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Message from the Chair 1

August 11, 2010
Message from the Chair:

The past two years have been rewarding for the First Things First Central Maricopa Regional Part-
nership Council, as we delivered on our mission to build better futures for young children and their
families. During the past year, we have touched many lives of young children and their families.

The First Things First Central Maricopa Regional Partnership Council will continue to advocate and
provide opportunities as indicated throughout this report.

Our strategic direction has been guided by the Needs and Assets reports, specifically created for the
Central Maricopa Region in 2008 and the new 2010 report. The Needs and Assets reports are vital
to our continued work in building a true integrated early childhood system for our young children and
our overall future. The Central Maricopa Regional Council would like to thank our Needs and Assets
Vendor MGT of America, Inc. and Children’s Action Alliance for their knowledge, expertise and analy-
sis of the Central Maricopa region. The new report will help guide our decisions as we move forward
for young children and their families within the Central Maricopa region.

Going forward, the First Things First Central Maricopa Regional Partnership Council is committed
to meeting the needs of young children by providing essential services and advocating for social
change.

Thanks to our dedicated staff, volunteers and community partners, First Things First is making a real
difference in the lives of our youngest citizens and throughout the entire State.

Thank you for your continued support.

Sincerely,

C/Zﬁﬂéﬁ = E;‘i’:x’ﬁ

Andrea Colby, Chair

Central Maricopa Regional Partnership Council
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The way in which children develop from infancy to well functioning members of society will always
be a critical subject matter. Understanding the processes of early childhood development is cru-
cial to our ability to foster each child’s optimal development and thus, in turn, is fundamental to all
aspects of wellbeing of our communities, society and the State of Arizona.

This Needs and Assets Report for the Central Maricopa Geographic Region provides a clear statisti-
cal analysis and helps us in understanding the needs, gaps and assets for young children and points
to ways in which children and families can be supported. The needs young children and families face
are outlined in the executive summary and documented in further detail in the full report.

The First Things First Central Maricopa Regional Partnership Council recognizes the importance of
investing in young children and empowering parents, grandparents, and caregivers to advocate for
services and programs within the region. This report provides basic data points that will aid the
Council's decisions and funding allocations; while building a true comprehensive statewide early
childhood system.

Acknowledgments:

The First Things First Central Maricopa Regional Partnership Council owes special gratitude to the
agencies and key stakeholders who participated in numerous work sessions and community forums
throughout the past two years. The success of First Things First was due, in large measure, to the
contributions of numerous individuals who gave their time, skill, support, knowledge and expertise.

To the current and past members of the Central Maricopa Regional Partnership Council, your dedica-
tion, commitment and extreme passion has guided the work of making a difference in the lives of
young children and families within the region. Our continued work will only aid in the direction of
building a true comprehensive early childhood system for the betterment of young children within the
region and the entire State.

We also want to thank the Arizona Department of Economic Security and the Arizona Child Care
Resource and Referral, the Arizona Department of Health Services and the Arizona State Immuniza-
tion Information System, the Arizona Department of Education and School Districts across the State
of Arizona, the Arizona Head Start Association, the Office of Head Start, and Head Start and Early
Head Start Programs across the State of Arizona, and the Arizona Health Care Cost Containment
System for their contribution of data for this report.

° Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System.
° Arizona Department of Economic Security.

° Arizona Department of Health Services.

° Arizona Department of Education.

° American Community Survey.

° Arizona Head Start Association and National Head Start.
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In January 2010, MGT of America, Inc. (MGT), was awarded a contract by the Arizona Early Child-
hood Development and Health Board, also known as First Things First (FTF), to provide a Regional
Needs and Assets Report for Central Maricopa. MGT teamed with Children’s Action Alliance for
this important engagement. The report synthesizes relevant community data to help inform the FTF
Regional Council in decision-making.

Methodology

The methodology used to prepare the Regional Needs and Assets Report is described in this section.

The focus of the report is a collection and meaningful analyses of informative data indicators. The
Needs and Assets Report includes an increased emphasis on the Council’s existing “assets,” that is
the institutions or organizations within the region that can be strengthened, expanded, and/or part-
nered with to support early childhood activities.

Primary Data Collection and Analysis

Local regional data have been of the utmost importance to the success of this project. The team
collected qualitative primary data to reflect the personal views of regional participants and the unique
features of the region.

The team used three methods of primary data collection as described below:

1. Web-based stakeholder surveys.
2. Telephone interviews.
3. Stakeholder meetings.

Web-based Stakeholder Surveys

The team worked closely with FTF staff, including Regional Coordinators and Managers, to collect
contact information from compiled lists of early care and development stakeholders in the region.
The team supplemented these stakeholders with information obtained from key organizations, such
as medical centers, school principals, food banks, libraries, and WIC centers.

FTF provided MGT with 2,360 email addresses for early care and development stakeholders in
Maricopa County. Emails were sent to each contact seeking participation in the survey portion of this
study. Respondents were asked to indicate the communities that they serve, and many respondents
indicated that they serve communities across multiple regions.

The survey was initiated in April 2010 following revisions based on input from Regional Council Mem-
bers. The surveys focused on qualitative data from stakeholders about early childhood needs and
assets in their local community. Survey respondents were asked to provide information and/or data
sources that will contribute further to the reports. Results of the survey are located in Appendix A of
this report.

lelephone Interviews

The team conducted individual telephone interviews with stakeholders in the region to obtain
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additional information and perspectives on early childhood needs and assets. In addition to early
childhood professionals, the team interviewed parents and neighborhood leaders. Some interview-
ees provided input in written form if requested.

A summary of the responses is located in Appendix B of this report.

Stakeholder Group Interviews

Group meetings were held with community stakeholders. These group interviews involved organiza-
tions providing relevant services in the region and other select community members.

These group meetings provided additional relevant information, perceptions, and opinions of services
considered assets as well as potential barriers or unmet needs of the community.

A summary of the responses is located in Appendix B of this report.

Secondary Data Collection and Analysis

The team worked with FTF and other Arizona and national data sources for indicators in the Regional
Needs and Assets Report template provided in the FTF solicitation. The team worked closely with
Regional Coordinators and Managers to identify local sources of documented information. Examples
of national and regional sources included in this report are as follows:

° Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System.
o Arizona Department of Economic Security.

° Arizona Department of Health Services.

o Arizona Department of Education.

° American Community Survey

Report Overview

The Central Maricopa Region has a combination of strengths and challenges. Families in the city of
Tempe have diversity and economic characteristics similar to Maricopa County. The city of Chan-
dler, with a larger and fastergrowing young child population, is less diverse and has more economic
strength.

The region has notable strengths. Sixty percent of the schools in the region were excelling or highly
performing compared to 36 percent of schools statewide. Preschool enrollment in the city of Tempe
is similar to the rate in Maricopa County; enroliment in the rest of the region is significantly higher.
Median incomes for families with children in Tempe are similar to or above the median in Maricopa
County; median incomes in the rest of the region are significantly higher. The median incomes of
families headed by a single mother are less than half the median of two-parent families.

The region has suffered during the economic downturn, but has retained many of its economic
strengths. The unemployment rate in the region more than doubled between 2005 and 2010, as

it did for Maricopa County. The cities of Chandler and Tempe both had lower unemployment rates
than the county rate of 8.7 percent in March 2010. The unemployment rate at that time in the town
of Guadalupe was much higher, at 15.3 percent. The number of children birth to age five living in
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transitional or emergency shelters who previously had lived in the Central Maricopa Region rose from
54 in 2007 to 101 in 2009. This was larger growth than the number of homeless children in the First
Things First regions in Maricopa County.

More than one out of ten White two-parent households in the city of Tempe had incomes below the
federal poverty level, rising just above the countywide rate. Family poverty rates in Chandler were
less than half that rate. The number of very poor young children in the region living in families receiv-
ing Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (welfare) grew by 34 percent between 2007 and 2010

— more than twice the growth rate statewide

The percentage of children without health coverage is lower in the region than the 15.5 percent
countywide — ranging from 6 percent in the Kyrene School District to 13 percent in the city of Tempe.
Despite high rates of public and private health coverage for children, the immunization rates in the
region are lower than the statewide rates and have declined for children aged 12 to 24 months. The
town of Guadalupe is considered a medically underserved area in Arizona, based on low access to
health providers. Nearly half of the respondents to our online survey identified access to free or low
cost health services as a missing service in the region.

The online survey included a question about what types of employerbased benefits are most impor
tant to families with young children. Eighty-two percent of survey respondents identified affordable
health insurance for family members, 68 percent identified a flexible work schedule, and 64 percent
identified paid time off for iliness and vacation.

The region has lower percentages of young children who are Hispanic than Maricopa County; 33 per
cent in the city of Chandler and 39 percent in the city of Tempe, compared to 47 percent countywide.
Thirty-seven percent of young children in Maricopa County had at least one parent who was foreign
born; the rates are similar in Tempe and much lower in Chandler. Fewer than 5 percent of young
children were born in another country throughout the region. Almost 7 percent of the households in
Tempe have no one over the age of 14 who speaks English well; the rates are lower for the rest of
the region.

Nine percent of children younger than six in Maricopa County are being raised by their grandparents;
the rate is 8 percent in Tempe and 4 percent in Chandler. Forty-three percent of respondents to the
online survey identified support for grandparents raising grandchildren as a service that is missing
the region.

The need for access to high quality, affordable childcare is strong throughout the region. More than
two out of three families with children in the city of Chandler have all parents in the workforce,
indicating a high need for childcare. The rate is similar countywide. The number of licensed childcare
centers and DES Certified homes both declined significantly in the region between 2008 and 2010.
There are 27 childcare providers with a national recognition or accreditation, up from 25 in 2008.
This is only 12 percent of all licensed and certified providers in the region. In 2010, 120 four year old
students were enrolled in preschool in the Chandler School District through the state-funded Early
Childhood Block Grant Program. Due to budget cuts, that funding is no longer available.

Community members greatly value the services in the region such as Head Start and other public
preschool programs, area hospitals, parent information and education, family resource centers,
support groups, teen outreach (for early childhood careers), libraries, and childcare subsidies (when
available).

The input from the community through the online survey, the stakeholder meetings, and the tele-
phone interviews all overwhelmingly point to a great demand for financial assistance for parents

needing childcare. Thirty-three percent of the respondents to the online survey said that childcare
services are not meeting the needs of families in the community and 73 percent identified cost as
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the single most important barrier in childcare. More than half said that childcare subsidies are a ser
vice that is missing in the region.

Community input also emphasized a need to improve awareness among parents about early educa-
tion needs and available services. There was a strong consensus that families of all income levels
need more support and information. Lack of transportation was mentioned frequently as a barrier to
families getting services.
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1.1 Overview of the Central Maricopa Region

The Central Maricopa Region of Chandler, Guadalupe, Tempe and Ahwatukee embody both dense,
urban, ethnically-diverse neighborhoods and new and growing suburban communities. Demographic
differences exist among the population centers, with pockets of high poverty (such as in North
Tempe and Guadalupe) and more affluent sections of the region (such as portions of Chandler and
Ahwatukee). The region is an area of great diversity, with urban and suburban areas that differ from
each other in many of the child and family indicators reflected in the Needs and Assets Report as
well as identified by community stakeholders. The population of children (age 0 — 4) is growing rap-
idly in the region, putting pressure on the health, education, and early care systems that serve young
children and their families.

1.2 Preliminary Analyses

As part of the Needs and Assets data collection, Children’s Action Alliance reviewed multiple reports,
databases, and environmental scans related to children and families in Maricopa County and in the
region. This section presents highlights of relevant information from these reports that are not cov-
ered elsewhere.

1.21 Assets

The region is home to many early education professional development programs, supported in large
part by the region’s proximity to Arizona State University. The cities of this region are overall well-
established and offer strong support for early education. In the city of Chandler, for example, the
public school districts are supplemented by a large number of extra-curricular programs provided by
ICAN, Boys and Girls Club, and the YMICA. Chandler Community Action Program (CAN) offers emer-
gency utility assistance, and provides shelter for victims of domestic violence and the homeless.

1.2.2 Needs

The Central Maricopa Region focuses many resources towards early education and services. How-
ever, the low-income families in the region often have difficulty accessing education services, due
to location, transportation difficulties, and wait-lists. The high quality youth programming and fee-
forservice childcare offered in the commmunities are too expensive and consequently out of reach
for many families. Low- to moderate-income families who live above the poverty level but who are
still stressed financially, encounter issues with wait-lists or ineligibility for publicly funded programs.
Therefore, affordable childcare and healthcare remain an issue in the region.

Many discrepancies in services exist between neighborhoods; the poorer neighborhoods and
communities are lacking in human services, whereas many of the more prosperous areas have

City of Chandler Human Services: A Look to the Future. A Needs Assessment at the Request of the City of Chandler Community Devel-
opment Division and the Housing and Human Service Commission. Conducted and compiled by The Williams Institute, December
2007.

The National Citizen Survey, Chandler, AZ: Summary of Findings.

Project LAUNCH: TAPESTRY, Arizona’s Local Environmental Scan, May 29, 2009.

Steps Toward Caring Communities, Valley of the Sun United Way, December 2007 Report.
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underutilized services. Transportation to the service area is often difficult or impossible to manage.
Although the Central Maricopa Region possesses many community resources, the need far outweighs
the availability of services for domestic violence and homeless shelters, community food and clothing
banks, emergency assistance programs, substance abuse treatment facilities and other social services.
Even if there are available services, often there is a lack of available information about these services.
The overall affluence of the region creates an “invisible population” of individuals and families that are
struggling for sustainability and in need of community services.

1.3 Methodology

The methodology used to prepare Regional Needs and Assets Report is described in this section.

The focus of the report is a collection and meaningful analyses of informative data indicators. The
Needs and Assets Report includes an emphasis on the Council’'s existing “assets,” that is the institu-
tions or organizations within the region that can be strengthened, expanded, and/or partnered with
to support early childhood activities.

1.3.1 Primary Data Collection and Analysis

Local regional data have been of the utmost importance to the success of this project. The team
collected qualitative primary data to reflect the personal views of regional participants and the unique
features of the region.

Three methods were used for primary data collection:

1. Web-based stakeholder surveys.
2. Telephone interviews.
3. Stakeholder meetings.

Web-based Stakeholder Surveys

The team worked closely with FTF staff and the Regional Coordinators and Managers to collect
contact information from currently compiled lists of early care and development stakeholders in the
region. The team supplemented these stakeholders with information obtained from key organizations
such as medical centers, school principals, food banks, libraries, and WIC centers.

FTF provided MGT 2,360 e-mail addresses for early care and development stakeholders in Maricopa
County. E-mails were sent to each contact seeking participation in the survey portion of this study.
Respondents were asked to indicate the communities which they served, and many indicated that
they serve communities across multiple regions.

The survey was initiated in April 2010 following revisions based on input from Regional Council Mem-
bers. The surveys focused on qualitative data from stakeholders about early childhood needs and
assets in their local community. Survey respondents were asked to provide information and/or data
sources that will contribute further to the reports.

The team coordinated with First Things First staff and Regional Coordinators and Managers to
develop the survey instruments and to collect survey respondent contact information. A master
list of potential respondents was created that consisted of early care and development stakehold-
ers in each region. A draft survey was presented to two focus groups on March 25 and 26, 2010
during meetings that were accessible through teleconferencing and “Live Meeting” format. Input
was synthesized and incorporated into the survey design and the final version was converted into a
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web-based application in late March and early April.

Pilot testing began in early April and the online survey was provided to all respondents on April 22,
2010. Some key features of the survey include the ability for respondents to: provide information
about multiple communities, edit responses as needed up until the final closing deadline, and review
their survey completion status using a “completion matrix.” The survey period was extended for an
additional week following a request for extension. The survey period ended on May 25, 2010. Eighty-
one respondents provided survey input about the Central Maricopa Region. Survey responses can
be found in Appendix A.

lelephone Interviews

The team conducted individual telephone interviews with stakeholders in the region to obtain
additional information and perspectives on early childhood needs and assets. In addition to early
childhood professionals, the team interviewed parents and neighborhood locals. Some interviewees
provided input in written form if requested.

A summary of the responses is located in Appendix B of this report.

Stakeholder Group Interviews

Group meetings were held with community stakeholders. These group interviews involved organiza-
tions providing relevant services in the region and other select community members.

These meetings provided additional relevant information, perceptions, and opinions of services con-
sidered assets as well as potential barriers or unmet needs of the community.

A summary of the responses is located in Appendix B of this report.

1.3.2 Secondary Data Collection and Analysis

The team worked with FTF and other Arizona and national data sources for indicators in the Regional
Needs and Assets Report template provided in the FTF solicitation. The team worked closely with
Regional Coordinators and Managers to identify local sources of documented information. Examples
of national and regional sources included in this report are as follows:

° Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System.

Arizona Department of Economic Security.

° Arizona Department of Health Services.

o Arizona Department of Education.

o American Community Survey.

° Arizona Head Start Association and National Head Start.

Many of the analyses included in the successive chapters of this report rely on American Community
Survey (ACS) data published by the U.S. Census Bureau. The information presented for each topic
area reflects the most current and geographically comprehensive data available through this source.
More specifically, three particular databases were used to generate the tables: 1) three-year average
estimates covering the 2006-08 period; 2) single-year estimates for the year 2008; and, 3) single year
estimates for the year 2005 (used as a historic reference point to calculate change). Iltems noted as
“Most Recent Estimates” reflect either the three-year average estimate for the demographic statis-
tic over the 2006-08 period or, if unavailable, the single-year estimate for the year 2008. Alternately,
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items denoted as “3-Year Trend” indicate the percentage change in the demographic component
between the single-year estimates for the years 2005 and 2008.

As noted, data from ACS are presented for the most specific geographies available for each data ele-
ment. ACS will not publish results when population totals are too small to allow for reliable estima-
tion; therefore, localities shown will vary from exhibit to exhibit.

In addition to national-, state-, and county-level data, geographies available through the ACS at the
sub-FTF regional level include cities and towns and school districts. Note that the data shown for
school districts do not refer to the students enrolled in school there; they cover all residents living
within the geographic boundaries of the school districts. Because the boundaries of the cities and
school districts do not match the First Things First regional boundaries, the exhibits include several
geographies to best reflect the characteristics of the region. Some of these geographies overlap and
some include residents outside the region.
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2.0 THE FAMILIES AND CHILDREN LIVING IN THE
CENTRAL MARICOPA REGION

This chapter presents data and analyses regarding families and children in the Central Maricopa
Region.

2.1 General Population Trends

Exhibit 2-1 presents an analysis of the population of children (age four and under) being served.

o With the exception of the city of Tempe, all of the areas in the region show a three-year
trend with significantly higher growth in children age four and younger than the state and
Maricopa County.

o The Kyrene District has seen the largest increase with 52 percent growth.

EXHIBIT 2-1
PERCENTAGE, NUMBER, AND CHANGE IN POPULATION AGE 0 TO 5 YEARS

Chandler Unified District 21,761 9.6% 19.7%
Tempe Union High School District 18,434 6.1% 21.3%
Kyrene Elementary District 9,764 6.4% 52.0%
Chandler City 22,820 9.2% 28.2%
Tempe City 8.451 5.2% 4.6%
Maricopa County 324,159 8.4% 11.3%
Arizona 500,031 7.9% 12.1%
United States 20,672,826 6.9% 3.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
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Exhibit 2-2 presents data relevant to the diversity of the population for children under five. As shown:
° The percentages of young Hispanic children in this region are much lower than in Maricopa County and the state.

° Significant growth occurred among Hispanic/Latino young child populations in the region between 2005 and 2008, two to four
times the county and statewide growth.

EXHIBIT 2-2
RACE AND ETHNICITY OF CHILDREN AGE FIVE AND UNDER

OTHER  HISPANIC HISPANIC

WHITE AFRICAN NATIVE -0R- OR LATINO WHITE AFRICAN NATIVE OR LATINO
AMERICAN AMERICAN UNABLETO (ANY AMERICAN AMERICAN (ANY
ESTIMATE RACE) RACE)
Chandler Unified District 79.8% 2.7% * 17.6% 31.8% 30.7% * * 73.6%
Tempe Union High School District 74.5% 5.3% 3.4% 16.8% 34.2% 35.8% -1.5% * 33.2%
Kyrene Elementary District 72.1% 6.2% * 21.6% 18.8% 63.7% * * 37.9%
Chandler City 77.5% 3.5% * 18.9% 33.3% 51.1% * * 82.9%
Tempe City 76.9% 4.4% 3.1% 15.7% 38.8% 18.1% * * 40.8%
Maricopa County 73.4% 4.9% 2.4% 19.3% 47.2% 20.9% 61.3% -12.4% 19.4%
Arizona 69.3% 4.2% 5.5% 21.1% 45.7% 20.8% 59.8% -13.6% 19.4%
United States 66.9% 13.6% 0.9% 18.6% 24.6% 4.9% -3.8% 6.5% 16.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
*indicates that the sample size was too small to estimate specific demographic components.
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Exhibit 2-3 presents data relevant to children with potential cultural and linguistic challenges. As
shown:

o Several localities in the region had a higher percentage of children under six who are foreign
born than do either Maricopa County (2.8%) or Arizona (2.2%). InTempe, nearly 5 percent of
the children under six were born outside the U.S.

EXHIBIT 2-3
CHILDREN UNDER SIX WHO ARE FOREIGN BORN

Chandler Unified District 1.3%
Tempe Union High School District 3.9%
Kyrene Elementary District 3.8%
Chandler City 1.9%
Tempe City 4.8%
Maricopa County 2.8%
Arizona 2.2%
United States 1.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Exhibit 2-4 also presents data relevant to children with potential cultural and linguistic challenges. As
shown:

o Several localities within the region, Chandler Unified District, Kyrene Elementary District,
and the city of Chandler, had lower percentages of children under six with at least one
foreign born parent than either Maricopa County (36.6%) or Arizona as a whole (31.7%). The
remaining localities more closely mirror the county and state rates.

o In every part of the region, more than one in five young children had at least one parent who
was born in another country.

EXHIBIT 2-4
CHILDREN UNDER SIXWITH AT LEAST ONE FOREIGN BORN PARENT

Chandler Unified District 23.1%
Tempe Union High School District 34.1%
Kyrene Elementary District 23.8%
Chandler City 24.3%
Tempe City 39.2%
Maricopa County 36.6%
Arizona 31.7%
United States 24.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
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2.2 Additional Population Characteristics

Exhibit 2-5 presents data on the age and ethnicity of mothers giving birth in Maricopa County and Arizona. As shown:
° The proportion of births in Maricopa County to teen mothers stayed the same between 2005 and 2008 (11.6%).

° The proportion of births to teens was much higher for non-White mothers than for White non-Hispanic mothers.
EXHIBIT 2-5

BIRTHS BY AGE AND ETHNICITY

<15 15-17 18-19 20+ UNKNOWN -

<15 15-17 18-19 20+ UNKNOWN

TOTAL 62232 02% 41% 13%  88.4% 0.0% 62,667 0.15% 4.1% 13%  885% 0.0%
White Non-Hispanic 26130 00% 1.5% 42%  94.2% 0.0% 26201 0.02% 16% 45%  93.8% 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino 28318 04% 65% 99%  83.2% 0.0% 28319 026% 65% 98%  83.4% 0.0%

Maricopa County - gjo o African American ~ 2,697 01%  59%  101% 838%  0.0% 3212 028% 48% 101% 848%  0.0%
American Indian or Alaska

Native 1817 04% 6.3% 118% 81.5% 0.0% 1940 021%  54% 102% 84.3% 0.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2133 0.0% 1.0% 19% 97.0% 0.0% 2605 004% 05% 22%  97.2% 0.0%
Other/Unknown 1137 00% 3.0% 71%  89.9% 0.0% 330 0.00% 3.9% 42%  91.2% 0.6%
TOTAL 95798 02% 4.4% 719%  81.5% 0.0% 99,215 0.16% 4.2% 19%  81.7% 0.0%
White Non-Hispanic 39657 0.0% 1.8% 51% 93.1% 0.0% ;925 004% 1.8% 53%  92.9% 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino 4215 03% 6.5% 10.3%  82.9% 0.0% 42639 026% 64% 102% 83.2% 0.0%
Arizona Black or African American 3,450 0.2% 5.8% 105% 83.5% 0.0% 4,301 028% 4.7% 103% 84.7% 0.0%
American Indian or Alaska
Native 6293 03% 76% 11.2% 80.9% 0.0% 6,362 035% 6.4% 11.9% 81.4% 0.0%

Asian or Pacific Islander 2,805 0.0% 1.0% 24%  96.6% 0.0% 3425 003% 08% 2.5% 96.7% 0.0%

Other/Unknown 1437 01% 29% 6.2%  90.8% 0.0% 563 0.00%  3.7% 44%  91.5% 0.4%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services.
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Exhibit 2-6 presents data about single and two-parent families by race and ethnicity. As shown:
° The rates of young children living in two-parent families vary in the region.

° In the Tempe Union School District, more than four in ten young Hispanic children live in single-parent families — a higher rate
than young, non-Hispanic children.

EXHIBIT 2-6
TYPES OF FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN UNDER FIVE BY RACE AND ETHNICITY

SINGLE  SINGLE SINGLE  SINGLE SINGLE  SINGLE SINGLE  SINGLE
Pm':'h PARENT PARENT PIT“I"":&T PARENT PARENT P-II;‘I’{VEOI\;T PARENT PARENT P‘T“;v:hh PARENT PARENT

(MALE) (FEMALE) (MALE) (FEMALE) (MALE) (FEMALE) (MALE) (FEMALE)
Chandler Unified District * * * * * * -21.3% * 98.0% * * *
Tempe Union High School
District 69.9%  11.1% 190%  583%  16.9% 249%  276%  72.4% -35.3% * * *
Kyrene Elementary District 77.6% 9.0% 13.4% * * * * * * * * *
Chandler City * * * * * * -11.0% * 79.7% * * *
Tempe City 67.9% 14.3% 17.8% * * * * * * * * *
Maricopa County 713%  85% 203%  665%  10.8% 27%  -100%  46% -2.6% -9.2% -6.3% 17.2%
Arizona 68.4%  9.0% 226%  639%  10.4% 25.7% 84%  2.8% 2.0% 121%  -45% 17.2%
United States 696%  7.5% 229%  653%  11.1% 23.7% 08%  4.1% 2.7% 3.7% 4.1% 6.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
* indicates that the sample size was too small to estimate specific demographic components.
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Exhibit 2-7 presents data relevant to children being raised by their grandparents. These families
often have challenges due to the health and financial needs of grandparents and the circumstances
that led to the children living with them. As shown:

° The percentage of children under six living with grandparents in the region is lower than
those of Maricopa County (9%) and Arizona (11.2%).

EXHIBIT 2-7
CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF SIX LIVING WITH GRANDPARENTS

Dysart Unified District 8.5%
Peoria Unified School District 13.3%
Glendale Elementary District 9.7%
Pendergast Elementary District 10.5%
El Mirage City 11.7%
Glendale City 9.4%
Peoria City 14.0%
Surprise City 7.9%
Maricopa County 9.0%
Arizona 11.2%
United States 9.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
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Exhibit 2-8 shows the educational level of mothers. As shown:

° Babies born in this region are more likely to have a mother who has attained a bachelor's degree than those born in Maricopa
County.
° It is notable, however, that in both the cities of Tempe and Chandler, more than one in three babies born had mothers with only

a high school education or less.

o The three-year trend shows huge growth in the percentage of babies born in Chandler to mothers who had less than a high
school education.

EXHIBIT 2-8
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF WOMEN WHO GAVE BIRTH IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS

AL 3-YEAR RoCll 3-YEAR Rl 3-YEAR Sl 3-YEAR LA 3-YEAR
RECENT TREND RECENT TREND RECENT TREND RECENT TREND RECENT TREND

DATA DATA DATA DATA DATA
Kyrene Elementary District 3.6% * 11.9% * 26.2% -51.3% 39.1% * * *
Chandler City 14.8% 138.1% 21.0% -19.5% 23.4% -18.0% 28.3% -11.5% * *
Tempe City 24.5% * 18.4% * 33.5% 23.2% 16.2% * * *
Maricopa County 27.5% 13.3% 24.2% -23.8% 26.7% 1.4% 14.7% 17.2% 6.8% 11.6%
Arizona 25.3% -1.6% 26.1% -20.9% 30.0% 13.8% 12.4% 15.1% 6.3% 15.4%
United States 17.8% -7.6% 25.9% -8.3% 29.2% 11.5% 18.2% -2.1% 9.0% 9.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
*indicates sample size too small to estimate specific demographic component.
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Exhibit 2-9 presents the percentage of households in which both parents are either employed or
seeking employment. As shown:

o More than two out of three families with children in the city of Chandler and the Chandler
School District have all parents in the workforce, indicating a high need for childcare. The rate
is similar countywide.

EXHIBIT 2-9
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN IN WHICH ALL PARENTS ARE IN THE LABOR FORCE

2006-08

Chandler Unified District 66.8%

Chandler City 69.2% 6.1%
Maricopa County 66.9% 3.5%
Arizona 67.2% 5.1%
United States 71.0% 4.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
*indicates sample size too small to estimate specific demographic component.
** Represents all households with all parents employed or seeking employment as a proportion of total households with children under the age of 18.

Single mothers who work or are seeking employment are more likely to need childcare services. As
shown in Exhibit 2-10:

° In Maricopa County, 55 percent of single mothers were in the workforce; rates in the region
are somewhat higher.

EXHIBIT 2-10
SINGLE MOTHERS IN THE WORKFORCE

Chandler Unified District 56.2%
Tempe Union High School District 57.8%
Kyrene Elementary District 63.7%
Chandler City 58.8%
Tempe City 57.4%
Maricopa County 55.0%
Arizona 56.0%
United States 60.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
** Single mothers (age 20-64) of children under the age of six that are employed or seeking employment as a proportion of total single mothers (age 20-64) of children
under the age of six.
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As defined by the Census Bureau, a linguistically isolated household is one in which no member 14
years old and over (1) speaks only English or (2) speaks a non-English language and speaks English
“very well" In other words, all members 14 years old and over have at least some difficulty with Eng-
lish. Exhibit 2-11 presents data about households where children might not be exposed to English.

° Almost 7 percent of the households in Tempe have no one over the age of 14 who speaks
English well; the rates are lower for the rest of the region.

EXHIBIT 2-11
LINGUISTIC ISOLATION OF HOUSEHOLDS

Chandler Unified District 4.8% -0.1%
Kyrene Elementary District 2.4% *

Chandler City 4.8% -0.1%
Tempe City 6.8% -1.6%
Maricopa County 7.5% -0.4%
Arizona 6.7% -0.2%
United States 4.8% 0.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
*indicates sample size too small to estimate specific demographic component.
Note: Data presented in this exhibit are based on available figures for total households, not only households with children.

2.3 Economic Circumstances

Children in families with unemployed parents may face additional stresses. As shown in Exhibits
2-13 and 2-14:

o Between 2007 and 2009, the number of unemployment insurance claimants in the region
and Maricopa County more than tripled.

o The unemployment rate in the region more than doubled from 2005 to 2010, as it did for
Maricopa County.

o The cities of Chandler and Tempe both had lower unemployment rates than the countywide
rate of 8.7 percent in March, 2010.

° The unemployment rate in Guadalupe was more than double the rates in Tempe and
Chandler.

EXHIBIT 2-12
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS CLAIMING UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Central Maricopa 5,752 18,203 216.5%
Maricopa County 40,890 130,251 218.5%
Arizona 87,083 231,628 166.0%

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security (2007, 2009). DES Multidata pulled on May 4, 2010 from Database (Unpublished Data).
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EXHIBIT 2-13

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

Chandler 118,628 3.2% 6.7% 109.4%
Guadalupe 2,461 7.6% 15.3% 101.3%
Tempe 113,655 3.6% 7.6% 111.1%
Maricopa

County 1,822,752 4.1% 8.7% 112.2%

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security.

Exhibit 2-14 presents data on the number of children (birth to age five) who are homeless and living
in transitional or emergency shelters. The data include children whose last permanent address was in
the Central Maricopa Region. As shown:

° The number of homeless children in the Central Maricopa Region increased by 87 percent
between 2007 and 2009. During the same time period, the number of homeless children
countywide increased 64.1 percent.

EXHIBIT 2-14
HOMELESS CHILDREN LIVING IN SHELTERS

Central Maricopa 101 87.0%
Sum of FTF Maricopa Regions™** 724 1,188 64.1%

54

Source: Maricopa Homeless Management Information System.
**Includes all data reported for ZIP codes encompassed by Central Phoenix, South Phoenix, North Phoenix, Central Maricopa, Northeast Maricopa, Northwest Maricopa,
Southeast Maricopa, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and Southwest Maricopa FTF regions.

Exhibit 2-15 indicates the median income of families with children. As shown:

° Median incomes for two-parent families with children in Tempe are just above the median in
Maricopa County. Incomes in other parts of the region are higher.

o The median income of families headed by a single mother is less than half the median of
two-parent families.
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EXHIBIT 2-15
MEDIAN INCOME OF FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN UNDER 18 BY FAMILY TYPE

] 3-YEAR lEl 3-YEAR wltEdl 3-YEAR
RECENT TREND RECENT TREND RECENT TREND
DATA DATA DATA
Chandler Unified District $97,562 10.9% $59,959 -31.4% $41,518 3.5%
Tempe Union High School District $96,650 1.6% $41,680 7.0% $37,933 8.1%
Kyrene Elementary District $111,830 9.2% $55,000 64.2% $48,192 28.5%
Chandler City $94,767 15.0% $62,344 -33.9% $40,031 -4.3%
Tempe City $80,019 -8.4% $36,529 5.2% $34,399 4.9%
Maricopa County $78,381 12.4% $42,272 12.0% $31,333 25.2%
Arizona $73,039 13.3% $39,197 11.3% $27,091 11.2%
United States $78,924 13.6% $38,160 7.3% $24,786 13.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Federal poverty guidelines vary by size of family and are adjusted each year for inflation. As issued by
the Department of Health and Human Services for 2009, the threshold for a single person is $10,830
per year, and increases by $3,740 with each additional family member. Families are considered to be
living in poverty if their income is below $14,570 for a family of two; $18,310 for a family of three;
and $22,050 for a family of four.

Exhibit 2-16 provides data related to children living below the poverty level, which creates numerous
risks for child development. As shown:

° Single parent households in the region are far more likely to be poor than households
headed by a married couple.

° Hispanic families with young children are much more likely to be poor than families overall.

° More than one out of ten White, two-parent households in Tempe were poor, just above the
countywide rate. Family poverty rates in Chandler were less than half that rate.
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EXHIBIT 2-16

POVERTY STATUS OF FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN UNDER FIVE AND UNDER

HISPANIC TOTAL PERCENT HISPANIC TOTAL PERCENT
WHITE AFRICAN NATIVE OR LATINO TWO " CHANGE WHITE AFRICAN  NATIVE OR LATINO ONE " CHANGE
AMERICAN AMERICAN (ANY PARENTS 3-YEAR AMERICAN AMERICAN  (ANY PARENT 3-YEAR
RACE) TREND RACE) TREND
Chandler Unified
District 4.6% * * 15.0% 4.5% -18.3% * * * * * *
Tempe Union High
School District 8.8% * * 10.3% 9.2% 34.6% 31.6% * * 44.5% 33.8% 8.8%
Kyrene Elementary
District 4.3% * * * 6.3% * * * * * 22.7% *
Chandler City 4.0% * * 14.7% 4.3% -28.5% * * * * * *
Tempe City 11.1% * * * 10.9% * * * * * 37.3% *
Maricopa County ~ 10.3% 7.0% 16.5% 21.3% 10.9% -0.9% 37.5% 45.6% 38.1% 43.4% 37.4% -4.5%
Arizona 10.1% 6.0% 24.0% 20.7% 11.2% -11.5%  40.4% 44.5% 48.6% 47.6% 41.6% -2.4%
United States 7.4% 10.9% 18.8% 19.4% 8.7% -3.4% 39.8% 50.6% 50.4% 45.7% 43.4% -3.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
*indicates that the sample size was too small to estimate specific demographic components.
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Section Summary

There is variation within the Central Maricopa Region in the demographic characteristics of young children and
their families.

The region shows great economic strength. Despite this strength and high median incomes, there are clear
signs of families at risk. The unemployment rate in Guadalupe is far higher than the rest of the region or
Maricopa County, and the number of young homeless children in the region grew faster than in the Maricopa
County First Things First regions overall. The 3-year trend shows growing stresses on families living in Chan-
dler. There has been large growth in the percentage of young children living with single mothers in the Chan-
dler Unified School District, and a large growth in the percentage of babies born in Chandler to mothers who
have less than a high school education.

The number of young Hispanic children in the region has been growing significantly and many of them face
high risks. Hispanic children living in the Tempe Union School District are more likely to live in single parent
families, and Hispanic families with young children are much more likely to be poor than families overall. The
region can address these needs with strategies and grantees that are culturally competent and targeted to
families most in need. It is appropriate for regional strategies such as Healthy Families and Parents as Teachers
to focus on supporting parents who are struggling, including single parents and parents with low incomes and
little education.
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2.0

2.4 Educational Indicators

Exhibit 2-17 shows the academic achievement among schools in the region. As shown

o For 2008-09, 44.6 percent of the schools in the Central Maricopa Region were rated as “Excelling” — double the statewide

rate.

EXHIBIT 2-17
AZ LEARNS PROFILE

3.1% 0.0%

Central Maricopa 44.6% 15.4% 16.9% 20.0%
14.2% 37.9% 22.8% 1.9% 1.2%

Arizona 22.0% .
Source: Arizona Department of Education, 2010. AZ's Instrument to Measure Standard (AIMS) Results. Retrieved March 31, 2010, from Arizona Department of Education. http://www.ade.state.az.us/researchpolicy/AIMSRe

sults/.
Charter schools are not included in the analysis.
AZ LEARNS is the Arizona Department of Education’s school accountability system. Each school is labeled based on students AIMS test scores, state baseline goals, and yearly progress


http://www.ade.state.az.us/researchpolicy/AIMSResults
http://www.ade.state.az.us/researchpolicy/AIMSResults
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3.0 THE EARLY CHILDHOOD SYSTEM IN THE
CENTRAL MARICOPA REGION

3.1 Early Care and Education

Exhibit 3-1 shows the childcare providers in the Child Care Resource and Referral Program (CCR&R).

As shown;
° The number of providers and their capacity grew slightly from 2008 to 2010.
EXHIBIT 3-1

CHILD CARE RESOURCE AND REFERRAL SUMMARY STATISTICS

Number of Providers 306 333 8.82%
Total Capacity 20,857 22,862 9.61%
68.16 68.65 0.73%

Capacity per Provider
Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security, 2007, 2009. DES Multidata pulled on May 4, 2010, from Database (Unpublished Data).

Exhibit 3-2 presents the availability of regulated childcare in the region. This exhibit displays the
number of childcare providers that are regulated by the state. DHS licenses and inspects childcare
centers. DHS also certifies home-based childcare businesses with five to ten children, called “child-
care group homes.” The Department of Economic Security (DES) certifies and monitors home-based
childcare businesses with four or fewer children that participate in the childcare subsidy program.
There are many home-based childcare providers that are not certified by DES or DHS and are not

included here. As shown:

° The number of licensed childcare centers and DES certified homes both declined
significantly in the region between 2008 and 2010.

EXHIBIT 3-2
NUMBER OF LICENSED/CERTIFIED CENTERS/HOMES

Central Maricopa 2008 211 107
Central Maricopa 2010 183 21 27 231
2008-10 Change -28 -86 1 -13

Source: Child Care Resource and Referral, May 2010.
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Many schools participate in the Early Childhood Block Grant (ECBG) Program to assist families in need. State funding for the ECBG
preschool was eliminated in January 2010. Therefore, no more preschool students can enroll through this funding source. As shown in
Exhibit 3-3:

° In 2010, there were 120 students enrolled in preschool in the Chandler Elementary District through ECBG.
EXHIBIT 3-3

EARLY CHILDHOOD BLOCK GRANT PUBLIC SCHOOL PRESCHOOL ENROLLMENTS

NUMBER ENROLLED PERCENT OF TOTAL NUMBER ENROLLED PERCENT OF TOTAL

IN PRESCHOOL ENROLLMENT IN PRESCHOOL ENROLLMENT
Chandler Unified District 122 45.2% 120 100.0% -1.6%
SUM, Regional Districts 122 45.2% 120 100.0% -1.6%

Source: Arizona Department of Education: Student Services, 2008, 2010. Early Childhood Block Grant Reports: ECBG Enrollment Report data pulled on April 2, 2010 (Unpublished Report).
N/A indicates that the data were not available.

Exhibit 3-4 presents data related to the number of children enrolled in nursery school, preschool, or kindergarten. As shown:

° Enrollment in the city of Tempe is similar to the rate in Maricopa County; enroliment in the rest of the region is significantly
higher.
EXHIBIT 3-4

NUMBER OF CHILDREN (AGES THREE TO SIX) AND OVER ENROLLED IN NURSERY/PRESCHOOL OR KINDERGARTEN PER 1,000 CHILDREN

Chandler Unified District 342
Tempe Union High School District 356
Kyrene Elementary District 414
Chandler City 342
Tempe City 307
Maricopa County 308
Arizona 314
United States 383

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
** Total enrollments by children age three to six in nursery, preschool, or kindergarten per 1,000 children.
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Exhibit 3-5 presents data related to the percentage of children enrolled in preschool or Kindergarten
who live in families with incomes below the federal poverty level. As shown:

o Compared to Maricopa County, few of the children enrolled in preschool in Chandler or the
Kyrene School District are poor. The percentage is higher in Tempe.

EXHIBIT 3-5

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN (AGES THREE AND OVER) ENROLLED IN PRESCHOOL/NURSERY SCHOOL
OR KINDERGARTEN WHO FALL BELOW THE FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL (FPL)

Chandler Unified District 7.8% 90.8%
Tempe Union High School District 18.4% 293.0%
Kyrene Elementary District 11.7% *

Chandler City 8.8% 114.0%
Tempe City 19.1% *

Maricopa County 16.9% 14.6%
Arizona 19.1% -0.5%
United States 17.6% -2.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
*Indicates that the sample size was too small to estimate specific demographic components.
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Exhibit 3-6 presents data related to the number of accredited/recognized area providers in Central Maricopa. As shown:

o In Central Maricopa, the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) had the largest share of accredited/
recognized area providers. The number of providers with this accreditation decreased between 2008 and 2010.

EXHIBIT 3-6
RECOGNIZED AREA PROVIDERS

2008-10 Change 1 0 9 1 &0 0 0 2 0.05

Source: Association Montessori Internationale (AMI), American Montessori Society (AMS), Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI), National Association of Child Care Professionals (NAC), National Association for
the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), National Early Childhood Program Accreditation (NECPA) National Association for Family Child Care (NAFCC), 2010.
** Number of licensed centers per Exhibit 3-2.
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In spring 2010, MGT administered a web-based stakeholder survey completed by early care and
development stakeholders in Central Maricopa. The survey was designed to identify the extent to
which community needs are being met, the impact of budget cuts on service provision, services that
may be lacking, and barriers to services. Survey topics areas included childcare, education, literacy
development, special needs, health services, and social services. Appendix A provides survey
response rates for each survey item. MGT also conducted group meetings and personal interviews
throughout the Central Maricopa Region, which provided supplemental data to further explore the
topic areas. Summaries of the group meetings and personal interviews along with the meeting and
interview questionnaires can be found in Appendix B. A summary of key survey findings, along
with group meetings and interview findings, directly related to early care and education are pre-
sented in this section of the report.

Respondents rated (on a scale from Excellent to Very Poor) the extent to which services met the
needs of their children (birth through age five) and their families in four areas specifically related to
early care and education.

Exhibit 3-7 shows the percentage of responses within the region in which respondents’ needs were
well met (a rating of Good to Excellent) and the percent who reported that their needs were not

well met (a rating of Poor or Very Poor). According to the group meeting participants, the quality and
affordability of these services need to be improved greatly.

EXHIBIT 3-7
MEETING EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION NEEDS

Childcare 43.0% 33.3%
Educational Services 57.6% 17.9%
Child/Family Literacy Development 59.5% 27.5%
Special Needs 47.8% 26.0%

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses ranged from 109 to 157.

3.1.1 Barriers

Additionally, survey respondents were asked to select the single most important barrier to children
and families receiving services. The single most important barriers reported related to educational
services included awareness of services, cost of services, and not having enough services. The
responses received from the group meetings and personal interviews conducted in this region sup-
port the survey'’s findings. Other barriers mentioned by the participants included: language barriers,
transportation, complexity of eligibility process, lack of proper documentation for immigrant families,
and lack of communication and coordination among agencies and families. Exhibit 3-8 shows the
most frequent responses.

EXHIBIT 3-8

SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION BARRIERS
~ SERVICEAREAS ~  SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT BARRIER

Childcare Cost (72.7%)
Educational Services Awareness (56.4%)
Child/Family Literacy Development Awareness (53.1%)
Special Needs Not Enough Services (34.8%)

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses ranged from 109 to 157.
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3.1.2 Budget Cuts

Survey respondents rated the impact of budget cuts on early care and education services from
having no impact to having a very high impact. Budget cuts were a significant factor within each edu-
cational service area surveyed. Depicted in Exhibit 3-9, budget cuts were reported to have the most
substantial impact on childcare. According to personal interview respondents, budget cuts resulted
in a major loss and disconnect of services.

EXHIBIT 3-9
IMPACT OF BUDGET CUTS TO EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION AREAS

Childcare 86.9%
Educational Services 61.9%
Child/Family Literacy Development 48.5%
Special Needs 48.5%

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses was 85.

3.1.3 Missing Services

Survey respondents indicated which early care and education services were missing from their com-
munity. Shown in Exhibit 3-10, the most frequently cited missing service was childcare subsidies.
Group meeting participants expressed that along with the need to access quality childcare, families
also need assistance with payments through subsidies and scholarships.

EXHIBIT 3-10
MISSING EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION SERVICES

Early childhood literacy programs 34.0%
High quality childcare 34.0%
High quality childcare that provides alternative hours of operation 36.2%
Childcare subsidies 55.3%
Pre-Kindergarten 21.3%

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses was 85.

Organizations providing leadership and services in Central Maricopa serve as assets within the
community. Survey participants identified assets in the form of key organizations providing strong
leadership within their community for the provision of early care and education services. Information
on key organizations was also collected during the group meetings and personal interviews. These
organizations include those listed in Exhibit 3-11.
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EXHIBIT 3-11

ORGANIZATIONS OFFERING STRONG LEADERSHIP IN THE AREA OF EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION
SERVICES

Sources: Stakeholder survey responses, stakeholder interview responses, 2010.

3.1.4 Section Summary

There are strengths in the early childhood infrastructure in the region, including very high enrollment
in preschool and kindergarten. But the economic recession and budget cuts are clearly taking a toll.
The number of licensed childcare centers and childcare homes certified by DES both declined and
the closed door on childcare subsidies and the Early Childhood Block Grant preschool mean dimin-
ished access. The online survey identified cost as a huge barrier to families getting childcare and
more than half the respondents said childcare subsidies are missing in the region. The region has put
a focus on funding strategies to improve the quality of childcare with the Quality First improvement
project and several grants to support professional development for childcare teachers. Continued
scholarships and other strategies to help families afford childcare can address additional needs.
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3.2 Supporting Families

This section of the report displays information about children and families receiving a variety of sup-
port services.

Exhibit 3-12 shows the number of children and families receiving Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families, known as TANF. This benefit is monthly cash assistance (welfare) for parents and children
who have extremely low incomes. The benefits are time-limited and parents must meet specific
requirements to obtain the benefits:

o Between 2007 and 2010, Central Maricopa had a much greater increase in Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) cases involving children (age 0-5) than the statewide
increase.

EXHIBIT 3-12

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF)

Central Maricopa 1,011 1,350 33.53% 1,021 31.07%
Arizona 20,867 23, 866 14.37% 16,51 1 18,129 9.80%

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security (2007, 2009). DES Multidata pulled on May 4, 2010 from Database (Unpublished Data).

Exhibit 3-13 shows the number of children and families who qualify for and receive childcare assis-
tance. The assistance, which functions like a voucher, is available to parents with children 12 and
younger who need childcare and meet certain income and other requirements. Parents can use the
voucher to pay for childcare they choose. Parents have to pay an amount in addition to the voucher
that depends on their income and their childcare. The value of the voucher, however, is still based on
the actual costs of childcare in 2000, parents and providers have to pay to make up the difference.
Since February 2009, no qualified, low-income, working parents have been able to sign up for the
subsidy because of a freeze due to budget cuts. This led to a 38 percent decrease in the number of
children receiving assistance statewide between 2007 and 2010. As shown:

o From 2009 to 2010, the number of families in Central Maricopa who received childcare
assistance decreased by 34 percent.
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EXHIBIT 3-13
CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

Central Maricopa 1,588 2,277 1,271 1,696 1,440 818 1,112
Arizona 26,257 38,126 21,377 29,089 1 5,833 23,244 13,014 17,891

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security.

Exhibit 3-14 depicts the number of children removed from their homes by Child Protective Services (CPS) due to abuse and neglect.
This shows the concentration of CPS cases in certain areas. WWhen children are removed from their own homes, the goal is to place
them with relatives or with foster families who live in the same or nearby neighborhoods. This helps to promote stability in school,
more familiarity and less stress for the child, and the ability to visit with parents and siblings. This exhibit compares by ZIP code the
number of children removed from their homes and the availability of foster homes. Each ZIP code is labeled as having a shortage or
balance of foster homes:

o In 2009, there was a shortage of available foster homes for children who had been removed from their families in the region.

° The ZIP code with the most number of children removed from their homes—as well as the largest number of foster homes—
is 85225 near downtown Chandler.
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EXHIBIT 3-14

AVAILABILITY OF FOSTER HOME PLACEMENTS AS RELATED TO CHILD REMOVALS IN THE
NORTHWEST MARICOPA REGION, 2009

85042 -6 Shortage of foster homes

85044 7 12 8 Foster homes exceed children

85045 4 4 4 0 Balance of foster homes and children
85048 10 13 7 Foster homes exceed children

85224 32 13 24 -1 Shortage of foster homes

85225 100 27 53 -26 Large shortage of foster homes
85226 18 13 12 1 Balance of foster homes and children
85248 1 4 9 -5 Shortage of foster homes

85249 5 23 3 20 Foster homes exceed children

85281 57 7 32 -25 Large shortage of foster homes
85282 30 13 18 -5 Shortage of foster homes

85283 44 9 32 -23 Large shortage of foster homes
85284 3 3 3 0 Balance of foster homes and children
85286 14 20 12 8 Foster homes exceed children

85287 0 0 0 0 No children removed

CENTRAL

MARICOPA

TOTAL 412 194 251 -57

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security (2007, 2009). DES Multidata pulled on May 4, 2010 from Database (Unpublished Data).

Exhibit 3-15 shows the number of mothers, babies, and children participating in the Women, Infants,
and Children nutrition program, known as WIC. This federally funded service is available to pregnant
women and mothers with their children from birth through age four who meet specific income
guidelines:

o There was insufficient data available for 2005. Therefore, it was not possible to see the
growth or decline of WIC participation in this region. It is noted that over 6,300 children
received benefits in 2009, along with 3,700 women.

EXHIBIT 3-15
WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC) PARTICIPATION

_ ' CHILDREN  WOMEN  CHILDREN ~ WOMEN  CHILDREN
Central Maricopa N/A 3,708 6,316 N/A N/A

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services (2005, 2007, 2009). Arizona Women, Infants & Children data pulled April 22, 2010 Database (Unpublished Data).
N/A indicates that the data were not available.
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A summary of key survey findings related to family support services is presented in this section of
the report. Survey respondents rated (on a scale from Excellent to Very Poor) the extent to which
family support services met the needs of their children (birth through age five) and families for three
related areas. Exhibit 3-16 shows the percentage of responses that indicated that needs were well
met (a rating of Good to Excellent) and the percent that reported that needs were not well met (a
rating of Poor or Very Poor). Needs were least met in the area of social services.

EXHIBIT 3-16
MEETING NEEDS FOR FAMILY SUPPORT

Parenting Support/Education 50.0% 17.5%
Child/Family Literacy Development 59.5% 27.5%
39.4% 33.4%

Social Services

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses ranged from 75 to 85 across areas.

3.2.1 Barriers

Survey respondents were also asked to select the single most important barrier to families receiving
support services. The single most important barriers reported across service areas related to family
support service areas included awareness of services and not enough services. Exhibit 3-17 shows

the most frequent responses.
EXHIBIT 3-17
SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT BARRIER TO FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES

~ SERVICEAREAS ~ SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT BARRIER
Parenting Support/Education Awareness (50.0%)

Child/Family Literacy Development Awareness (53.1%)
Social Services Not enough services (36.4%)

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses ranged from 75 to 85 across areas.

3.22 Budget Cuts

Survey respondents rated the impact of budget cuts on family support services from having no
impact to having a very high impact. Budget cuts were a significant factor within each family sup-
port area surveyed. Shown in Exhibit 3-18, budget cuts were reported to have the most substantial

impact on social services.

EXHIBIT 3-18
IMPACT OF BUDGET CUTS ON FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES

Parenting Support/Education 53.9%
Child/Family Literacy Development 48.5%
65.7%

Social Services

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses ranged from 75 to 85 across areas.
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3.23 Missing Services

Survey respondents indicated which family support services were missing from their community.
Exhibit 3-19 shows family support services that were reported missing. Interview and meeting
participants indicated a need for more parent education and support and services to improve parent
literacy and assist families with applying for services.

EXHIBIT 3-19
MISSING FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES
~ MISSING FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICEAREAS ~ PERCENTMISSING

Support for grandparents raising grandchildren 62.5%
Parent coaching/educaton ~ B42%
Support and education programs for parent and parenting teens 33.3%

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses was 85.

Organizations providing leadership and services in Central Maricopa serve as assets within the com-
munity. Survey participants identified assets in the form of key organizations providing strong leader-
ship within their community for the provision of family support services. These organizations include
those listed in Exhibit 3-20.

EXHIBIT 3-20
ORGANIZATIONS OFFERING STRONG LEADERSHIP IN THE AREA OF FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES

Sources: Stakeholder survey responses, stakeholder interview responses, 2010.
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3.2.4 Employer Support

Survey respondents were asked to indicate the most important employerbased services for sup-
porting families with young children. The most frequently identified services were affordable health
insurance for family members (81.9%), flexible work schedules (67.8%), and paid vacation/sick time
off from work (63.8%).

Only 26 percent of survey respondents indicated that employers in their community were supportive
or very supportive of family responsibilities. Fifty-two percent felt that employers were somewhat
supportive, and 17 percent felt employers were not very supportive.

3.25 Section Summary

There is a notable lack of support services and social services in the region. Despite the economic
strength in the region, the number of very poor young children receiving TANF welfare benefits grew
more than twice as fast as the number statewide in the past three years. The online survey results
emphasized the shortage of social services. More than half of the respondents said that education
and support for parents and grandparents are missing in the region. Regional family support strate-
gies of Healthy Families and Parents as Teachers can begin to address this need.
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3.3 Health

Additional information is available in Appendix C related to data captured during a 2008 Arizona
Health Survey. This survey was completed by St. Luke’s Health Initiatives and is an additional infor
mative tool for decision-makers.

Exhibit 3-21 presents the percentage of children under 18 with and without health insurance cover-
age. Research has shown that children with health insurance:

° Have greater access to health care, particularly preventive and primary care.

° Are more likely to have well-child visits and childhood vaccinations than uninsured children.
° Are less likely to receive their care in the emergency room.

° Do better in school.

As shown in this exhibit:

° The percentage of children without health coverage and the percentage relying on public
health coverage are both lower in the region that the countywide rate.

o The city of Tempe has the highest percentage of children not insured and the highest
percentage covered by public insurance in the region.

EXHIBIT 3-21
HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR CHILDREN UNDER 18

Chandler Unified District 75.5% 16.2% 9.1%
Tempe Union High School District 70.4% 18.2% 12.4%
Kyrene Elementary District 88.0% 6.8% 5.8%
Chandler City 76.1% 16.1% 8.6%
Tempe City 63.6% 24.9% 13.2%
Maricopa County 59.6% 26.3% 15.5%
Arizona 56.5% 29.1% 16.2%
United States 64.1% 28.3% 9.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.
Note: Total in excess of 100percent due to overlap between public/private insurance segments.
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Exhibit 3-22 shows percentages of births paid with public funds, either AHCCCS or Indian Health
Services. Births are covered by AHCCCS for women meeting certain income qualifications. As
shown:

° Just over half of the births in Maricopa County are paid by public health coverage; the rate is
similar in Tempe, much larger in Guadalupe, and much smaller in Chandler.

EXHIBIT 3-22
PUBLIC PAYER BIRTHS

Chandler 26.9% 31.5% 16.7%
Guadalupe 82.2% 76.4% -1.0%
Tempe 51.0% 49.3% -3.5%
Maricopa County 52.0% 53.0% 2.0%
Arizona 53.8% 54.4% 1.1%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services. Arizona Primary Care Area Program Data Sets. http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/datasets.html.** Percent of total births
paid for by Arizona Health Care Costs Containment System (AHCCCS) or Indian Health Service (IHS).


http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/datasets.html
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Adequate prenatal care promotes healthy births. As shown in Exhibit 3-23:

o The vast majority of pregnant women in Maricopa County receive five or more prenatal visits, and the percentage increased
slightly between 2005 and 2008.
EXHIBIT 3-23
NUMBER OF PRENATAL VISITS

Maricopa
County 62,232 62,667 0.7% 1.9% 1.5% -21.5% 3.5% 2.7% -20.4% 94.5% 95.6% 1.2%
Arizona 95,798 99,215 3.6% 2.3% 1.8% -24.6% 4.2% 3.6% -14.5% 93.3% 94.5% 1.3%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Arizona Primary Care Area Program Data Sets. http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/datasets.html.

Children who have health problems early in life are more likely to face additional challenges. As shown in Exhibit 3-24:

o From 2005 to 2008, the total number of newborns admitted to newborn intensive care units in the state of Arizona increased
from 5,479 to 5,931, an increase of 8.2 percent. There was also an increase in the number of newborns admitted in Maricopa
County.
EXHIBIT 3-24

NUMBER RECEIVING NEONATAL INTENSIVE SERVICES

PRETERM, <37 37 WEEKS OR PRETERM, <37 37 WEEKS OR PRETERM, <37 37 WEEKS OR
WEEKS PERCENT MORE PERCENT WEEKS PERCENT MORE PERCENT WEEKS PERCENT MORE PERCENT
OF TOTAL OF TOTAL OF TOTAL OF TOTAL OF TOTAL OF TOTAL
Maricopa
County 3,525 60.4% 39.6% 3,768 58.1% 41.9% 6.9% -3.7% 5.6%
Arizona 5,479 60.5% 39.5% 5,931 59.1% 40.9% 8.2% -2.2% 3.4%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Arizona Primary Care Area Program Data Sets. http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/datasets.html.


http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/datasets.html
http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/datasets.html
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Children receiving proper immunizations are more likely to be in better health than those children
that do not receive the required immunizations. As shown in Exhibit 3-25:

o Immunization rates in the region are lower than the countywide rates.

o The immunization rate for children 12 to 24 months fell slightly in the region between 2005
and 2009.

° Between 2005 and 2009, there was a significant increase in the immunization rates with the

pneumococcal conjugate vaccine to prevent blood infections, meningitis, and ear infections

in young children.

EXHIBIT 3-25
IMMUNIZATION RECORDS

Central Maricopa 66%
Maricopa County 68%
Arizona 70%
United States 73%

Central Maricopa 37%
Maricopa County 43%
Arizona 46%
United States 75%

Central Maricopa 20%
Maricopa County 23%
Arizona 26%
United States N/A

63%
65%
67%
68%

38%
39%
42%
72%

34% 70%
35% 54%
38% 48%
65% N/A

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services (2005, 2007, 2009). Arizona State Immunization Information System Data Base (ASIIS) data pulled on May 4, 2010 (Unpub-

lished Data).

Notes: CDC data is from July 2005 to June 2006 and July 2008 to June 2009. CDC data covers all vaccinations 24 months and prior. The smallest rate of vaccinations

was used as the U.S. rate.
3:2:2:2 is 3 DTaP. 2 Polio, 2 Hib, and 2 Hepatitis B vaccines.

4:3:1:3:3:1 includes 4 doses diphtheria and tetanus toxoids and acellular pertussis vaccines, 3 doses poliovirus vaccine, 1 dose measles, mumps, and rubella vaccine, 3

doses Haemophilus influenzae type B vaccine, 3 doses hepatitis B vaccine, 1 dose varicella.
4:3:1:3:3:1:4 is 4:3:1:3:3:1: plus >4 doses of pneumococcal conjugate vaccine.

N/A indicates that the data were not available.
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Exhibit 3-26 presents the percentage of children under five with disabilities and those with disabili-
ties who live in families with incomes below the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). As shown:

o Less than 1 percent of Maricopa County children under five have disabilities. Less than half
of those with disabilities live in poor families.

EXHIBIT 3-26

CHILDREN UNDER FIVE WITH DISABILITIES, TOTAL PERCENT AND PERCENT LIVING IN POOR
FAMILIES

Maricopa County 0.8% 0.3%
Arizona 0.8% 0.2%
United States 0.7% 0.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Children with disabilities who receive an early diagnosis tend to fare better than those children who
receive a late or no diagnosis. As shown Exhibit 3-27:

o From 2006-07 to 2008-09, the number of children served by the Arizona Early Intervention
Program (AZEIP) in Central Maricopa increased from 329 to 543, an increase of 65 percent.
The number of children served by AZEIP increased statewide by 47.2 percent.

EXHIBIT 3-27

ARIZONA EARLY INTERVENTION PROGRAM (AZEIP) DEVELOPMENT SCREENINGS AND SERVICES TO
CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES/AT RISK FOR DISABILITIES

Central Maricopa 329 543 65.0%
Arizona 3450 5,078 47.2%

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security, 2007, 2009. DES Multidata pulled on May 4, 2010, from Database (Unpublished Data).

Dental care improves a child’s overall health. As shown in Exhibit 3-28:

o The majority of children under five in Central Maricopa have regular visits with the same
dental provider.

° Eighty-five percent (85%) of parents in this region drive 10 miles or less for their child’s
dental care.
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EXHIBIT 3-28
ORAL HEALTH CARE CHILDREN (0 - 5)

Strongly agree 73.7% 62.5% 17.9%
Somewhat agree 8.2% 9.1% -10.1%
Somewhat disagree 4.2% 5.6% -25.0%
Strongly disagree 7.7% 13.1% -41.0%
Not sure 6.2% 9.8% -36.0%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 0%

Less than 5 miles 53.5% 39.8% 34.5%
5-10 miles 31.8% 23.6% 34.9%
10-20 miles 7.3% 13.5% -46.0%
More than 20 miles 1.4% 12.8% -89.3%
None available 6.0% 10.3% -41.6%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 0%

Source: First Things First: Medical Questions (FY 2008). Community Survey in Data Base (Unpublished Data).

Exhibit 3-29 presents the number of services available for those families who have children that do
not have health insurance. As shown:

o Arizona has a total of 659 Sliding Fee Clinics available, with 264 clinics residing in Maricopa
County.
° Central Maricopa reported a total of 22 clinics in 2010.
EXHIBIT 3-29

NUMBER OF SLIDING FEE SCALE CLINICS

Central Maricopa

Maricopa County 247 264 6.9%
Arizona N/A 659 N/A
us. N/A N/A N/A

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services.
Note: N/A indicates data were unavailable.

Exhibit 3-30 presents the number of school-based clinics available for those families who have chil-
dren that do not have health insurance. As shown:

° In 2009, there were three school-based clinics in Central Maricopa (a decrease of one from
2002) while there were 82 statewide.
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EXHIBIT 3-30
NUMBER OF SCHOOL-BASED CLINICS

Central Maricopa -25.0%
Arizona 97 82 -15.5%
Percent of State Total Arizona 8.2% 17.1% 107.0%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, 2009, University of Arizona Rural Health Office, 2002.
Note: Caution should be exercised in comparing 2002 numbers with 2009 numbers, as they were assembled by two different entities, and the criteria for inclusion were

not apparent.

Exhibit 3-31 depicts the number of hospitals located in the Central Maricopa Region. As shown:

o There are two general hospitals and one specialty hospital located in Central Maricopa.
EXHIBIT 3-31
AREA HOSPITALS
Chandler Regional Hospital Chandler 85224
Tempe St. Luke's Hospital Tempe 85281
Arizona Orthopedic Surgical Hospital Chandler 85224

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Licensed Hospitals as of April 2009.

Exhibit 3-32 presents medically underserved areas and health professional shortage areas. Note
that the names associated with Primary Care Areas may not be instructive as to precise geographies
encompassed. To determine the appropriate Primary Care Areas for inclusion, maps of FTF regions
and Primary Care Areas were overlaid to determine all overlapping jurisdictions. As shown:

° Guadalupe is considered a medically underserved area in Arizona, based on low access to
health providers.

o Guadalupe and parts of Chandler are considered medically underserved areas by federal
designation.
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EXHIBIT 3-32
MEDICALLY UNDERSERVED AREAS AND HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SHORTAGE AREAS

Ahwatukee

(Phoenix) 6 No No No

Chandler 10 No No MUA 61.2

Guadalupe 68 Yes No MUA 49
Population Group Low  Population Group Low MUP-Low Income, (South

Phoenix Central 34 Income (Phoenix Central) Income (Phoenix Central) Central Phoenix) 59.3
Population Group Low  Population Group Low

Phoenix South Income (Phoenix-South  Income (Phoenix-South MUP-Low Income (South

Central 58 Central) Central) Central Phoenix) 59.3

Phoenix South Geographic, (Phoenix-  Geographic, (Phoenix- MUA (Phoenix-South

Mountain 50 South Mountain) South Mountain) Mountain) 59.6

Tempe 26 No No MUA (North Tempe) 52.4

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services.

*Higher scores indicate greater levels of medical underservice. The primary care score is the sum of the values for a given area in terms of the following components:
population to provider ratio, travel time to the nearest primary care facility, percent of the population with income less than 200 percent of poverty level (and 100-200%),
percent of uninsured births, ratio of hospital admissions with ambulatory sensitive condition’s per 1000 population less than age 65, percentage of low birth rates, the sum
of the percentage of births receiving no prenatal care or prenatal care in the second or third trimester, and the percentage of births reporting four or less prenatal care vis-
its, premature mortality, infant mortality, percent minority, and the percent elderly, and unemployment rate above the statewide average. The values for the components
of the primary care score can be found at: http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/pcuindex.pdf.

**The MUA/P score is based on four variables: ratio of primary medical care physicians per 1,000 population, infant mortality rate, percentage of the population with
incomes below the poverty level, and percentage of the population age 65 or over. For more on the MUA/P scores, see: http://bhpr.hrsa.gov/shortage/muaguide.htm

A summary of key survey findings related to health services is presented in this section of the
report. Survey respondents rated (on a scale from Excellent to Very Poor) the extent to which ser
vices met the heath needs of children and their families. Nearly 49 percent of respondents reported
that health needs were well met (a rating of Good to Excellent). Twenty-one percent reported that
their needs were not well met (a rating of Poor or Very Poor). Survey respondents were also asked
to select the single most important barriers to children and families receiving health related ser
vices, which was reported to be the cost of services (37.9%). Additionally, 70 percent of responses
indicated that budget cuts had a high or very high impact on health services. Personal interviewees
stated that health care is denied to families without legal immigration status, and that there are not
enough dentists available to serve children (five and under) and their families.

Survey respondents indicated which health services were missing from their community. Accord-
ing to the group meeting and personal interview participants, families lack sufficient access to a
variety of health services including oral health and social/emotional health services. The participants
also stated that there is a lack of screening and follow-up services, as well as a lack of nutrition
information.

Exhibit 3-33 shows the most frequent responses for missing health services.
EXHIBIT 3-33

MISSING HEALTH SERVICES
~ MISSING HEALTH SERVICEAREAS ~ PERCENTMISSING

Access to free or low cost health services 48.9%
Health promotion and disease prevention education 34.0%

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses was 85.


http://www.azdhs.gov/hsd/profiles/pcuindex.pdf
http://bhpr.hrsa.gov/shortage/muaguide.htm
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Organizations providing leadership and services in Central Maricopa serve as assets within the com-
munity. Survey participants identified assets in the form of key organizations providing strong leader
ship within their community for provision of health services. These organizations include those listed
in Exhibit 3-34.

EXHIBIT 3-34
ORGANIZATIONS OFFERING STRONG LEADERSHIP IN THE AREA OF HEALTH SERVICES

Sources: Stakeholder survey responses; stakeholder interview responses, 2010.

Section Summary

The region demonstrates both great strengths and great needs in the area of health for young
children and their families. Children in the region are much more likely to have private health insur
ance than children countywide and less likely to be uninsured. In most of the region, less than half
of births are paid for with public coverage. In Guadalupe, three out of four births are paid with public
coverage. Immunization rates in the region are lower than the countywide rates — indicating barri-
ers to health care. The results of the on-line survey affirm this barrier with just fewer than half the
respondents saying that access to free or low cost health services are missing in the region. The
region currently has a funding strategy with Catholic Health Care West Foundation to link families
with oral healthcare. Additional strategies could be beneficial to connect families to immunizations
and other health services.
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3.4 Public Awareness and Collaboration

A summary of key survey findings directly related to provision of coordinated services is presented
in this section of the report. Survey respondents rated (on a scale from Excellent to Very Poor) the
extent to which coordinated services within their community met the needs of their children (birth
through age five) and their families. Forty-six percent of respondents reported that their needs were
well met (a rating of Good to Excellent) through coordinated services. Thirty-three percent reported
that their needs were not well met (a rating of Poor or Very Poor). Some of the participants in the
group meetings and personal interviews suggested that the coordination of services is lacking and
needs improvement. The respondents did not feel that the agencies and programs available in their
community coordinated their efforts and shared information adequately, especially where children
with special needs are concerned. However, there were other participants that felt that WIC makes
referrals to other services when needed, and that “word-of-mouth” was the best tool for communi-
cation and coordination.

Survey respondents were also asked to select the single most important barrier to children and fami-
lies receiving coordinated services. The single most important barrier related to coordinated services
was awareness of services. Meeting and interview respondents agreed. Participants stated that
potential recipients are not aware of what services are available in the community and not aware of
how to receive primary childcare, health care, or mental health services. Survey respondents were
asked to report on two other barriers related to coordinated services: eligibility differences among
service providers and the lack of communication between service providers. The percentage of
respondents reporting these as barriers in their community was 34 percent for “eligibility differences
among service providers” and 58 percent for “lack of communication between service providers.”

Respondents also reported on the quality, accessibility, convenience, timeliness, comprehensive-
ness, and responsiveness of services across all service areas in terms of the degree to which
services met the needs of their children and families. The percentage of respondents indicating that
their needs were well met and the percentage indicating services were not well met are shown in
Exhibit 3-35.

EXHIBIT 3-35

QUALITY, ACCESSIBILITY, COMPREHENSIVENESS, AND RESPONSIVENESS IN MEETING EARLY CARE
AND EDUCATION NEEDS

Quality of Information 37.0% 18.2%
Accessibility of Information 23.0% 32.1%
Convenience of Services 23.0% 25.5%
Quality of Services 58.2% 1.8%
Timeliness of Services 30.3% 24.2%
Cultural Responsiveness of Services 43.0% 12.7%
Comprehensiveness of Services 33.4% 20.6%
Early Identification of Problems 23.6% 27.9%
Family Centered Practice 30.3% 17.0%
Client Focus 36.4% 20.0%

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.
Total number of responses was 85.
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Survey participants and interviewees also identified assets in the form of key organizations providing
strong leadership within their coommunity for coordination of services. These organizations include
those listed in Exhibit 3-36.

EXHIBIT 3-36
ORGANIZATIONS OFFERING STRONG LEADERSHIP IN THE AREA OF COORDINATED SERVICES

Sources: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010; stakeholder interview responses, 2010.
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3.5 Stakeholder Priority for Services

Understanding which service areas are viewed by early care and development stakeholders as most
critical for focusing resources will guide FTF's decisions about how best to use their resources to
help children and families within the Central Maricopa Region. To gather this important information,
survey respondents were asked to indicate the number one priority area for FTE Exhibit 3-37 shows
the percentage of survey respondents reporting that a given priority area was the number one prior
ity for focusing FTF resources. The top two highest priority areas were increasing access to quality
early childhood developmental and health programs and improving the quality of early childhood
development and health programs.

EXHIBIT 3-37
PRIORITY FOR FOCUS OF FTF RESOURCES

Improve the quality of early childhood development and health programs 19.1%
Increase the access to quality early childhood developmental and health programs 38.3%
Increase access to preventative health and health screenings for children through age 5 6.4%
Offer parent and family support and education concerning early childhood development

and literacy 12.8%
Provide professional development and training for early childhood development and

literacy 0.0%
Increase coordination of early childhood development and health programs 6.4%

Increase public awareness about the importance of early childhood development and
health 17.0%

Source: Stakeholder survey responses, 2010.

Section Summary

The top priority in the online survey for First Things First funding in the region is very clearly to
increase access to quality early childhood programs. This priority was chosen by far more respon-
dents than any other priority. Quality improvement has been a key focus of funding strategies in
the region to date. Given the community input and the stresses of the economy and budget cuts,
the region might consider putting more emphasis on strategies to help families reach and afford
services.
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The region has notable strengths. Sixty percent of schools in the region were excelling or highly
performing compared to 36 percent of schools statewide. Preschool enrollment in the city of Tempe
is similar to the rate in Maricopa County; enrollment in the rest of the region is significantly higher.
Median incomes for families with children in Tempe are similar to or above the median in Maricopa
County; median incomes in the rest of the region are significantly higher. The median incomes of
families headed by a single mother are less than half the median of two-parent families.

The region has suffered during the economic downturn, but has retained many of its economic
strengths. The unemployment rate in the region more than doubled between 2005 and 2010, as it
did for Maricopa County. The cities of Chandler and Tempe both had lower unemployment rates than
the county rate of 8.7 percent in March 2010. The unemployment rate at that time in the town of
Guadalupe was much higher, at 15.3 percent. The number of children birth to age five living in tran-
sitional or emergency shelters who had previously lived in the Central Maricopa Region rose from

54 in 2007 to 101 in 2009. This was larger growth than the number of homeless children in the First
Things First regions in Maricopa County.

More than one out of ten White, two-parent households in the city of Tempe had incomes below the
federal poverty level, just above the countywide rate. Family poverty rates in Chandler were less
than half that rate. The number of very poor young children in the region living in families receiving
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (welfare) grew by 34 percent between 2007 and 2010 —
more than twice the growth rate statewide

The percentage of children without health coverage is lower in the region than the 15.5 percent
countywide — ranging from 6 percent in the Kyrene School District to 13 percent in the city of Tempe.
Despite high rates of public and private health coverage for children, immunization rates in the region
are lower than statewide and have declined for children aged 12 to 24 months. The town of Guada-
lupe is considered a medically underserved area in Arizona, based on low access to health provid-
ers. Nearly half of the respondents to our online survey identified access to free or low cost health
services as a missing service in the region.

The online survey included a question about what types of employerbased benefits are most impor
tant to families with young children. Eighty-two percent of survey respondents identified affordable
health insurance for family members, 68 percent identified a flexible work schedule, and 64 percent
identified paid time off for illness and vacation.

The region has lower percentages of young children who are Hispanic than Maricopa County; 33
percent in the city of Chandler and 39 percent in the city of Tempe, compared to 47 percent county-
wide. Thirty-seven percent of young children in Maricopa County had at least one parent who was
foreign born; the rates are similar in Tempe and much lower in Chandler. Fewer than 5 percent of
young children were born in another country throughout the region. Almost 7 percent of the house-
holds in Tempe have no one over the age of 14 who speaks English well; the rates are lower for the
rest of the region.

Nine percent of children younger than six in Maricopa County are being raised by their grandparents;
the rate is 8 percent in Tempe and 4 percent in Chandler. Forty-three percent of respondents to the
online survey identified support for grandparents raising grandchildren as a service that is missing
the region.

The need for access to high quality, affordable childcare is strong throughout the region. More than
two out of three families with children in the city of Chandler have all parents in the workforce,
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indicating a high need for childcare. The rate is similar countywide. The number of licensed childcare
centers and DES Certified homes both declined significantly in the region between 2008 and 2010.
There are 27 childcare providers with a national recognition or accreditation, up from 25 in 2008.
This is only 12 percent of all licensed and certified providers in the region. In 2010, 120 four year old
students were enrolled in preschool in the Chandler School District through the state-funded Early
Childhood Block Grant Program. Due to budget cuts, that funding is no longer available.

Community members greatly value the services in the region such as Head Start and other public
preschool programs, area hospitals, parent information and education, family resource centers,
support groups, teen outreach (for early childhood careers), libraries, and childcare subsidies (when
available).

The input from the community through the online survey, the stakeholder meetings, and the tele-
phone interviews all overwhelmingly point to a great demand for financial assistance for parents
needing childcare. Thirty-three percent of the respondents to the online survey said that childcare
services are not meeting the needs of families in the community and 73 percent identified cost as
the single most important barrier in childcare. More than half said that childcare subsidies are a ser
vice that is missing in the region.

Community input also emphasized a need to improve awareness among parents about early educa-
tion needs and available services. There was a strong consensus that families of all income levels
need more support and information. Lack of transportation was mentioned frequently as a barrier to
families getting services.

Future Direction

The data and community input point to several potential priority areas for future First Things First
funding in the region.

The current efforts to improve access to quality childcare through the Quality First project to coach
and support childcare centers and TE.A.C.H. AZ scholarships for the education of childcare teachers
are valued and will help to meet key needs in the region. Because the cost of childcare was identi-
fied as a major barrier, these can be supplemented with continued childcare scholarships and other
affordability strategies.

Because transportation was identified as a common barrier, strategies to provide more in-home ser
vices or mobile services can be explored.

There is an opportunity to develop an infrastructure and technology to connect providers with
information, through websites, resource directories, or other software. Funding is needed to focus
specifically on this function of sharing information to help families access services.

Many families in the region who do not qualify for many services because of their incomes still need
support and information about parenting. There could be a focus on increasing awareness of existing
services that are available to all families, like the Birth to 5 Helpline operated by Southwest Human
Development, or promoting good parenting through community events.

There is interest in the region in focusing on parent education and support while there is a lack of
social services. The trend data show growing stresses on families in the region and greater stresses
on young children living in Hispanic families. Strategies could be designed to reach out to families
most at risk, including children living with single parents, low-income families, and parents with a
high school education or less.
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Conclusion

The current regional strategies seem well designed to improve the quality of childcare. The data
calls for additional emphasis on affordability strategies. The stakeholders in the region also see great

potential benefit from strategies that enhance coordination and help link families with social services
and health services.
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Section 1: Coordinated Services in Your Community for
Children Birth Through Age 5 and Their Families

1. Thinking about the Coordinated Services in your Community for children birth through age 5 and their
families, please rate how well the coordination currently meets families’ needs.

Tempe 3.2 3.2 38.7 17.7 27.4 8.1 1.6
Chandler 1.5 6.2 38.5 21.5 20.0 9.2 3.1
Guadalupe 26 5.3 8ol 15.8 26.3 10.5 0.0

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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2. What are the barriers to families getting Coordinated Services in your Community for children birth
through age 57 YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe 581 645 403 855 484 242 306 435 113 419 339 548 4.8
Chandler 631 738 415 846 554 262 354 523 123 508 323 569 3.1
Guadalupe 658 711 447 842 553 316 368 526 158 526 368 632 5.3

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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3. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier to families
getting Coordinated Services in Your Community for children birth through age 5? CHECK ONLY ONE.

Tempe 54.8 30.6 48 0.0 9.7
Chandler 55.4 27.7 3.1 0.0 13.8
Guadalupe 60.5 26.3 5.3 0.0 79

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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4. Please rate the impact of recent budget cuts on Coordinated Services in Your Community for children
birth through age 5 and their families.

Tempe 54.8 30.6 48 0.0 9.7
Chandler 55.4 27.7 3.1 0.0 13.8
Guadalupe 60.5 26.3 5.3 0.0 79

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 46.7 333 6.7 0 13.3
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5. Please identify if there is a key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP for
Coordinated Services in the Community for children birth through age 5 and their families. List this
organization(s) in the box below.

Tempe
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Chandler

Guadalupe
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Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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6. Thinking about ALL SERVICES currently available for children birth through 5 and their families in

YOUR COMMUNITY, please rate the degree to which services currently meet families’ needs in the
areas below.

Tempe 6.5 11.3 33.9 32.3 8.1 8.1
Chandler 6.2 12.3 354 24.6 1.7 13.8
Guadalupe 26 15.8 31.6 26.3 13.2 10.5
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 6.7 26.7 0.0 40.0 18,3 13.3
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Tempe 14.5 17.7 38.7 17.7 48 6.5
Chandler 12.3 20.0 338 18.5 3.1 12.3
Guadalupe 10.5 211 316 21.1 5.3 10.5
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 13.3 26.7 13.3 26.7 6.7 13.3
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 12.7 19.4 35.2 18.8 42 9.7
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 11.9 219 344 18.8 45 89

Tempe 8.1 17.7 45.2 19.4 48 48
Chandler 1.7 18.5 46.2 15.4 3.1 9.2
Guadalupe 5.3 18.4 421 23.7 5.3 5.3
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 13.3 13.3 40.0 26.7 0.0 6.7
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 13 18.2 4438 18.8 42 6.7
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 6.0 19.6 51.0 13.6 36 6.2
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Tempe 0.0 1.6 29.0 40.3 19.4 9.7
Chandler 0.0 3.1 29.2 35.4 21.5 10.8
Guadalupe 0.0 0.0 34.2 34.2 23.7 7.9
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 0.0 0.0 26.7 33.3 20.0 20.0
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 0.0 1.8 30.3 31.0 21.2 9.7
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 0.1 24 35.2 321 19.6 10.7

Tempe 48 19.4 37.1 19.4 11.3 8.1

Chandler 4.6 20.0 35.4 20.0 9.2 10.8
Guadalupe 5.3 18.4 42.1 18.4 13.2 26
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 13.3 26.7 333 13.3 13.3 0.0
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 48 19.4 31.6 194 10.9 19
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 55 225 36.2 183 10.0 16
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Tempe 0.0 12.9 33.9 29.0 14.5 9.7
Chandler 1.5 12.3 323 26.2 15.4 12.3
Guadalupe 0.0 10.5 36.8 316 13.2 79
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 0.0 13.3 40.0 20.0 13.3 13.3
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 0.6 121 339 285 145 103
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 04 141 36.9 241 133 1.2

Tempe 48 17.7 355 25.8 6.5 9.7
Chandler 46 13.8 38.5 246 6.2 12.3
Guadalupe 2.6 18.4 316 342 5.3 79
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 6.7 0.0 53.3 26.7 0.0 13.3
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 42 16.4 35.8 213 6.1 10.3
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 28 17.9 37.8 24.6 6.5 104
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Tempe 9.7 19.4 37.1 17.7 32 12.9
Chandler 9.2 16.9 33.8 20.0 46 15.4
Guadalupe 5.3 23.7 36.8 23.7 2.6 7.9
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 6.7 13.3 333 33.3 0.0 13.3
TOTAL PERCENT

WITH IN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 85 194 35.8 20.0 36 12.7
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 6.0 214 379 19.6 37 13

Tempe 1.6 17.7 37.1 21.0 9.7 12.9
Chandler 3.1 12.3 35.4 18.5 12.3 18.5
Guadalupe 0.0 15.8 42.1 23.7 79 10.5
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 6.7 0.0 40.0 26.7 6.7 20.0
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 1.8 15.2 376 20.6 10.3 145
CITIES WITHIN

NORTHEAST

MARICOPA 0.7 17.1 39.0 19.2 104 131
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Tempe 6.5 17.7 274 242 8.1 16.1
Chandler 6.2 10.8 21.1 29.0 1.1 18.5
Guadalupe 53 13.2 28.9 31.6 10.5 10.5

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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Section 2: Questions Specific to Your Community

1. Please rate your level of knowledge of programs supported by First Things First in YOUR

COMMUNITY.

Tempe 20.0 40.0 26.7 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Chandler 1.1 26.9 23.1 34.6 1.1 0.0 0.0

Guadalupe
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2. What is the number one priority area for First Things First to focus resources to help children birth

through age five and their families in YOUR COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY ONE.

HITV3H
UNV INJINd0TIAIA AOOHATIHD
A14V3 410 FIINVLHOdINI FHL LnOaY
SSANIHVMY J1789nd ISVIHINI

AJVH3LIT ANV
IN3NdOTIAIA AOOHATIHI AT4V3
404 ININIVHL ANV LN3JINd013A3A

1VNOISS3404d 3dIA0Hd

539V HONOYHL N3HATIHI HO4
SYNINIIFHIS HLTVIH ANV HLTVIH
JAILN3AIYd 01 SSIIIV ISVIHINI

SINVH4904d HLTVIH
aNV LN3INd0T3AIA AOOHATIHD
A14V3 40 ALITVND JHL JA0HdINI

20

6.7

0.0 0.0

46.7 0.0

26.7

Tempe

30.8 11.5 19.2 0.0 1.7 15.4

15.4

Chandler

16.7

0.0

50 0.0 16.7 0.0

16.7

Guadalupe

TOTAL PERCENT
WITHIN CENTRAL

383 6.4 128 0.0 6.4 17.0

19.1

MARICOPA REGION

WITHIN MARICOPA

TOTAL PERCENT
COUNTY

135

29

19.7

41

24
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3. What services are missing in YOUR COMMUNITY for families with children birth through age 5?
CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.

Tempe 40 26.7 60 40 40 40 46.7 133 333 267 53.3 0.0

Chandler 385 423 423 346 192 26.9 57.7 269 308 269 53.8 38
Guadalupe 66.7

16.7 50 16.7 833 66.7 66.7 16.7 50 50 333 0.0
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Section 2: Questions Specific to Central Maricopa

1. Please rank the top three employer-based services listed below concerning their importance in
supporting families with children birth through age five in YOUR COMMUNITY. RANK THE TOP THREE
SERVICES WITH “1” AS THE MOST IMPORTANT.

THE MOST
IMPORTANT
Flexible work schedules 12.1 259 29.3 67.2
Paid Family Leave 34 5.2 10.3 19.0
Paid time off from work (sick and/or vacation time) 8.6 224 29.3 60.3
Availability of affordable health insurance for family
members 56.9 155 6.9 79.3
Financial Assistance for back up child care (when
regular child care is not available) 20.7 17.2 10.3 48.3
Designated lactation or breastfeeding areas in
workplace 6.9 1.7 0.0 8.6
1. 2. 3.
THE MOST
IMPORTANT
Flexible work schedules 11.9 20.3 35.6 67.8
Paid Family Leave 34 6.8 8.5 18.6
Paid time off from work (sick and/or vacation time) 10.2 254 28.8 64.4
Availability of affordable health insurance for family
members 583 18.6 5.1 83.1
Financial Assistance for back up child care (when
regular child care is not available) 18.6 16.9 10.2 458

Designated lactation or breastfeeding areas in
workplace 34 1.7 1.7 6.8
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1. 2. 3.
THE MOST

IMPORTANT
Flexible work schedules 9.4 34.4 25.0 68.8
Paid Family Leave 6.3 6.3 94 219
Paid time off from work (sick and/or
vacation time) 12.5 15.6 40.6 68.8
Availability of affordable health insurance
for family members 62.5 15.6 6.3 84.4

Financial Assistance for back up child
care (when regular child care is not
available) 18.8 15.6 6.3 40.6

Designated lactation or breastfeeding
areas in workplace 3.1 3.1 0.0 6.3
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2. Summary of the importance of the employer-based services listed below in supporting families with
children birth through age five in Central Maricopa.

Flexible work schedules 67.2 67.8 68.8 67.8
Paid Family Leave 19.0 18.6 219 19.4
Paid time off from work (sick and/or vacation time) 60.3 64.4 68.8 63.8

Availability of affordable health insurance for family
members 79,3 83.1 84.4 81.9

Financial Assistance for back up child care (when
regular child care is not available) 48.3 458 40.6 456

Designated lactation or breastfeeding areas in
workplace 8.6 6.8 6.3 7.4

3. In your opinion, in general how supportive are employers in YOUR COMMUNITY about family
responsibilities?

Tempe 3.4 224 51.7 19.0 0.0 3.4
Chandler 8.5 16.9 52.5 13.6 0.0 8.5
Guadalupe 94 15.6 53.1 18.8 0.0 3.1
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 6.7 18.8 523 16.8 0.0 5.4
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Section 3: Parenting Support/Education Services for Families
with Children Birth Through Age 5

1. Thinking about Parenting Support/Education Services for families with children birth through age 5,
please rate how well these services currently meet families’ needs throughout YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 0.0 8.8 29.4 235 294 29 5
Chandler 3.0 12.1 27.3 303 18.2 0.0 9.1
Guadalupe 0.0 1.1 22.2 27.8 27.8 0.0 1.1

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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2. Are there waiting lists or families being turned away due to a shortage of Parenting Support/
Education Services for families with children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY?

If you answered YES, please provide a specific example(s) in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 324 17.6 50.0
Chandler 212 15.2 63.6
Guadalupe 278 278 44 4

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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3. What are the barriers to providing Parenting Support/Education Services for families with children birth through age 5in YOUR
COMMUNITY? YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe 59 14.7 0.0 55.9 29 0.0 0.0 0.0 29 0.0 58 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8
Chandler 9.1 6.1 0.0 513 9.1 3.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.1
Guadalupe 1.1 16.7 0.0 50.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 14.3
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4. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier to providing Parenting Support/Education
Services for families with children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY ONE.

Tempe 59 14.7 0.0 5.8 29 0.0 0.0 0.0 29 0.0 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8
Chandler 9.1 6.1 0.0 5.5 9.1 3.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.1
Guadalupe 1.1 16.7 0.0 50.0 56 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 14.3
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5. Please rate the impact of recent budget cuts on providing Parenting Support/ Education Services for
families with children birth through 5in YOUR COMMUNITY.

If you rated this question Very High or High, please provide specific examples in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 26 1.7 30.8 12.8 28.2 15.4 26
Chandler 26 132 34.2 10.5 23.7 15.8 0.0
Guadalupe 0.0 13.6 22.7 18.2 27.3 13.6 45
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 0.0 14.3 28.6 0.0 14.3 429 0.0
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6. Please identify if there is a key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP within YOUR
COMMUNITY for Parenting Support/Education Services for families with children birth through 5.

List of key organization(s) that are providing strong leadership

Tempe
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Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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Section 4: Child Care for Children Birth Through Age 5

1. Thinking about Child Care for children birth through age 5, please rate how well these services
currently meet families’ needs throughout YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 26 1.1 30.8 12.8 28.2 15.4 26
Chandler 26 13.2 34.2 10.5 23.7 15.8 0.0
Guadalupe 0.0 13.6 22.1 18.2 273 13.6 4.5

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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2. Are there waiting lists or children birth through age 5 being turned away due to a shortage of Child
Care their parents prefer in YOUR COMMUNITY?

If you answered YES, please provide a specific example(s) in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 53.8 205 25.6
Chandler 395 289 316
Guadalupe 50.0 227 273

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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3. What are the barriers for parents to get the Child Care they prefer for children birth through age 5 in
YOUR COMMUNITY? YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe 26 74.4 5.1 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 26
Chandler 26 73.7 26 26 53 0.0 26 0.0 53 0.0 53
Guadalupe 45 68.2 45 45 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.6 0.0 45

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 14.3 57.1
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4. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier for parents to
get the Child Care they prefer for children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY
ONE.

Tempe 71.8 20.5 5.1 0.0 2.6
Chandler 60.5 211 10.5 0.0 7.9
Guadalupe 63.6 22.7 45 0.0 9.1

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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5. Please rate the impact of budget cuts to state child care subsidies for parents to get the Child Care
they prefer for children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY.

If you rated this question Very High or High, please provide specific examples in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 71.8 205 5.1 0.0 26
Chandler 60.5 21.1 10.5 0.0 79
Guadalupe 63.6 22.7 45 0.0 9.1

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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6. Please identify recent changes to Child Care for children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY
due to the economy and budget cuts. YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe 0.0 21.2 36.4 15.2 18.2 3.0 6.1
Chandler 0.0 18.8 37.5 219 12.5 6.3 3.1
Guadalupe 0.0 26.3 36.8 21.1 10.5 0.0 5.3

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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1. Please identify if there is a key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP within YOUR
COMMUNITY for Child Care for children birth through age 5. List these organization(s) in the boxes
below.

List of key organization(s) that are providing strong leadership

)
3
S
o®

Chandler

Guadalupe

Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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Section 5: Education for Children Birth Through Age 5

1. Thinking about Educational Services for children birth through age 5, please rate how well these
services currently meet families’ needs throughout YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 27.3 21.2 515
Chandler 219 21.9 56.3
Guadalupe 316 21.1 47.4
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 14.3 14.3 74
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2. Are there waiting lists or families being turned away due to a shortage of Educational Services for
children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY?

If you answered YES, please provide a specific example(s) in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 27.3 212 |
Chandler 219 219 56.3
Guadalupe 31.6 21.1 47.4

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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3. What are the barriers to families getting Educational Services for children birth through age 5 in
YOUR COMMUNITY? YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe 6.1 66 3.0 27.3 9.1 6.1 3.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 6.1
Chandler 6.3 34.4 0.0 219 125 3.1 3.1 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 12.5
Guadalupe 105 263 0.0 421 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 5.3

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 28.6 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
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4. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier to families
getting Educational Services for children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY ONE.

Tempe 6.1 33.3 3.0 27.3 9.1 6.1 3.0 0.0 6.1 0.0 0.0 6.1
Chandler 6.3 34.4 0.0 219 125 3.1 3.1 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 12.5
Guadalupe 105 263 0.0 421 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 53

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 28.6 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
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5. Please rate the impact of recent budget cuts on Educational Services for children birth through age 5
in YOUR COMMUNITY.

If you rated this question Very High or High, please provide specific examples in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 394 242 3.0 0.0 333
Chandler 40.6 18.8 6.3 0.0 34.4
Guadalupe 421 211 0.0 0.0 36.8

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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6. List of key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP within YOUR COMMUNITY for
Educational Services for children birth through 5. List this organization(s) in the box below.

List of key organization(s) that are providing strong leadership

Tempe

Chandler

Guadalupe

Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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Section 6: Literacy Development Services for Children Birth
Through Age 5 and Their Families

1. Thinking about Literacy Development Services for children birth through age 5 and their families,
please rate how well these services currently meet families’ needs throughout YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 0.0 8.0 48.0 20.0 8.0 4.0 12.0
Chandler 4.0 4.0 56.0 20.0 0.0 8.0 8.0
Guadalupe 0.0 7.1 50.0 14.3 0.0 7.1 214
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 0.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 1.6 6.3 51.6 18.8 3.1 6.3 125
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 4.1 10.8 4.5 19.3 19 6.4 10.0
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2. Are there families being turned away due to a shortage of Literacy Development Services for
children birth through age 5 and their families in YOUR COMMUNITY?

If you answered YES, please provide a specific example(s) in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 24.0 12.0 64.0
Chandler 16.0 8.0 76.0
Guadalupe 28.6 0.0 7.4

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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3. What are the barriers to families getting Literacy Development Services for children birth through
age 5 and their families in YOUR COMMUNITY? YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe

Chandler

Guadalupe

Pascua Yaqui Tribe

36.0 280 280 680 240 00 240 520 40 80 120 160 00

320 360 280 680 280 00 200 400 40 80 80 240 00

429 214 37 786 214 00 214 500 00 71 143 143 00

40.0
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4. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier to families
getting Literacy Development Services for children birth through age 5 and their families in YOUR
COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY ONE.

Tempe

Chandler

Guadalupe

Pascua Yaqui Tribe

40 80 00 480 80 00 00 160 00 00 40 40 8.0

8.0 4.0 00 480 120 00 4.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 8.0

7.1 0.0 00 714 11 0.0 00 143 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

20.0
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5. Please rate the impact of recent budget cuts on Literacy Development Services for children birth
through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY.

If you rated this question Very High or High, please provide specific examples in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 24.0 36.0 12.0 0.0 28.0
Chandler 8.0 28.0 12.0 0.0 52.0
Guadalupe 214 28.6 7.1 0.0 429
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 20.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 40.0
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6. List of key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP within YOUR COMMUNITY for
services for children through age 5 with Special Needs and their families.

List of key organization(s) that are providing strong leadership

Tempe

Guadalupe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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Section 7: Services for Children Birth Through Age 5 with
Special Needs and Their Families

1. Thinking about services for children birth through age 5 with Special Needs and their families,
please rate how well these services currently meet families’ needs throughout YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 0.0 14.3 28.6 14.3 17.9 10.7 14.3
Chandler 0.0 19.2 30.8 115 115 1.7 19.2
Guadalupe 0.0 20.0 33.3 13.3 20.0 13.3 0.0
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 0.0 429 28.6 0.0 14.3 0.0 14.3
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 0.0 17.4 304 13.0 15.9 10.1 13.0
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 11 18.2 255 139 19.2 9.1 13.0
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2. Are there waiting lists or families being turned away due to a shortage of services for children
through age 5 with Special Needs and their families in YOUR COMMUNITY?

If you answered YES, please provide a specific example(s) in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 39.3 3.6 57.1
Chandler 385 3.8 57.7
Guadalupe 46.7 0.0 533

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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3. What are the barriers to families getting services for children through age 5 with Special Needs in
YOUR COMMUNITY? YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe 429 536 429 571 643 214 179 286 286 143 214 214 00
Chandler 423 462 423 615 615 231 192 308 308 115 192 192 00
Guadalupe 66.7 667 600 667 800 267 267 467 400 133 333 333 00

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 857 571 714 429 714 429 286 429 286 143 286 143 00
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4. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier to families

getting services for children through age 5 with Special Needs in YOUR COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY
ONE.

Tempe 36 179 71 214 37 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1
Chandler 38 15 77 268 308 00 38 38 00 38 0.0 0.0 1.1
Guadalupe 6.7 133 67 267 400 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 14.3 286 429
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5. Please rate the impact of recent budget cuts on services for children through age 5 with Special
Needs and their families in YOUR COMMUNITY.

If you rated this question Very High or High, please provide specific examples in YOUR COMMUNITY.

I N
Tempe 18.5 29.6 14.8 3.7 333
Chandler 15.4 308 1.7 38 42.3
Guadalupe 20.0 333 13.3 0.0 g8
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 14.3 57.1 14.3 0.0 14.3
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6. List of key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP within YOUR COMMUNITY for
services for children through age 5 with Special Needs and their families.

List of key organization(s) that are providing strong leadership

Tempe

Chandler
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Guadalupe

Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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Section 8: Health Services for Children Birth Through Age 5

1. Thinking about Health Services for children birth through age 5, please rate how well these services
currently meet families’ needs throughout YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 30 12.1 33.3 27.3 212 0.0 3.0
Chandler 3.1 18.8 313 219 15.6 3.1 6.3
Guadalupe 0.0 11.1 333 222 222 0.0 1.1

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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2. Are there waiting lists or children birth through age 5 turned away due to a shortage of Health
Services in YOUR COMMUNITY?

If you answered YES, please provide a specific example(s) in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 27.3 30.3 424
Chandler 28.1 28.1 43.8
Guadalupe 278 278 444

Pascua Yaqui Tribe

107
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3. What are the barriers to children bird through age 5 getting Health Services in YOUR COMMUNITY?
YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe 545 758 364 545 455 212 333 394 212 152 576 273 30
Chandler 531 625 344 563 406 2189 344 375 156 125 531 250 31
Guadalupe 556 722 333 667 333 278 333 444 278 167 61.1 222 5.6

Pascua Yaqui Tribe N4 M4 286 714 286 286 286 429 286 143 429 143 00
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4. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier to children birth
through age 5 getting Health Services in YOUR COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY ONE.

Tempe 30 394 30 212 121 00 6.1 0.0 0.0 00 121 00 3.0
Chandler 31 344 %4 218 125 00 3.1 0.0 0.0 00 125 00 3.1
Guadalupe 56 278 00 278 111 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 222 00 5.6

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 14.3 286 286 28.6
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5. Please rate the impact of recent budget cuts on Health Services for children birth through age 5 in
YOUR COMMUNITY.

If you rated this question Very High or High, please provide specific examples in YOUR COMMUNITY.

I I A
Tempe 455 212 12.1 0.0 212
Chandler 406 28.1 12.5 0.0 18.8
Guadalupe 55.6 222 111 0.0 11.1
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 429 28.6 14.3 0.0 14.3
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6. Please identify if there is a key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP within YOUR
COMMUNITY for Health Services for children birth through age 5. List this organization(s) in the box
below.

List of key organization(s) that are providing strong leadership

Tempe

Chandler

Guadalupe
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Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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Section 9: Social Services Support for Children Birth Through
Age 5 and Their Families

1. Thinking about Social Services Support for children birth through age 5 and their families, please rate
how well these services currently meet families’ needs throughout YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 0.0 10.0 3.3 16.7 23.3 3.3 33
Chandler 0.0 3.6 28.6 214 214 10.7 14.3
Guadalupe 0.0 59 29.4 235 29.4 11.8 0.0
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 0.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 3.3 16.7 0.0
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN CENTRAL

MARICOPA REGION 0.0 6.7 30.7 20.0 240 12.0 6.7
TOTAL PERCENT

WITHIN MARICOPA

COUNTY 0.6 9.0 253 234 22.3 14.7 4.7
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2. Are there waiting lists or children birth through age 5 turned away due to a shortage of Health
Services in YOUR COMMUNITY?

If you answered YES, please provide a specific example(s) in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 46.7 10.0 43.3
Chandler 35.7 11 57.1
Guadalupe 471 5.9 471

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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3. What are the barriers to families getting Social Services Support for children birth through age 5in
YOUR COMMUNITY? YOU MAY CHECK MORE THAN ONE.

Tempe SN REYE BECE EESER 0N e 0.0 0.0 33 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0
Chandler 36 107 36 286 393 00 3.6 0.0 36 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0
Guadalupe 59 118 58 176 471 00 0.0 0.0 8. 0.0 58 0.0 0.0

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 16.7 16.7 333
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4. From the selections you made above, what is the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT barrier to families
getting Social Services Support for children birth through age 5in YOUR COMMUNITY? CHECK ONLY
ONE.

Tempe SIS MIGYE WSEN ROSIE RSUIN e 0.0 0.0 33 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0
Chandler 36 107 36 286 393 00 36 0.0 36 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0
Guadalupe 59 118 59 176 471 00 0.0 0.0 5. 0.0 58 0.0 0.0

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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5. Please rate the impact of recent budget cuts on Social Services Support for children birth through
age 5 and their families in YOUR COMMUNITY.

If you rated this question Very High or High, please provide specific examples in YOUR COMMUNITY.

Tempe 46.7 26.7 133 0.0 3.3
Chandler B 25.0 10.7 0.0 25.0
Guadalupe 58.8 2315 11.8 0.0 5%

Pascua Yaqui Tribe
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6. Please identify if there is a key organization(s) that is providing STRONG LEADERSHIP within YOUR
COMMUNITY for Social Services Support for children birth through age 5 and their families. List this
organization(s) in the box below.

List of key organization(s) that are providing strong leadership

Tempe

Chandler

Guadalupe
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Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Note: Some responses may indicate the same organization yet are referred to in the report per the individual responses.
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SECTION I. STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS

Introduction

Meetings were held on June 1st at the Sunset Branch of the Chandler Public Library, and June 4th
at the Association for Supportive Child Care. There were a total of 14 participants, including a school
district community relations manager, childcare center owner/directors, members from Arizona State
University, Channel 8 PBS, and social services providers.

Assets

A variety of programs and services were mentioned as assets, including parent information and
education, family resource centers, support groups, health services, nutrition services, teen outreach
(for early childhood careers), libraries, early care and education, and childcare subsidies (when avail-
able). One collaborative organization was mentioned as an asset—the East Valley Regional Partner
ship (although not all participants were familiar with this group).

Participants thought it would be possible to build on these assets if there were additional funding
to serve more people, a good source of information on available resources, legislation that supports
young children and their families, public awareness of the benefits of investing in early childhood,
corporate support for early childhood programs, and leadership in the early childhood sector.

Needs

With respect to early care and education, families need access to quality childcare and assistance
with payments (subsidies, scholarships).

Families need access to a variety of health-related services, including oral health and social/emo-
tional health services, screening and follow-up services, and nutrition information.

In order to enhance their confidence and effectiveness as parents, families need parent education,
support, empowerment, and access to enrichment experiences for their children. They need flexible
work schedules, programs that will improve their own literacy, transportation, and help with applying
for services.

Children and their families are being turned away from a variety of services, including childcare sub-
sidies, quality childcare, special education, screening and early intervention services, and healthcare
coverage and services.

Barriers that keep families from getting what they need to support the development, health, and edu-
cation of their children include: language, awareness of resources, transportation to get to services,
loss of services (cutbacks), disconnected services (lack of continuity), hours of operation of services,
complexity of eligibility processes, and fear/lack of proper documentation for immigrant families.
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Gaps in services can be addressed through additional funding, increased awareness of available
resources, partnerships, policy changes, greater public awareness, parent education and support,
more qualified providers, better provider wages, and follow-up.

Information and Coordination

There was agreement that families lack information about available resources and that even provid-
ers who are in a position to refer (e.g., childcare, healthcare) are not aware of all the resources and
how to access them. Further, concern was expressed that families often do not know what to ask
for ("they don't know what they don’t know"). They need recommendations and support to help
them get what they need for their children and families.

While there are examples of effective communication, coordination, and collaboration among early
childhood partners, there is neither infrastructure nor technology to support this on a region-wide (or
larger) scale. Concern was expressed about perceived competition among providers when there is
so much need to be addressed.

Various agencies were listed as providing early childhood leadership, but the lists were different

in the two focus groups. Those mentioned included the Valley of the Sun United Way, East Valley
School Readiness Partnership, Emerging Leaders, the Early Childhood Network, the Family Child
Care Network, First Things First, Arizona Department of Education, Association for Supportive Child
Care, and the United Way.

Suggestions and ldeas
Support for a comprehensive, one-stop family information and resource site was expressed.

To improve communication and coordination, it was recommended that a technological infrastructure
be developed to connect providers (e.g., resources, master calendar, blogs). Channel 8 described
software that might be used to support such an effort.

Priorities for First Things First funding were:

° Quality care and education
° Parent education

o Healthcare

° Family resources/support

° Professional development
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SECTION 1. PERSONAL INTERVIEWS

Introduction

Summarized within this report are the personal interviews and e-mail correspondences for the First
Things First Needs and Assets report for the Central Maricopa Region of Arizona conducted during
the month of June 2010. After numerous attempts to contact the stakeholders provided by FTF (via
e-mail and phone), 28 provided responses for this report. Over 50 members of the community were
contacted, and the types of respondents that participated in the personal interviews for this region
varied in professions from doctors and parents, to government service providers and community
organizers. The participants were asked a series of ten questions after providing their contact infor
mation and describing their roles in working with or being affiliated with families with children ages
five and under.

Some of the most notable organizations the participants were affiliated with included:

o First Things First (FTF)

o Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC)
o Community Action Program (CAP)

o Town of Guadalupe

° Chandler City Council

Assets

Central Maricopa respondents were forthcoming with examples of organizations that provided
services that work well in their communities and that provide leadership with regard to community
efforts involving children five and under and their families. Many respondents had positive things to
say about the FTF program itself, including several community members that believe that FTF has
been successful in its efforts to encourage and educate parents and motivate them to ensure the
proper health and development of their children. One respondent also appreciates that FTF assists
with funding of community food drives in the Central Maricopa Region.

Other programs in the Central Maricopa Region that respondents believe work well varied from
libraries to state programs and private enterprises. Several respondents stated that the public librar
ies in their community provide informative and educational activities for families with young children.
Many mentioned that the WIC program is a good program that provides nutritional education, refers
families in need to other community services, and provides for transportation to its office to those
who need it. Other organizations that were mentioned included the following:

o Tribal offices

° Mesa Banner Desert NICU (and the developmental specialists assigned from there)
o Public preschools and elementary schools

° Raising Special Kids

o CAP (emergency food boxes and assistance with applications for state services)

° Centro de Amistad
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o Head Start

o Arizona Chapter of American Academy of Pediatrics
o Southwest Center for Human Development

o Children’s hospitals and family clinics

o Healthy Start

o Community Resource Centers

° Empowerment Systems, Inc., which:

- Provides childcare and kindergarten programs
- Has a boys and girls club

- Runs a domestic violence program

° Public health insurance programs

o Preventative dental services

o Association for Support of Child Care
° Chandler Regional Hospital

o Libraries for the Future

o Chandler Christian Community Center
° Local high schools

Needs

The participants also were asked to comment on those areas where they saw needs were not being
met for young children and families in their communities. The most frequently mentioned problem
for respondents was that childcare is too expensive and that families need assistance or subsidies
to be able to work. Many respondents also mentioned that public transportation or transportation
assistance is lacking in their communities. Along with transportation, some respondents feel that
other basic needs are not met, such as food and shelter assistance for low to moderate income
families. Some more specific problems that individual respondents indentified were as follows:

o The Head Start program needs improvement as some families, especially working mothers,
do not qualify due to income.

° Middle-income families are left out of services.

° Community involvement activities are needed to promote healthy lifestyles like community
gardens, support groups, social networks, and health and human services.

° Waiting lists for preschools made it so those that qualify still could not get their children
enrolled.
o Education services are needed on discipline, nutrition, general health, medical help avail-

able, and dental care.
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o Spanish-speaking assistance is not available.

o Program providers do not understand how to communicate with families about what is avail-
able to them.

o Postpartum home visits by health and social workers are needed or transportation for moth-

ers and children to and from their postnatal visits.

° CAP needs more funding for its housing program.

° Healthcare is denied to undocumented residents.

° There are long waiting lists for special medical services.

° Employment opportunities are limited.

° Assistance to prevent eviction and utility service interruption needs more resources.

° Not enough dentists serve young children and dentists need better reimbursement by

ACCCHS (Medicaid).

Information and Coordination

In general, most respondents did not feel that the agencies and programs available in their commu-
nity coordinated their efforts and shared information adequately. However, the respondents provided
some positive and negative feedback regarding the coordination of services. The positive feedback
included the following:

° Behavioral Health Center communicates with the Town of Guadalupe.

° WIC makes referrals to other services when needed.

° Local media and outreach are effective.

° The best tool for coordination of efforts is through word-of-mouth referrals from the good

services being provided.
o FTF and grants have helped, since services used to be more fragmented.

However, more often the respondents pointed out negative aspects of the communication and coor
dination of services for children five and under and their families in their communities. Specifically,
the following list summarizes the negative feedback provided:

° Coordination between services for kids with special needs is poor.

° Coordination between CAP and Centro de Amistad services and other agencies could be
improved.

° Potential recipients are not aware of what services are available in the community and not

aware of how to receive primary health care, mental health services, and help from non-
profit organizations.

° Collaboration between health centers providing maternal and infant health services and com-
munity centers/community health centers are not in place.

o Citizens do not have a one-stop community development corporation to improve coordina-
tion and communication.
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° Competition over FTF funding has led to poor collaboration.
Suggestions and Ideas

Almost every respondent from the Central Maricopa Region suggested ideas related to educating
families and providing community events and programs to promote healthy lifestyles. The specific
suggestions regarding community outreach and education initiative were as follows:

° Educate families on developmental services available.

° Educate families on their critical role in child development and the need and importance of
continuing medical care.

° Community centers should coordinate and promote services available.
° Provide a full-time community action agency.

o Relay information about maternal and infant health to families.

° Provide information about preventative dental care to families.

o Promote wellness information like fitness, nutrition, and safety.

° Provide classes on computer skills.

Since childcare was the most prominent problem that respondents identified in their communities,
they suggested that financial assistance be provided for childcare, early education, and preschool
programs. One respondent suggested that more FTF scholarships be granted in their community,
and others stated that the quality of childcare could be improved through FTF programs. Still others
suggested that preschool be provided to all families regardless of income.

About half of the respondents also suggested that health insurance and medical coverage be
improved for families in their community. Although some said that free or modified medical insur
ance coverage should be provided for things like immunizations and asthma, others suggested that
expanded availability of developmental therapy such as speech and occupational services are the
most important health concerns. Two respondents stated that it would be a good idea to have post-
partum home visits by health and social workers and transportation to postnatal visits. One respon-
dent suggested the use of promotoras, or lay health workers, to provide basic medical education
and services to families. Others suggested additional ACCCHS (Medicaid) funding. Finally, a dentist
that participated thought that a raise in the amount of Medicaid reimbursement rates for preventa-
tive dental services was necessary.

Other individuals mentioned the following ideas for improving the lives of young children and fami-
lies in the Central Maricopa Region:

° Programs need to be more accessible to the working poor.

° Change income requirements or fill funding gap for Head Start program.

° Agencies working more closely together to provide coordinated services, possibly through
the use of parental liaisons and more coordination and collaboration about services available
to families.

° Provide more transportation services, including to and from clinics and agencies.

° Provide more funding for CAP food donations and refrigeration.



APPENDIXB 126

Provide more funding to grass roots organizations, instead of top-down government agencies
to serve more people with available funding.

Provide low-cost children’s activities (like those provided by the YMCA that are costly) in mul-
tiple languages and with ways to include children with disabilities.

Develop more volunteer-type services.

Make clothing more affordable and accessible to parents.
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In 2008, the Arizona Health Survey was completed by St. Luke's Health Initiatives. The survey
included more than 4,000 households, which makes it one of the most extensive surveys ever
undertaken in the state. The purpose of the survey was to help researchers, community leaders, and
policy makers understand the health and well-being of Arizona citizens. The results can be used to
create new opportunities for Arizona-specific policies, grants, planning, community engagement, and
program development.

Our area of focus for this report is the child survey, which screened children between the ages of 0
and 12 years old. The adult member of the household with the most knowledge of the child’'s health
was given the survey via telephone. Nearly 650 respondents answered this survey, primarily con-
sisting of Maricopa County residents.

This section highlights a few of the survey questions and responses from these households with
children.
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Childcare Providers for a Child in a Typical Week

Respondents may choose more than one provider, so these numbers add to more than 100%.

Based on these survey results, the most common child care provider in a typical week was the child's grandparent or other family member. Close
behind is the number of children who received care from a pre-school.

45%

42%

Grandparent or Other ~ State Program Pre-School Childcare Center Child's Home Caregiver's Home
Family Member
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Days Per Week You Read with Your Child

Studies have shown that reading to a child on a frequent basis is an important factor in their literary develop-
ment. A majority of respondents reported reading to their child on a daily basis.

Never; 3%

One to Two Days; 6%

Time Since Last Medical Doctor Visit

Slightly disturbing is the relatively high percentage of children who have not visited a medical doctor within the
last two years. A yearly check up is important in identifying health problems the child may have developed.

More Than 3 Years; 4%
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Reason Child Does Not Have Health Insurance

One of the most common reasons for a child not being covered by some type of health insurance was that it
was too expensive. This is important because it highlights the need for affordable health insurance options, like

KidsCare.

Other, Not Listed; 45%

Not Eligible Due to Health
or Other Problems; 5%

Switched Insurance
Companies, Delay Family Situation
Between; 5% Changed; 5%
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Reason Child is Not Enrolled in KidsCare

A relatively large percentage of children who were not enrolled in KidsCare had not been enrolled because their
parent(s) didn't know the program existed. If the KidsCare program starts accepting applications again, this
statistic verifies the importance of educating the public about this coverage.

Paperwork Too
Difficult; 4%

Other; 30%

Not Eligible Due to
Citizenship/
Immigration Status;
1%

Didn't Know Existed;
22%

Already Have
Insurance; 7%
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Parents Concern About Their Child’s Abilities Compared to Other Children Their Age

Most parents were not concerned at all about their child’s abilities compared to other children their age. This
does not necessarily mean all of those children are without problems; their parents may not recognize signs of
developmental, behavioral or learning delays.

Time Since Last Dental Clinic Visit

The majority of respondents stated that their child had visited the dentist in the last six months. A good sign
considering that good dental care is important for overall child health. However, one out of five respondents
said their child has never been to the dentist, putting those children at risk for a range of health problems.

One to Two Two to Five Years;
Years; 4% /_ 2%
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Reasons for Not Visiting the Dental Clinic

133

Of some concern is the rather large percentage of children who have not gone to the dentist because parents
said their child was not old enough. The American Dental Association recommends that a child see the dentist

for the first time within six months of the appearance of their first tooth or by their first birthday, whichever

comes first.

No Dentist Available/
No Appointments

: oo
Available; 2 /"\ Other, Not Listed,;
14%

Cannot Get to
the Clinic; 1%

Do Not Have/Know a_—
Dentist; 1%

Fear, Dislike Going; 2%

Could Not Afford
It/Too Expensive/
No Insurance; 8%
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