification level: This item was changed after the first pilot test and was successfully implemented in the phase 2 pilot test, with only one further improvement required. Further consultation is needed with members of the CSDWG to see if the addition of Associate Diploma should be added to the list of categories, as was suggested by one of the participants.

Recommendation 15: The CSDWG consider adding Associate Diploma to the data domains of the paid contact worker/caregiver —qualification level data element.

Child items

The child items proved to be more problematic than the service or worker items tested in the pilot test. Consequently, many of the items require modification. 

Letters of name: Many participants reported initial difficulty in recording the letters of name data. However, the experiences of other AIHW data collections suggest that after the initial CSNMDS collection has been completed and participants are used to recording the name in this way, it will not prove to be so arduous. One strategy that can easily be implemented on the collection form is to reverse the current order of surname letters followed by first (given) name letters. This change was suggested by more than one of the pilot test participants. 
Recommendation 16: Modify Child—letters of name so that letters of the first name of the child are collected first, followed by the letters of the surname.

Preschool service provided: Reflecting the range of definitions of a preschool service that currently exist across jurisdictions, the pilot test showed that this item was inconsistently reported on by children’s services. The CSDWG needs to develop a better definition of a preschool service, to ensure a more consistent response from participants. Importantly, this would improve the description of preschool provision in Australia.
Recommendation 17: The CSDWG develop a better definition of a preschool service for the final data dictionary of the CSNMDS.

School status: One problem identified in the pilot test was that some preschool services operating in a school environment stated that the child attended school. To overcome this misunderstanding, the guidelines should be expanded to state, ‘If the child attends preschool in a school setting, he/she should not be reported as attending school’. 

Recommendation 18: Add a sentence to the child—school status data element in the final data dictionary that states; ‘If the child attends preschool in a school setting, they should not be counted as attending school’.

Main language other than English: Some inconsistency was apparent in the way participants answered this question. Feedback suggest that some answers were based on current collection practices for cultural difference. Services could be encouraged to change their recording systems to conform to the approach taken in this data item, so that collecting the information for the NMDS will be simplified.

A simpler version of the question which conforms to ABS standards and is easier to understand and answer should be used. Once language has been specified, answers can be coded at a broad or more detailed level based on the Standard Classification of Languages. 
Recommendation 19: Change the language question to ‘Does the child (or their parents or guardian) speak a language other than English at home’ and change the domains to

1.
Not applicable, English only spoken at home

2.
Other language, please specify.

Recommendation 20: Prior to implementation of the CSNMDS,  children’s services should be encouraged to record language spoken that matches the definition and guidelines of the child—main language other than English spoken at home data element.

Disability status—need for assistance: Pilot test results and feedback from services revealed that there was wide variation in the criteria used to identify children who had a need for additional assistance in certain areas, compared to children of a similar age. 

This item was developed in consultation with the Functioning and Disability Unit in the AIHW, to ensure consistency with national and international standards. As participants had no problems understanding the question, but only differed in the criteria used to identify which children needed additional assistance, more detailed guidelines should overcome existing problems with reporting this information.
Recommendation 21: The AIHW consult with the Functioning and Disability Unit of the AIHW to improve the guidelines for the child—disability status—need for assistance data element in the final data dictionary. Children should only be included if their parent/guardian has identified or confirmed that their child has a need for additional assistance compared to children of a similar age and related to a long-term health condition or disability. More appropriate examples should be provided for the categories listed. 

Arrival and Departure time of child: More than 90% of the participants wanted to keep this item as it is, even though it differs from the FaCS Child Care Census in that it collects hours attended rather than hours paid for. 

Most participants used their sign-in and sign-out books to record this information on their collection forms. However, many Family Day Care and In-home care services use electronic systems that collect and report on hours paid for. These systems could be modified to collect hours attended, in line with the requirements of the CSNMDS.

Recommendation 22: Family Day Care/In-home care services that use electronic data collection systems should modify their systems to collect actual hours attended by children.

Family type, sex and working arrangements of parents/guardians: These questions were well understood by participants. However, the currency of information about families varied between services. If the CSDWG deems it appropriate to collect this level of information, children’s services will need to be encouraged to maintain and update this information on a regular (at least annual) basis.

CSDWG members have advised that all but one jurisdiction support the exclusion of these items, as data are unreliable, they fall outside of the scope of the NMDS and they are currently collected in a more reliable and robust way (directly from parents/guardians) in other data collections such as the ABS Child Care Survey.

Recommendation 23: Omit data elements family type, sex of parent(s)/guardian(s) and working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s) from the CS NDMS collection.

 5.2.2 Statistical Linkage Key 

Very few problems were identified in the pilot test with participants’ ability to record accurate answers to the items required to build the statistical linkage key—selected letters of child’s name, child’s date of birth and child’s sex. The statistical linkage key will allow analysis of children’s service usage patterns, in terms of use of more than one type of formal care at a point in time and trends over time.   

5.2.3 Form design

The pilot test has highlighted some form design issues that need to be resolved prior to the implementation of the CSNMDS. Results show that the paper forms used in the pilot test were an appropriate design for this purpose. In the long term, electronic data collection would be an ideal collection tool, since it allows much quicker and simpler retrieval of information. However, feedback from the pilot test showed that only just over a third of the participants would be willing to change to electronic collection, and that some services did not have the capacity do so. 

The different forms developed for the different service types worked well. This suggests that the concept could be extended in the implementation of the CSNMDS, so that vacation care services and stand-alone preschools have their own forms. This would facilitate the printing of different dates on the vacation care forms and the reduction of items having to be collected by stand-alone preschools (such as child—school status and preschool service provided).

The NMDS has 16 worker items and 13 child items, more than could be fitted onto one paper form. In order to test every data item in the NMDS, separate forms for service/workers and children were used. Each of these had two versions (Type A and Type B) with some common and some different questions. If only one version of the paper-based forms are used in the implementation of the CSNMDS that are similar to those used in the pilot test, the number of worker questions would be limited to 10 and the number of child questions to 7 (to allow for recording of child’s attendance times). 

Some possible options that could be considered to deal with this situation are:

1.
Reduce the number of data items collected initially, but include all agreed items in the Final data dictionary for future use.

2.
Use the pilot test approach of collecting core data items across all services and sampling other data items across only half of the children’s services in Australia. This would involve developing two alternate forms for all service types and ensuring appropriate sampling. 

3.
Set up electronic data collection as widely as possible, with participants who are replying electronically completing all data items and those on paper-based collection forms only collecting a limited number of items. 

All of these options have advantages and disadvantages. Some issues to consider in deciding which option is best suited to the implementation of the CSNMDS are:

· Electronic collection will be expensive and time consuming not only to develop, but also to set up in every children’s service in Australia. Some electronic data collection systems are already used and could be modified.

· If items are omitted because of space restrictions on paper-based collection forms, a decision will need to be made about which items to omit. 

· The ABS already conducts a child care survey every 3 years and reports on many of the same items as the proposed CSNMDS. Should the CSNMDS concentrate its efforts on becoming a census of children’s services, rather than providing another survey of child care?

· If a sampling approach is agreed upon, the issue of sampling methods will need to be addressed so that accurate, meaningful and quality data is obtained. Services that utilise electronic data collection, and so provide information on every item, are likely to be larger services, metropolitan services and FDC/IHC services, would be over-represented.  

· One of the main objectives of the CSNMDS is to meet the data collection needs of jurisdictions, and avoid duplication. Any decision about the omission of data items from the CSNMDS must be balanced with the needs of the jurisdictions. 

Recommendation 24: Develop electronic based collection for the CSNMDS. This system would be extensively field tested prior to implementation and introduced as widely as possible to allow data collection on all agreed CSNMDS data items.

Recommendation 25: CSDWG make a final decision about the set of data items to collect in the implementation of the CSNMDS.

5.3
Balancing core needs and rights of stakeholders 

5.3.1 Administrative records used to answer all questions

To meet the needs of stakeholders for quality data and to reduce the level of respondent burden by ensuring that participants are only reporting on information that is easily available to them, all information sought by the NMDS should be available from administrative records. The pilot test revealed that this is not currently the case. 

Many of the issues identified by the pilot test that relate to services’ ability to report on data items can be addressed by changing the information services collect so that it is consistent with the items in the CSNMDS. Feedback from participants indicates that services have the ability to change their record systems to suit the needs of the data collection. This has already been demonstrated by services who have changed the information they collect to be consistent with the FaCS Census of Child Care Services. Appropriate support should be available to facilitate the process.

Recommendation 26: Prior to the implementation of the CSNMDS, provide support to children’s services and jurisdictions to change over to collecting the CSNMDS data items.

There were some items that participating services struggled to report on.

· Paid contact worker/caregiver—length of experience: 

Feedback from participants in the phase 1 pilot test led to this item being changed from a question that asked ‘do workers have more or less than 3 years work experience’ to asking for exact years of experience in children’s services. However, the phase 2 pilot test showed that services do not collect exact years of experience and so it was time consuming to report on and provided unreliable data. 

This item addresses one of the key questions in the children’s services sector and so it should be retained, but simplified to make collection easier and data quality better. This could be achieved by changing the data domain to specified year groups (such as 0–4, 5–9 years). Additionally, services should be encouraged to record years of experience for all workers.   

Recommendation 27: Retain Paid contact worker/caregiver —length of experience and CSDWG decide the appropriate data domains.

Guidelines on how to estimate years of experience should be improved and children’s services should be encouraged to collect this item accurately. 

· Paid contact worker/caregiver—length of time with current service was easier for services to collect, but is a less meaningful data item than Paid contact worker/caregiver—length of experience.

Recommendation 28: Omit paid contact worker/caregiver—length of time with current service from the Final CSNMDS Data Dictionary. 

· Paid contact worker/caregiver—educational enrolment status: This information was not routinely kept by children’s services in their records and many of the participants had difficulty answering this question for all of their workers. This led to high respondent burden and unreliable data quality for this item. Data relating to educational enrolment may be available from more reliable sources (see Appendix F).

Recommendation 29: Omit paid contact worker/caregiver—educational enrolment status from the final CSNMDS data dictionary.

· Paid contact worker/caregiver—date of birth: This item is not currently recorded by services and so was time consuming to collect. Since the purpose of the item is to derive age of workers, this item could be replaced by age group of workers, which will provide an adequate level of accuracy about the age profile of workers.

Recommendation 30: Omit paid contact worker/caregiver—date of birth and replace it with paid contact worker/caregiver—age group.

· Sex and Working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s):  These two data elements were combined into one question on the CSNMDS collection form, which worked well. However, too few services could record the level of information required on working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s) to ensure reliable data. Additionally, many services were unsure of how current their information was. 

Since data quality issues outweigh the potential usefulness of these items, as discussed in relation to Recommendation 23, they should be omitted. The ABS Child Care Survey and administrative data from Centrelink or FaCS derived from CCB applications should be more reliable sources of information on family circumstances and how these affect use of formal child care. 

Other items where concern about the ability of children’s services to collect information requires some further discussion or changes include:

· Paid contact worker/caregiver—Indigenous status and Child—Indigenous status: Data reliability could be affected by the number of services that stated that they ‘knew the answer’ to this question, since they may not have been correct. Respondent burden was increased by needing to ask workers or parents the answer. Even so, the CSDWG wants these items in the collection. To improve quality and timeliness, services should be encouraged to collect this information at the point of entry of children and workers into their services, and provided with guidance to achieve this. 

Recommendation 31: Prior to implementation of the CSNMDS, children’s services should be encouraged to collect indigenous status of workers and children at point of entry to their services and provided with appropriate guidance to achieve this. 

· Paid contact worker/caregiver— qualification field and paid contact worker/caregiver—qualification level: The CSDWG supports retaining these data items in the CSNMDS. However, many services were unable to provide this information from their records.  Prior to implementation of the CSNMDS, services should be encouraged to collect this information at point of entry to ensure reliable data quality for these items. 

Recommendation 32: Prior to implementation of the CSNMDS, children’s services should be encouraged to begin collecting paid contact worker/caregiver—qualification field and paid contact worker/caregiver—qualification level at point of entry to their services. 

 5.3.2 Meeting core data needs 

The CSNMDS has been designed to replace existing data collections in each jurisdiction, and thus avoid duplication and so minimise the load placed on children’s services for data provision. In many jurisdictions, the CSNMDS offers a wider range of information than is currently collected and so should meet their needs for information to monitor outcomes and progress in the children’s services sector. 

An issue for some preschools, highlighted by the pilot test, is that they may not have easy access to children’s records, as they are held by the school. Support should be offered to preschools in gaining access to records for data collection purposes.

In terms of whether the collection meets needs of major stakeholders, the results section of this report demonstrates that the CSNMDS delivers answers to all of the key questions originally identified as being pertinent to the children’s services sector (see Section 4.3).  

Utilisation rate

One stated requirement of the CSNMDS data, which was explored in both the first and phase 2 pilot tests, is to provide a meaningful utilisation rate for children’s services. This rate would answer the key question: To what extent are formal care services being taken up, leaving extra capacity? Analysis of data from both pilot tests suggests that a meaningful utilisation rate cannot be calculated from data collected in the CSNMDS. Instead, a number of data items can be used to describe children’s patterns of use of children’s services. These data items are: licensed places; maximum places offered; opening hours of services (when children can attend); actual hours attended by children.

Service capacity can be calculated as the difference between licensed places and maximum places offered at a service. Even so, there are a number of reasons why a service does not offer a place for every licensed place available, including staff availability, age distribution of children attending, and management issues.

Utilisation from the point of view of the child can be measured by comparing the number of hours children actually attend with the opening hours of the service. This measure would show the proportion of available hours that are actually used by children, but could not show how many extra children could be accommodated. Many parents pay for a full day of care, but arrive late and/or leave early, resulting in ‘spare hours’. When summed across a whole week, they may add to a substantial amount of time that could appear excess, but is in fact not available to create extra spaces. For example, a centre may be open from 7am to 6pm, but a child may actually attend from 9am to 4pm, and would be classed as full-time. This would result in 4 hours that are counted as not utilised but are unavailable for another child. 

Consequently, calculating service capacity, availability and use, and combining these into a utilisation rate is likely to be misleading since it would invariably provide an underestimate. Spare capacity might simply reflect the unused hours at the beginning and end of each day. Any reporting of such a rate would need appropriate explanatory text which outlined the limitations of the rate.

5.3.3 Meeting the rights of participants

Through the processes put in place, the pilot test was successful in respecting the rights and privacy of all participants. The only changes needed are to find a more suitable time for the collection week and give services longer to return their forms to the data collection agency.

The level of respondent burden placed on participants by the CSNMDS seems to be acceptable and comparable to the amount of time participants spent on the FaCS CCC. Many participants noted that if any further items were to be included in the collection, then the demands on their time would be too great. The level of respondent burden could also be improved if various recommendations made in this report are endorsed and assistance is given to children’s services to improve their records collection. If the CSNMDS replaces other data collections, as intended, this will further ‘lighten the load’ currently placed on children’s services in Australia. 

In particular, respondent burden on Family Day Care and In-home care caregivers was shown to be too high, and it is important that Recommendation 8 is endorsed by the CSDWG (allowing services to provide the information for their caregivers). It is recommended that special consideration be given to Family Day Care and In-home care services, as they must wait for caregivers to return their timesheets for the collection week before returning forms (up to 4 weeks). These services would benefit from electronic data collection.  

6
Conclusion 

The phase 2 pilot test has been successful in highlighting issues with collection processes and individual data items, and providing a measure for how well the CSNMDS achieved its aim of providing nationally comparable, consistent, accurate and meaningful data.

It can be concluded that the scope of the proposed CSNMDS is practical and comprehensive in its coverage of children’s services in Australia. The two major issues identified relating to the scope of the collection are which workers to include in the collection, and confirmation that the number of services excluded from the scope of the CSNMDS is not a large enough group to warrant inclusion.

Collection instruments, such as the data items (as outlined in the companion document CSNMDS data dictionary) and the paper-based forms used to collect data, proved to be both clear and appropriate, with the pilot test highlighting only a few minor changes that need to be made to some of the data items. 

In terms of collection instruments, the major issues identified were the efficiency gains that would be achieved through an electronic data collection system, and the need for the CSDWG to identify the data items to include and exclude for the implementation of the CSNMDS collection. One option presented in the report is to collect core items from all services, and sample some additional items, by a sampling system yet to be devised.

The pilot test proved that the core information needs and rights of all potential stakeholders were given generous consideration throughout the development phase of the CSNMDS and that a workable balance of these two, often conflicting areas, was successfully achieved. 

Other key areas that were not addressed during the pilot test are assessing the cost-effectiveness of the CSNMDS and whether timely analysis and reporting of data can be undertaken. These issues and others concerned with implementation of the CSNMDS (such as data custodian and access issues) will be considered by the CSDWG, with the assistance of a sub-committee that has been established to forward implementation issues. They will be further addressed in the Final Report of the Development Phase of the CSNMDS, to be released in 2006.

Once these outstanding issues have been resolved, there is every reason to believe that the implementation of the CSNMDS will successfully fill the gap for nationally consistent and comparable data, thereby adding valuable insights into the provision and use of children’s services in Australia.

7
AIHW recommendations and CSDWG responses

Introduction

A draft of this report was examined by the CSDWG in February and June 2005 and each recommendation was discussed in detail. Below are the responses of the Working Group to each recommendation and a table of the items that were retained as is, modified or omitted as a result (Table 18). 

7.1
Scope of the CSNMDS

	1.
Recommendation 1: Broaden the scope of the CSNMDS to include all child care and/or preschool service activities (apart from those activities that require the attendance of a parent/ guardian) offered at government funded services.

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	2.
Recommendation 2: CSDWG review and document the services that would be excluded from the CSNMDS under the current scope to determine whether this is appropriate. 

	CSDWG Response: 

Include licensed services

	3.
Recommendation 3: Prior to implementation, establish a register of all services that fall within the scope of the collection in cooperation with Australian, state and territory government departments.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	4.
Recommendation 4: Exclude general staff from the collection, so that the only workers included in the scope of the CSNMDS are those who have some direct contact with children, both paid and unpaid.


	CSDWG Response: 

Agreed to exclude

general staff but still

include admin staff. 


	5.
Recommendation 5: Narrow the scope for workers in the CSNMDS to exclude workers absent from the service during the collection week.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	6.
Recommendation 6: Consult with FaCS regularly about changes to special programs which engage workers in children’s services. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted – include as standing item on future agendas


	7.
Recommendation 7: Amend the preschool service provided for child data element to include children who usually receive preschool in the data collection week.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


7.2
Collection instruments
	8.
Recommendation 8: Family Day Care/In-home care services should be given the option of providing all caregiver information themselves.

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	9.
Recommendation 9: The CSDWG reconsider the value of retaining the service fee data item in the collection. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Retain and redevelop item


	10.
Recommendation 10: AIHW to develop clearer guidelines on places offered data item and include this in these in the Final CSNMDS Data Dictionary. 

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	11.
Recommendation 11: Extend the guidelines for the employment status—permanent/fixed-term contract/casual data element in the Final data dictionary to state: “If the service is unsure on the status of their staff, use the leave entitlements that the staff member is eligible for as a guide to the category to include them in.”


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	12.
Recommendation 12: CSDWG provide guidance as to the appropriate category for caregivers who are self-employed in the employment status—permanent/fixed-term contract/casual data element. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Retain as is


	13.
Recommendation 13: The Worker data element, employment status—full-time/part-time, be omitted from the CSNMDS.



	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	14.
Recommendation 14: The worker data element employment status—relief worker be omitted from the CSNMDS.

Following discussion, the CSDWG agreed to a new item, which records the type of employer, to be included. 
CSDWG Response: Accepted. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

New item to be developed with advice from ABS 



	15.
Recommendation 15: The CSDWG consider adding Associate Diploma to the data domains of the paid contact worker/caregiver —qualification level data element.

	CSDWG Response: 

Investigate further

	16.
Recommendation 16: Modify Child—letters of name data element so that letters of the first name of the child are collected first, followed by the letters of the surname.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	17.
Recommendation 17: The CSDWG develop a better definition of a preschool service for the Final data dictionary of the CSNMDS.

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	18.
Recommendation 18: Add a sentence to the child—school status data element in the Final data dictionary that states; ‘If the child attends preschool in a school setting, they should not be counted as attending school’.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	19.
Recommendation 19: Change the language question to ‘Does the child (or their parents or guardian) speak a language other than English at home’ and change the fields to

1.
Not applicable, English only spoken at home

2.
Other language, please specify.

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	20.
Recommendation 20: Prior to implementation of the CSNMDS,  children’s services should be encouraged to record language spoken that matches the definition and guidelines of the child—main language other than English spoken at home data element.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	21.
Recommendation 21: The AIHW consult with the Functioning and Disability Unit of the AIHW to improve the guidelines for the child—disability status—need for assistance data element in the final data dictionary. Children should only be included if their parent/guardian has identified or confirmed that their child has a need for additional assistance compared to children of a similar age and related to a long-term health condition or disability. More appropriate examples should be provided for the categories listed.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	22.
Recommendation 22: Family Day Care/In-home care services that use electronic data collection systems should modify their systems to collect actual hours attended by children.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	23.
Recommendation 23: Omit data elements family type, sex of parent(s)/guardian(s) and working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s) from the CSNDMS collection. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Rejected. FaCS require these items.

	24.
Recommendation 24: Develop electronic based collection for the CSNMDS. This system would be extensively field tested prior to implementation and introduced as widely as possible to allow data collection on all agreed CSNMDS data items.

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	25.
Recommendation 25: CSDWG make a final decision about the set of data items to collect in the CSNMDS. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


7.3
Balancing core needs and rights of stakeholders
	26.
Recommendation 26: Prior to the implementation of the CSNMDS, provide support to children’s services and jurisdictions to change over to collecting the CSNMDS data items.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	27.
Recommendation 27: Retain Paid contact worker/caregiver —length of experience and CSDWG decide the appropriate collection method.

Guidelines on how to estimate years of experience should be improved and children’s services should be encouraged to collect this item accurately.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	28.
Recommendation 28: Omit paid contact worker/caregiver—length of time with current service from the final CSNMDS data dictionary. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Rejected - retain



	29.
Recommendation 29: Omit paid contact worker/caregiver—educational enrolment status from the final CSNMDS data dictionary. 


	CSDWG Response: 

Rejected - retain



	30.
Recommendation 30: Omit paid contact worker/caregiver—date of birth and replace it with paid contact worker/caregiver—age group.

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted

	31.
Recommendation 31: Prior to implementation of the CSNMDS, children’s services should be encouraged to collect indigenous status of workers and children at point of entry to their services and provided with appropriate guidance to achieve this.


	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


	32.
Recommendation 32: Prior to implementation of the CSNMDS, children’s services should be encouraged to begin collecting paid contact worker/caregiver—qualification field and paid contact worker/caregiver—qualification level at point of entry to their services.

	CSDWG Response: 

Accepted


Table 18: Summary of changes to CSNMDS data items, agreed to by CSDWG

	Data Element
	Retain unchanged
	Retain with changes
	Omit

	Service items:
	
	
	

	Service ID
	(
	
	

	Service address
	(
	
	

	Weeks of operation—per year
	(
	
	

	Days of operation—per week
	(
	
	

	Start time
	(
	
	

	Finish time
	(
	
	

	Service delivery mode
	(
	
	

	Service delivery setting
	(
	
	

	Management type
	(
	
	

	Legal entity
	(
	
	

	Main service activity type
	(
	
	

	Other service activities
	(
	
	

	Fee schedules
	
	(
	

	Licensed places
	(
	
	

	Places offered
	
	(
	


	Data Element
	Retain unchanged
	Retain with changes
	Omit

	Worker/caregiver items:
	
	
	

	Worker ID
	(
	
	

	Date of birth
	
	(
	

	Sex
	(
	
	

	Indigenous status
	(
	
	

	Total hours worked
	(
	
	

	Paid / unpaid
	(
	
	

	Type of work performed
	(
	
	

	Specific role
	(
	
	

	Employment status (full-time / part-time)
	
	
	(

	Employment status (permanent / fixed-term contract / casual)
	
	(
	

	Employment status (relief worker)
	
	
	(

	Qualification field
	(
	
	

	Qualification level
	
	(
	

	Educational enrolment status
	
	(
	

	Length of experience
	
	(
	

	Length of time with current service
	
	(
	

	Child items:
	
	
	

	Letters of name
	
	(
	

	Date of birth
	(
	
	

	Sex
	(
	
	

	Indigenous status
	(
	
	

	School child status
	
	(
	

	Main language other than English spoken at home
	(
	
	

	Disability status
	
	(
	

	Arrival times at service
	(
	
	

	Service departure times
	(
	
	

	Preschool service provided to this child
	
	(
	

	Family type
	(
	
	

	Sex of parent(s) / guardian(s)
	(
	
	

	Working arrangements of parent(s) / guardian(s)
	(
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	Cora-Ann Wilson
	WA Department for Community Development

	Judith Foster
	WA Department for Community Development

	Richard Mathews
	WA (Chair) Department for Community Development

	Lynne Christie
	WA Department of Education and Training

	Tassi Georgiadis
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Appendix B: Information sheets and letters to workers and parents

Children’s Services NMDS Pilot Test 2004

Information for Parents about a 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. 

The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare is Australia’s national health and welfare statistics and information agency, and is a statutory authority within the Commonwealth‘s Health and Ageing portfolio. It has been responsible for the development and publication of information on children’s services for many years.

Why is this service taking part?

Parents across Australia want child care and preschool services to be of a high quality and to meet their needs. To ensure this happens—and continues to happen—people who develop government policies, and those who provide the actual services, need to know what children’s services in Australia are like at the moment. 

At the moment, nationally comparable information about child care and preschool services is not available. 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 who use it; 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 and will ultimately help them to improve children’s services provision across Australia.

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

When will the Pilot Test happen?

For most services the Pilot Test will be run in the week starting 13 September 2004. For two services in Tasmania the Pilot test will be conducted the week starting 20 September 2004. We will send the information we gather to the AIHW. No one outside the AIHW will be given any details that would identify this service or your child.

How does this affect you?

Most information should be available from the enrolment records held by the service.  As a parent, you will not be expected to provide any information directly. 

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

· a few letters of your child’s name (so that an unidentifiable code can be made for data linkage purposes);

· whether your child is a boy or a girl;

· his or her birth date;

· the time that your child arrives and leaves here during the Pilot Test week.

In addition, extra information will be collected from some services. This could include: 

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

· •
the main language spoken at home by your child;

· whether your child needs extra care, help or support due to a health condition or disability;  

· if he or she attends school; 

· your child’s family type; and

· the working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s).

What support does this Pilot Test have?

The Pilot Test, which adheres to strict standards and privacy legislation, has been approved by the Ethics Committee of the AIHW. It also has the full support of every child care and preschool authority in Australia—whether a Commonwealth or a State/Territory body. These authorities are also helping to fund it. They are working cooperatively through the Children’s Services Data Working Group which includes representatives of all children’s services authorities across Australia.

If you have any concerns

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 will be passed on to the AIHW.

If you decide that you do not want some or all of the details of your child and/or family recorded during the Pilot Test, please notify the most senior person you are able to contact at your service, and instruct them not to provide information about your child and/or your family that relates to one, more or all of the requested items.

Information for Workers about a 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. 

The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare is Australia’s national health and welfare statistics and information agency, and is a statutory authority within the Commonwealth‘s Health and Ageing portfolio. It has been responsible for the development and publication of information on children’s services for many years.

Why is this service taking part?

Parents across Australia want child care and preschool services to be of a high quality and to meet their needs. To ensure this happens—and continues to happen— people who develop government policies, and those who provide the actual services need to know what children’s services in Australia are like at the moment. 

At the moment, nationally comparable information about child care and preschool services is not available. 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 who use it; 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 and will ultimately help them to improve children’s services provision 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?

For most services the Pilot Test will be run in the week starting 13 September 2004. For two services in Tasmania the Pilot test will be conducted the week starting 20 September 2004. When it is over, we will send the information we gather to the AIHW. No one outside the AIHW will be given any details that would identify this service, the children that attend it or any of the people that work here.

How does this affect you?

We are providing information about all workers who work at children’s services. Staff at Family Day Care or In-home care services are included. 

The information collected about paid workers and volunteers includes the type of work that you do and the number of hours that you work. 

Some additional questions are also asked of those paid workers or caregivers who work directly with children. These questions relate only to your:  

· date of birth;

· sex;

· employment status;

· qualifications; and

· length of experience.

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

What support does this Pilot Test have?

The Pilot Test, which adheres to strict standards and privacy legislation, has been approved by the Ethics Committee of the AIHW. It also has the full support of every child care and preschool authority in Australia—whether a Commonwealth or a State/Territory body. These authorities are also helping to fund it. They are working cooperatively through the Children’s Services Data Working Group which includes representatives of all children’s services authorities across Australia.

If you have any concerns

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 workers will be passed on to the AIHW.

If you decide that you do not want to provide some or all of your details in the Pilot Test, please notify the most senior person you are able to contact at your service and instruct them not to provide information about yourself that relates to one, more or all of the requested items.

Appendix C: Information sheets to services participating in the pilot test

Information advice for children’s service providers

This information is to help service providers advise parents or workers who are concerned about information being given to the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) for the Children’s Services National Minimum Data Set Pilot Test 2004.

Those who develop policies and plans to ensure the delivery of high quality child care and preschool services across Australia 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 data 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 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.

· Information provided on data collection forms about this service, its staff and each child and their family 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 the privacy and confidentiality of all parties involved. 

If, however, some people still have concerns, they can choose to not provide certain pieces of information. Of course, they also have the right to provide no information at all. Should this be the decision of a parent or a worker, please assure them that their wishes will be respected and that this will not affect their entitlements or (if a parent) their child’s attendance at this service.

Please ask parents or workers to think carefully, though, before deciding not to fully assist. Ultimately, this information is needed only so we can ensure that children’s services are of the high quality that we need and expect.

Appendix D: Helpline calls

Summary of Helpline Calls 

The main points to note about the helpline calls were:

· 10 services used the helpline

· 7 calls were related to administrative tasks (i.e. pulling out of the pilot test, advising that forms would be returned late and asking when letters should be handed out to parents and workers)

· 2 calls were from participants wanting to provide verbal feedback after completing the collection forms

· 2 calls asked for clarification and/or guidance on questions that related to workers

· 1 call asked for clarification on the scope of the collection (i.e. what programs and workers to include in their collection forms).

Appendix E: Feedback questions 

Common questions for follow-up feedback session for services participating in the pilot test:

In addition to the questions listed below: 

Go through each individual collection form and feedback form and follow up on any discrepancies or indicated problems…..gather a list of common problems and ask every service how they found this particular issue….ask them could they have answered the questions that did not appear on their form and how.

1.
Did you understand which services were excluded from the data set? Did you exclude any of the programs or services that you offer to children? Did you include playgroups if you provide that service? 

2.
Did you understand which workers were to be included – for example did you include general staff (admin workers, drivers, cleaners etc.) or did you just include direct child care workers. Did you include workers who would normally work but were on leave during the collection week?

3.
Did you understand which children to include – for example did you include children who were away sick or on holidays for the collection week, but who would normally attend your service?

4.
Were there any questions that you had difficulty answering – pick some of the more complicated/difficult to record questions eg. 

a.
fees charged 

b.
was it easy to understand how to record the ‘letters of name’, did you find it time consuming? 

c.
children’s attendance times (is it easier to record the amount of hours the children attended in a day or a week instead of recording the actual times they arrive and leave on each day?)

d.
preschool provided to this child (check services that said ‘yes – provide preschool’ to ask whether there is a qualified teacher running this program and whether they have specific funding for it)

e.
main language spoken other than English (did they interpret this question properly, or did they just think we were asking for the first language spoken by the child?)

f.
child with disability (how did you decide which children you were going to record as having a need for assistance in a given area?)

g.
did all of their worker’s fit easily into the qualification fields and levels that were provided as options on the collection form?

5.
Were there enough instructions (or too many) written on the collection form itself to help you to understand and answer the questions?

6.
Did you use the guidelines – any further suggestions for how these could be improved?

7.
Was the lay out of the collection forms OK (it wasn’t too large and cumbersome)?

8.
What would you think if we were to add 4 more worker and child questions to your form – and what if there were separate forms for each child and each worker? 

9.
Did you think it took a reasonable amount of time to fill in the collection form – if you were to suggest one or two things to make it easier and less timely to complete what would they be?

10.
Did any parents/workers express concerns and if so did you feel equipped to answer them?

11.
Was it hard to answer questions or concerns of workers and/or parents about being included in the collection – what would have helped you to do this?

12.
Did you need a longer time to fill in the form and send it back – when did you complete the form (throughout the week, at the end of the week etc)? 

Appendix F: Data items to retain: responses provided by CSDWG 

e = agree to exclude item

( = wish to retain item

	
	Jurisdiction’s responses

	Data Items
	PC
	ABS
	FaCS
	DEST
	NSW
	Vic.
	Qld
	WA(CS)
	WA(ED)
	SA 
	Tas.1
	ACT
	NT

	Worker/Caregiver
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Working full-time/part-time
	e
	e
	e
	e
	e
	e
	e
	ns
	e
	e
	
	e
	

	Length of experience
	e
	e
	(
	e
	(
	(
	(
	e
	e
	(
	
	(
	

	Length of time with current service 
	e
	e
	e
	e
	(
	e
	(
	e
	e
	e
	
	e
	

	Indigenous status
	(
	e
	(
	(
	e
	e
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	

	Relief worker
	e
	e
	e
	e
	e
	(
	e
	ns
	e
	e
	
	e
	

	Educational enrolment status
	e
	e
	e
	e
	(
	(
	(
	(2
	e
	e
	
	e
	

	Child
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Main Language other than English
	e
	e
	(
	(
	e
	(
	(
	(
	ns
	(
	
	e
	

	Disability status
	e
	e
	(
	e
	e
	(
	(
	(
	(
	e
	
	(
	

	Family type
	e
	e
	(
	e
	e
	e
	(
	e
	e
	e
	
	e
	

	Sex of parent(s)/guardian(s)
	e
	e
	e
	e
	e
	e
	(
	e
	e
	e
	
	e
	

	Working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s)
	e
	e
	(
	e
	e
	e
	(
	e
	e
	e
	
	e
	


1 Tasmania is willing to go with the majority on which items to include and exclude.

2 Only retain if it can be combined with qualification status item.
Responses from the jurisdictions show that some of the items proposed for exclusion from the CSNMDS had enough support to be retained. These items were:

· Worker/caregiver: Indigenous status

· Worker: length of experience

· Child: main language other than English

· Child: disability status

However, there was also general support for exclusion of some of the items from the CSNMDS. These items were:

· Worker/caregiver: working full-time/part-time (all agreed to exclude)

· Worker/caregiver: length of time with current service (only New South Wales and Queensland wish to retain this item to provide information for workforce planning and policy issues, specifically in terms of staff movement and length of time in services)

· Worker/caregiver: relief worker (only Victoria wanted to retain this item so that data is available on the apparent growing trend in the number of agency staff employed to cover staff absences or vacancies)

· Child: family type (only FaCS and Queensland wanted to retain this item. They felt that the ABS Child Care Survey is limited in terms of its size and frequency in being able to provide this data. They view family type as a critical indicator of the use of child care. Single-parents are identified as a priority group by FaCS for access to child care) 

· Child: sex of parent(s)/guardian(s) (related to the above item, but only Queensland stated that they wanted to retain it)

· Child: working arrangements of parent(s)/guardian(s) (only FaCS and Queensland wanted to retain this item for reasons similar to those provided for the family type item—FaCS identified that it would be useful to track the relationship between parents’ working arrangements and their child’s use of child care over time).
Worker/Caregiver: educational enrolment status was the only item where there was not a clear majority in favour of either retaining or excluding the data item. Arguments for exclusion are that the quality of data that would be obtained is unreliable, data may be obtainable from other sources such as DEST, who administer New Apprenticeships, and that over time the CSNMDS will measure trends in the qualification status of workers. However, NSW, Vic and Qld have all presented strong views that this data item should be retained.  They argue that the item should be retained because of the importance that has been placed on Workforce issues in the early childhood education / child care sector and the need for better data to inform workforce planning and policy issues both nationally and on a state-wide basis. Victoria also stated that, “qualified staff are a key indicator of quality in a children services.  Data should be more accurate across a larger data set because trainees and apprentices are all sponsored by employers”.

Appendix G: Participants’ responses to whether each question was easy to understand 

Table 19: Number of participants finding service questions difficult to understand, by question and service type

	Question
	Main services 
	Preschool   
	Family Day Care 
	Caregivers    
	Total finding question unclear 
	Total number of participants testing each item

	Service delivery setting  
	2
	1
	. .
	4
	7
	108

	Weeks of operation  
	—
	—
	—
	4
	4
	113

	Days of operation  
	—
	—
	. .
	6
	6
	108

	Management type  
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Legal entity  
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Other service activity types 
	—
	—
	—
	. . 
	—
	44

	Main service activity type  
	1
	—
	—
	. .
	1
	44

	Fee schedules  
	1
	—
	—
	. .
	1
	44

	Places offered  
	1
	1
	. .
	11
	13
	108

	Licensed places  
	1
	—
	1
	. .
	2
	44

	Total number of participants providing feedback
	21
	15
	5
	69
	. .
	. .


Notes

1. . .  not applicable

2. — did not respond

Table 20: Number of participants finding worker questions difficult to understand, by question and service type

	Question
	Main services 
	Preschool 
	Family Day Care / In-home care
	Caregivers    
	Total finding question unclear 
	Total number of participants testing each item

	Date of birth and sex 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Indigenous status 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Type of work performed 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Specific role 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Permanent / part-time / casual 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Relief worker
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Hours worked 
	1
	—
	—
	. .
	1
	23

	Full-time / part-time 
	—
	1
	—
	. .
	1
	23

	Paid/unpaid 
	—
	—
	1
	. .
	1
	44

	Qualification field 
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Qualification level 
	1
	—
	. .
	. .
	1
	21

	Length of experience 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	23

	Length of time with current service 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	23

	Educational enrolment status 
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Total number of participants providing feedback
	21
	15
	5
	69
	. .
	. .


Notes

1. Worker questions did not appear on the Caregiver form – they were asked of the main Family Day Care or In-home care service.

2. . .  not applicable

3. — did not respond

Table 21: Number of participants finding child questions difficult to understand, by question and service type

	Question
	Main services 
	Preschool 
	Family Day Care / In-home care
	Caregivers    
	Total finding question unclear 
	Total number of participants testing each item

	Letters of name 
	2
	1
	. .
	12
	15
	108

	Date of birth and sex
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	—
	108

	School child status 
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Preschool service provided 
	1
	—
	. .
	. .
	1
	23

	Indigenous status 
	—
	1
	. .
	—
	1
	92

	Main Language other than English  
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	—
	90

	Disability status 
	2
	—
	. .
	5
	7
	90

	Family type 
	—
	—
	. .
	1
	1
	92

	Working arrangements 
	—
	—
	. .
	4
	4
	92

	Arrival / Departure 
	—
	—
	. .
	3
	3
	108

	Total number of participants providing feedback
	21
	15
	5
	69
	. .
	. .


Notes

1. Child questions did not appear on the Family Day Care /In-home care service form – they were asked of the caregiver.

2. . .  not applicable
3. — did not respond

Appendix H: Participants’ responses to the clarity of guidelines

Table 22: Number of participants finding guidelines for service questions unclear, by question and service type  

	Question
	Main services 
	Preschool 
	Family Day Care 
	Caregivers    
	Total finding question unclear 
	Total number of participants testing each item

	Service delivery setting 
	—
	1
	. .
	4
	5
	108

	Weeks of operation 
	—
	—
	—
	7
	7
	113

	Days of operation 
	—
	—
	. .
	6
	6
	108

	Management type 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Legal entity 
	1
	—
	—
	. .
	1
	44

	Other service activity types
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Main service activity type 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Fee schedules 
	—
	1
	—
	. .
	1
	44

	Places offered 
	1
	1
	. .
	10
	12
	108

	Licensed places 
	1
	—
	1
	. .
	2
	44

	Total number of participants providing feedback
	21
	15
	5
	69
	. .
	. .


Notes

1. . .  not applicable
2. — did not respond

Table 23: Number of participants finding guidelines for worker questions unclear, by question and service type 

	Question
	Main services 
	Preschool 
	Family Day Care  
	Caregivers    
	Total finding question unclear 
	Total number of participants testing each item

	Date of birth and sex 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Indigenous status 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Type of work performed 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Specific role 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Permanent / part-time / casual 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Relief worker 
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Hours worked 
	1
	—
	—
	. .
	1
	23

	Full-time / part-time 
	—
	1
	—
	. .
	1
	23

	Paid/unpaid 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	44

	Qualification field 
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Qualification level 
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Length of experience 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	23

	Length of time with current service 
	—
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	23

	Educational enrolment status 
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Total number of participants providing feedback
	21
	15
	5
	69
	. .
	. .


Notes

1. Worker questions did not appear on the Caregiver form – they were asked of the main Family Day Care or In-home care service.

2. . .  not applicable

3. — did not respond

Table 24: Number of participants finding guidelines for child questions unclear, by question and service type
	Question
	Main services 
	Preschool 
	Family Day Care 
	Caregivers    
	Total finding question unclear 
	Total number of participants testing each item

	Letters of name 
	2
	—
	. .
	7
	9
	108

	Date of birth and sex 
	—
	—
	. .
	1
	1
	108

	School child status 
	—
	1
	. .
	. .
	—
	21

	Preschool service provided
	—
	—
	. .
	. .
	—
	23

	Indigenous status 
	—
	1
	. .
	—
	1
	92

	Main language other than English 
	—
	—
	. .
	—
	—
	90

	Disability status 
	1
	—
	. .
	3
	4
	90

	Family type 
	—
	—
	. .
	4
	4
	92

	Working arrangements 
	—
	—
	. .
	3
	3
	92

	Arrival / Departure 
	—
	—
	. .
	5
	5
	108

	Total number of participants providing feedback
	21
	15
	5
	69
	. .
	. .


Notes

1. Child questions did not appear on the Family Day Care /In-home care service form – they were asked of the caregiver.

2. . .  not applicable

3. — did not respond

Appendix I: Source of information used to answer each question

Table 25: Sources used by participants, other than caregivers, to answer service questions 

	Questions
	Knew answer
	Used records
	Asked 
	Didn’t know  

	Service Questions
	
	
	
	

	Service delivery setting
	30
	2
	—
	—

	Weeks of operation
	37
	3
	—
	—

	Days of operation
	32
	3
	—
	—

	Management type
	37
	2
	1
	—

	Legal entity
	34
	2
	—
	—

	Other service activity types
	38
	2
	—
	—

	Main service activity type
	38
	2
	—
	—

	Fee schedules
	33
	7
	—
	—

	Places offered
	30
	5
	—
	—

	Licensed places
	34
	5
	1
	—


Notes

1. . .  not applicable
2. — did not respond

Table 26: Sources used by caregivers to answer service questions 

	Data Items
	Knew answer
	Used records
	Asked 
	Didn’t know  

	Service Items
	
	
	
	

	Service delivery setting
	58
	7
	1
	—

	Weeks of operation
	54
	9
	1
	2

	Days of operation
	50
	13
	1
	2

	Management type
	. .
	. .
	. .
	. .

	Legal entity
	. .
	. .
	. .
	. .

	Other service activity types
	. .
	. .
	. .
	. .

	Main service activity type
	. .
	. .
	. .
	. .

	Fee schedules
	. .
	. .
	. .
	. .

	Places offered
	53
	8
	2
	3

	Licensed places
	. .
	 . .
	. .
	. .


Notes
1. . .  not applicable
2. — did not respond

Table 27: Sources used by participants to answer worker questions 

	Questions
	Knew answer
	Used records
	Asked 
	Didn’t know   

	Worker questions
	
	
	
	

	Date of birth and sex
	8
	22
	10
	—

	Indigenous status
	26
	8
	6
	—

	Type of work performed
	35
	5
	—
	—

	Specific role
	33
	6
	1
	—

	Permanent / part-time / casual
	33
	6
	1
	—

	Relief worker
	37
	2
	—
	—

	Hours worked
	6
	33
	—
	—

	Full-time / part-time
	28
	10
	—
	1

	Paid/unpaid
	34
	6
	—
	—

	Qualification field
	14
	19
	5
	1

	Qualification level
	10
	21
	6
	2

	Length of experience
	9
	13
	11
	7

	Length of time with current service
	9
	26
	4
	—

	Educational enrolment status
	25
	5
	6
	3


Note

1. — did not respond

Table 28: Sources used by participants, other than caregivers, to answer child questions 

	Questions
	Knew answer
	Used records
	Asked 
	Didn’t know   

	Child questions
	
	
	
	

	Letters of name
	11
	24
	—
	—

	Date of birth and sex
	3
	32
	—
	—

	School child status
	34
	4
	—
	—

	Preschool service provided
	19
	12
	1
	—

	Indigenous status
	9
	21
	1
	5

	Main Language other than English 
	14
	18
	1
	3

	Disability status
	15
	18
	2
	1

	Family type
	11
	22
	4
	—

	Sex & Working arrangements
	10
	17
	4
	4 

	Arrival / Departure
	5
	30
	—
	—


Note

1. — did not respond

Table 29: Sources used by caregivers to answer child questions 

	Questions
	Knew answer
	Used records
	Asked 
	Didn’t know   

	Child questions
	
	
	
	

	Letters of name
	43
	24
	2
	—

	Date of birth and sex
	17
	51
	1
	—

	School child status
	. .
	. .
	. .
	. .

	Preschool service provided
	. .
	. .
	. .
	. .

	Indigenous status
	33
	9
	—
	—

	Main Language other than English 
	35
	5
	2
	—

	Disability status
	32
	7
	2
	1

	Family type
	14
	11
	1
	1

	Sex & Working arrangements
	16
	9
	2
	—

	Arrival / Departure
	30
	37
	1
	1


Notes
1. . .  not applicable
2. — did not respond

Appendix J: Additional data from the pilot test 

Worker’s information 

Table 30: Worker’s role by age
	Age group
	Director/ 
Co-ordinator/ Teacher-in-charge of centre
	Group leader/ Teacher
	Assistant/Aide
	Other specific contact worker
	Total

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	10-14
	—
	—
	—
	2.7
	0.2

	5-19
	—
	1.1
	7.3
	10.8
	4.1

	20-24
	4.7
	9.0
	18.9
	13.5
	12.8

	25-29
	7.0
	16.5
	8.5
	—
	11.0

	30-34
	20.9
	9.6
	11.6
	18.9
	12.6

	35-39
	14.0
	12.8
	11.6
	8.1
	12.1

	40-44
	18.6
	15.4
	12.2
	13.5
	14.6

	45-49
	9.3
	14.4
	17.1
	8.1
	14.2

	50-54
	9.3
	9.6
	6.1
	10.8
	8.2

	55+ 
	16.3
	11.7
	6.7
	13.5
	10.3

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


Notes

1. Proportions exclude age not stated.

2. Pilot test data is not representative

3. — did not respond

Table 31: Full-time / part-time by hours worked

	Actual hours worked in collection week
	Full-time
	Part-time
	Not stated/ Inadequately described
	Total

	0 hours
	6
	3
	—
	9

	1 to 4 hours
	—
	15
	2
	17

	5 to 9 hours
	2
	25
	—
	27

	10 to 14 hours
	2
	15
	1
	18

	15 to 19 hours
	1
	26
	1
	28

	20 to 24 hours
	4
	20
	1
	25

	25 to 29 hours
	—
	11
	1
	12

	30 to 34 hours
	10
	23
	—
	33

	35 to 39 hours
	48
	3
	1
	52

	40+ hours
	78
	2
	3
	83

	Total
	151
	143
	8
	304


Notes
1. Information on hours worked was only collected on Form A.

2. Full-time is usually 30 hours or more per week.

3. 94% of full-time workers worked 30 hours or more.

4. 54% of full-time workers worked 40 hours or more per week.

5. 80% of part-time workers worked less than 30 hours.
6. Pilot test data is not representative
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Figure 9: Employment status by selected service types


Table 32: Main work performed by main service activity type

	
	Main work performed

	Main service activity type
	Primary contact worker
	Other contact worker
	General staff
	Not stated
	Total

	Centre-based long day care
	167
	16
	31
	1
	215

	Family Day Care
	86
	12
	4
	—
	102

	Occasional care
	23
	3
	3
	—
	29

	Vacation care
	13
	1
	2
	—
	16

	Preschool
	62
	3
	10
	1
	76

	In-home care
	21
	2
	3
	—
	26

	Not stated/inadequately described
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Total
	372
	37
	53
	2
	464


Notes

1. Pilot test data is not representative

2. — did not respond

Table 33: Paid/unpaid by main service activity type

	 
	Paid
	Unpaid
	Not stated/ inadequately described
	Total

	Centre-based long day care
	214
	1
	—
	215

	Family Day Care
	101
	—
	1
	102

	Occasional care
	26
	3
	—
	29

	Outside school hours care
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Vacation care
	16
	—
	—
	16

	Preschool
	73
	3
	—
	76

	In-home care
	26
	—
	—
	26

	Not stated/inadequately described
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Total
	456
	7
	1
	464


Notes

1. The pilot test did not identify as many unpaid workers as anecdotal evidence would suggest. Only 1.5% of workers were unpaid. However, this data is not representative.

2. Pilot test data is not representative

3. — did not respond

Table 34: Worker’s studying by field of study of current qualifications

	Field of study of current qualification
	Yes (studying)
	No (not studying)
	Don't Know
	Not stated/ inadequately described
	Total

	Teaching (early childhood related)
	2
	24
	—
	—
	26

	Teaching (primary)
	1
	5
	—
	—
	6

	Teaching (other)
	—
	3
	—
	—
	3

	Child care and other children's services
	13
	36
	—
	—
	49

	Nursing (including Mothercraft Nursing)
	—
	1
	—
	—
	1

	Other human welfare studies and services
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Behavioural science
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Other child care related
	—
	3
	—
	—
	3

	No qualification in a children's services related field
	21
	42
	—
	—
	63

	Don't know
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Not applicable or missing
	—
	3
	—
	2
	5

	Total
	37
	117
	—
	2
	156


Notes

1. This question was answered by 156 workers—the others did not have the question on their form.

2. It does not show the field of study, but the field in which the worker is already qualified.

3. 24% of those responding were studying for a relevant qualification.

4. Of people studying, 57% had no qualification in children's services and 35% were already qualified in childcare or another children's services related field.
5. Pilot test data is not representative

6. — did not respond

Table 35: Workers’ years of experience in the children’s services sector
	
	Main service

	Years in sector
	Centre-based long day care
	Family Day Care
	Occasional care
	Vacation care
	Preschool
	In-home care
	Total

	0–4
	44
	34
	5
	2
	7
	2
	94

	5–9
	25
	28
	2
	1
	8
	—
	64

	10–14
	13
	19
	3
	—
	5
	—
	40

	15–19
	9
	10
	—
	1
	1
	1
	22

	20–24
	3
	3
	1
	—
	6
	—
	13

	25+
	2
	2
	—
	—
	3
	—
	7

	Not applicable
	89
	—
	18
	12
	43
	—
	162

	Don't know
	30
	6
	—
	—
	3
	23
	62

	Total
	215
	102
	29
	16
	76
	26
	464


Notes

1. Pilot test data is not representative

2. — did not respond

Table 36: Workers’ years of experience in the current service

	
	Main service

	Years in current service
	Centre-based long day care
	Family Day Care
	Occasional care
	Vacation care
	Preschool
	In-home care
	Total

	0–4
	77
	51
	6
	3
	7
	23
	167

	5–9
	31
	31
	1
	—
	9
	—
	72

	10–14
	12
	12
	3
	—
	2
	—
	29

	15–19
	5
	5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	14

	20+
	—
	2
	—
	—
	1
	—
	3

	Don't know
	—
	—
	—
	—
	6
	—
	6

	Not applicable
	90
	1
	18
	12
	50
	2
	173

	Total
	215
	102
	29
	16
	76
	26
	464


Notes

1. Jurisdictions see years of experience as an important indictor of staff stability in the sector.

2. Information on years of  experience was only collected on Form A.

3. 60% of workers had been with their current service for less than 5 years; 40% of workers had been working in the sector for less than 5 years. Together these figures suggest relatively high mobility.

4. There was high ‘don’t know’ response (21%) from workers to the years worked in the sector question, but this was much lower for years in current service (2%).
5. Pilot test data is not representative

6. — did not respond

Children’s information 

Table 37:  Children’s age and sex
	Age 
	Male
	Female
	Not stated
	Total

	0
	52
	65
	1
	118

	1
	164
	156
	2
	322

	2
	251
	221
	7
	479

	3
	316
	289
	3
	608

	4
	403
	410
	29
	842

	5
	231
	212
	2
	445

	6
	47
	36
	1
	84

	7
	43
	39
	1
	83

	8
	36
	32
	1
	69

	9
	22
	20
	—
	42

	10
	27
	21
	—
	48

	11
	18
	14
	—
	32

	12
	12
	8
	—
	20

	13
	1
	1
	—
	2

	14
	4
	—
	—
	4

	Total
	1627
	1524
	47
	3198


Notes

1. There were 47 children (1.5%) whose sex was not stated. Most of these were at one preschool.

2. A date of birth, either actual or estimated, was recorded for every child. Date of birth was estimated for 3.4% of children. About half of these were aged 4 and came from the same preschool.
3. Pilot test data is not representative

4. — did not respond

Table 38: Child attending a preschool program at the service by age

	
	Child attends preschool at this service

	Age
	Yes
	No
	Not stated/ inadequately described
	Not applicable
	Total

	0
	3
	43
	—
	72
	118

	1
	1
	103
	—
	218
	322

	2
	—
	207
	1
	271
	479

	3
	56
	229
	—
	323
	608

	4
	211
	173
	7
	451
	842

	5
	118
	51
	2
	274
	445

	6
	11
	9
	—
	64
	84

	7
	18
	20
	1
	44
	83

	8
	5
	9
	1
	54
	69

	9
	5
	11
	—
	26
	42

	10
	5
	8
	—
	35
	48

	11
	3
	6
	—
	23
	32

	12
	3
	3
	—
	14
	20

	13
	1
	—
	—
	1
	2

	14
	—
	—
	—
	4
	4

	Total
	440
	872
	12
	1874
	3198


Notes

1.  Not applicable refers to children on collection forms that did not have this question.

2. The data suggests that this question was either not understood, or answered carelessly. It is inconsistent with the definition of preschool given that children aged 0, 1, or 6 years and over were attending preschool. Different definitions and terms used across jurisdictions may have contributed to these apparent errors.

3. Pilot test data is not representative
Table 39: Child attending school by age

	
	Child attends school

	Age
	Yes
	No
	Not stated/ inadequately described
	Not applicable
	Total

	0
	—
	28
	—
	90
	118

	1
	1
	101
	—
	220
	322

	2
	—
	139
	3
	337
	479

	3
	—
	217
	—
	391
	608

	4
	22
	323
	23
	474
	842

	5
	38
	187
	2
	218
	445

	6
	31
	3
	—
	50
	84

	7
	20
	—
	—
	63
	83

	8
	30
	1
	—
	38
	69

	9
	13
	—
	—
	29
	42

	10
	16
	—
	—
	32
	48

	11
	13
	—
	—
	19
	32

	12
	8
	—
	—
	12
	20

	13
	—
	—
	—
	2
	2

	14
	—
	1
	—
	3
	4

	Total
	192
	1000
	28
	1978
	3198


Notes
1. Not applicable refers to children on collection forms that did not have this question.

2. 23 not stated 4 year olds attended one preschool, and a number of questions were not answered on their forms. 

3. 14 of the 22 4 year olds who said ‘yes’ were actually attending a pre-school which operated as part of a school, and should not have entered ‘yes’ for attends school.
4. Pilot test data is not representative

5. — did not respond

Table 40: Child attending school by main service activity type

	
	Child attends school

	Main service activity type
	     Yes
	     No
	     Not stated/ inadequately described
	     Not applicable
	     Total

	Centre-based Long Day Care
	34
	500
	5
	793
	1332

	Family Day Care
	—
	—
	—
	548
	548

	Occasional Care
	—
	163
	—
	118
	281

	Outside School Hours Care
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Vacation Care
	129
	1
	—
	36
	166

	Preschool
	29
	336
	23
	378
	766

	In-home care
	—
	—
	—
	105
	105

	Unable to identify main service activity type
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Not stated/inadequately described
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Total
	192
	1000
	28
	1978
	3198


Notes
1. According to the data, 29 children attended both preschool and school - this information was entered incorrectly by the preschool they attended.

2. The centre-based long day care centre that reported 34 children attending school, ran outside school hours care as an extra service.
3. Pilot test data is not representative

4. — did not respond

Table 41: Child’s Indigenous status by state

	
	Child's indigenous status

	 State/ territory
	No
	Yes, Aboriginal
	Yes, Torres Strait Islander
	Don’t know
	Not stated/inadequately described
	Not applicable
	Total

	NSW
	361
	41
	—
	2
	3
	326
	733

	Vic
	150
	—
	—
	—
	—
	560
	710

	Qld
	357
	2
	2
	12
	2
	247
	622

	SA
	188
	4
	—
	—
	4
	63
	259

	WA
	206
	49
	—
	—
	8
	29
	292

	Tas
	62
	1
	—
	60
	—
	130
	253

	ACT
	77
	—
	—
	—
	1
	156
	234

	NT
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	95
	95

	Total
	1401
	97
	2
	74
	18
	1606
	3198


Notes

1. Not applicable refers to children on collection forms that did not have this question.

2. This information was not known for a relatively high proportion of children—4.7%.
3. Pilot test data is not representative

4. — did not respond

Table 42: Main language, other than English, spoken at home

	Main language
	Number of children

	Not applicable - English only spoken at home
	1393

	Italian
	4

	Greek
	9

	Cantonese
	9

	Mandarin
	30

	Arabic
	9

	Vietnamese
	6

	German
	2

	Spanish
	7

	Tagalog(Filipino)
	1

	Australian Indigenous language
	12

	Other
	59

	Don’t know
	3

	Not stated/inadequately described
	34

	Not applicable
	1620

	Total
	3198

	Note

1. Pilot test data is not representative
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April 2005 to July 2005





Data Dictionary revised and endorsed by CSDWG and NCSDC�Discussions about implementation commenced 
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AIHW conducted feedback sessions with all services that participated in the pilot test 





4th– 29th  October 2004





AIHW contacted all services who had not returned collection forms





4th – 29th October 2004





29 October 2004





AIHW sent out thankyou letters to all services that participated in the pilot test
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Data entry completed by AIHW 





AIHW analysed data and commenced drafting report on CSNMDS Pilot Test (including recommendations)
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AIHW conducted database testing  
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13th – 26th September2004





AIHW set up database to store pilot test data
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AIHW sent out collection forms, guidelines booklets and feedback forms to all participating services





1st– 3rd September 2004   





AIHW launched pilot test webpage and helpline (designed to provide information and assistance to participating services)
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16th August 2004





AIHW sent out an Information Pack to all services participating in the pilot test. This pack included an information sheet for service managers, letters to workers and parents and some background information on the CSNMDS





AIHW coordinated the design, format and printing of all collection forms, guidelines booklets and feedback forms





AIHW contacted all participating services to confirm their involvement in the pilot test and collect approximate numbers of workers and children (including those needing letters in languages other than English)
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Each jurisdiction contacted and confirmed proposed pilot test participants and provided them with a letter drafted by AIHW





By creating a collection that is comprehensive and practical in its scope of children’s services in Australia








By ensuring that the core information needs and rights of all potential stakeholders and participants are met





By developing clear and appropriate collection instruments (data items/questions, statistical linkage key, guidelines and collection form)








To develop a CSNMDS that will provide nationally comparable, consistent, accurate and meaningful data
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