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                  Board of Early Education and Care Subcommittee Meeting 

August 6, 2008 
1:00 PM – 3:00 PM 

 
Department of Early Education and Care 

 51 Sleeper Street, 4th floor 
Boston, MA 02210 

 
MINUTES 

 
Members of the Board of Early Education and Care Present: 
Sharon Scott-Chandler, Chairperson 
J.D. LaRock, Designee of the Secretary of Education 
Marilyn Anderson Chase, Designee of the Secretary of the Executive Office  
 Of Health and Human Services 
Lynson Moore Beaulieu 
J.D. Chesloff 
Orlando Isaza 
Mary Pat Messmer 
Carol Craig O’Brien 
 
Amy Kershaw, Acting Commissioner of the Department and Secretary to the Board 
 
Members of the Board of Early Education and Care Absent: 
Elizabeth Childs, M.D. 
Julie Culhane, Ph.D. 
Chi-Cheng Huang, M.D. 

 
 

Welcome: 
Chairperson Sharon Scott-Chandler welcomed the Board members and thanked them for 
attending this special subcommittee meeting.  The Chairperson noted that this meeting was 
requested at the July EEC Board meeting to discuss outstanding questions regarding the 
distribution of new FY2009 funds for the Universal Pre-Kindergarten (UPK) program and for 
a provider rate increase.  Although the posted agenda for today’s subcommittee meeting 
allows for further discussion of additional FY2009 expansion initiatives, the Chairperson 
stated that today’s meeting will be limited to the following two agenda items:  

 
I. Rate Increase for Providers of Subsidized Early Education and Care 
II. Distribution of New Funds Provided in the Final FY2009 State Budget  

 
 

I.  Rate Increase for Providers of Subsidized Early Education and Care 
 

Acting Commissioner Kershaw reported that the additional information prepared by the 
Department for consideration by the Board today is focused on addressing the questions 
and concerns raised at the last Board meeting.  With regard to provider rate increase for 
FY2009, the Board materials include additional distribution options, as requested.    
 



Kenley Branscome presented information regarding the history of provider rate increases 
over the past few years.  The presentation illustrated how rate increases have historically 
been distributed across all types of care and age groups, and also provided historical 
information on how state reimbursement rates were set prior to the development of the 
current price-based system.  It was explained that in the 1990s, Massachusetts shifted from 
a negotiated cost-based reimbursement system to one based on market prices due, in large 
part, to changes to the federal block grant regulations.  It was noted that federal 
regulations recommend that states set rates to the 75th percentile of the market rate.  Only 
nine states maintain reimbursement rates at the federally recommended levels.  Board 
Member Moore Beaulieu asked for the list of states.   
 
The state’s reimbursement rates have historically been set regionally, based on the 
Executive Office of Health and Human Services (EOHHS) operating regions.  These regions 
are not based on economic criteria, and the communities within each region often have 
significant rate variances.  Due to this limitation, providing targeted rate increases is a 
challenge.  Other states have reimbursement rates based on local community economic 
factors, allowing providers in communities with similar market prices to receive similar 
reimbursement rates.   
 
Board Member Chase expressed interest in the factors that caused rates to vary so widely.  
It was pointed out that the 2006 Provider Market Rate Survey generally found that 
communities with higher income levels tend to have higher rates, and those with lower 
income levels generally have lower rates.      
 
Board Member Moore Beaulieu asked if there is any sense about how market rates relate to 
quality care.  Branscome noted that EEC recently completed a provider cost study and found 
a positive relationship between cost and various structural measures of quality, and also 
found a positive relationship between cost and price across the state.  The exception to this 
finding is in Boston, a high cost region with relatively low prices.  Chairperson Scott-
Chandler added that the majority of people accessing child care in Boston cannot afford to 
pay a price that reflects the true cost of care.  
  
Branscome presented options for distributing the $5 million in FY2009 funding for provider 
rate increases.  The options included a uniform across-the-board increase, and options to 
target rate increases to providers with the lowest rates relative to market prices.  
Chairperson Scott-Chandler pointed out that the option to target rate increases at the 50th 
percentile for family child care providers would exclude providers in Boston, where EEC 
reimbursement rates are above the 50th percentile.  Board Member Chase asked if more 
significant investments could be made by focusing rate increases on providers with rates 
below the 30th market percentile.   
 
Board Member Chesloff pointed out that the targeted rate increase options do not boost 
provider percentile standings significantly. Board Member Moore Beaulieu responded that 
the increases could still be meaningful to some providers, such as those getting $20 per 
day. Board Member Moore Beaulieu also pointed out that focusing on pre-school rates was 
important, as well.  Acting Commissioner Kershaw noted that EEC reimbursement rates do 
not have automatic, built-in cost of living increases, and that this rate increase is the only 
opportunity to provide increases to help defray rising program costs, including rising energy 
costs.   
 
Board Member Craig O’Brien asked if the upcoming provider market rate survey was part of 
the discussion.  Branscome indicated it was not but that EEC was forming a rate advisory 

 



team to design and oversee the next rate study and that more details would be available in 
the coming weeks. 
 
Chairperson Scott-Chandler acknowledged that there were a few members of the public 
present and stated that although the subcommittee meeting did not have a scheduled public 
comment period, she would take public comment at this time.  
 
 
Public Comment: 
 
William Eddy, Massachusetts Association of Early Education and School-Age 
Providers (MADCA), discussed the concerns facing early education and care providers 
across the state, including hard decisions such as lay-offs and fund raising in order to 
maintain their programs.  He asked the Board to understand that centers run by community 
based organizations are facing challenges. Even if the funding is limited he asks that all 
providers serving the children in the Commonwealth get a rate increase.  
 
Sharon Thompson, Director of Community Day Care in Lawrence, indicated that 
Lawrence is a low-income community.  She noted that her staff seek professional 
development opportunities and are working hard year-round to increase their education 
levels to support children, but they get paid well below what the public schools pay. Costs 
have been rising and staff raises that are generally distributed in July are being held up until 
they know how the rate increase will be distributed.  Ms. Thompson noted the need for 
increased stability, and hence quality, in the field and suggested that some vouchers be 
converted to contracts during the upcoming Income Eligible Reprocurement.    
 
MaryAnn Anthony, Director, Catholic Charities, asked the Board to consider the Family 
Child Care Systems when deciding how to allocate the provider rate increase. She noted 
that Systems play a critical role, especially for Supportive Children, including brokering 
relationships with families, finding care for children when a provider is on vacation, 
professional development, home visits, case management, and transportation with only an 
additional $10.22 to $16 a day per child.  
 
Chairperson Scott-Chandler thanked the speakers.  She asked that, for the sake of time, the 
subcommittee conclude its discussion of provider rate increases.  Acting Commissioner 
Kershaw acknowledged the need to address the discrepancies in rates paid to various 
provider types but reiterated the need to study the complex issues and then develop a 
longer term incremental strategy.  Board Members expressed concern that the Board have a 
strategy in place to prepare for FY2010.  Board Member Moore Beaulieu asked if EEC has a 
sense of the attrition rate for FCC and Center Based providers/programs and if the state 
loses providers based on their inability to afford to do the work. Acting Commissioner 
Kershaw responded that licensing data could be looked at, but it would be difficult to 
determine causality.   
 
Chairperson Scott-Chandler thanked the Department for the additional options and data 
presented on provider rate increases and stated that the subcommittee will report back to 
the full Board on this topic at the next Board meeting. 
 
 
II. Universal Pre-Kindergarten (UPK) Program 
 
UPK Project Manager Amy Checkoway reviewed the background materials provided in the 
Board folders.  The UPK documents provide data about the UPK program, answers to 
frequently asked questions, and relevant legislative requirements.  

 



 
UPK Project Manager Checkoway noted that we are limited by the eligibility requirements 
and applicant pool in terms of who has been funded thus far and that the program data 
presented should provide more detail about the current grantees and applicant pool.   
 
Board Member Moore Beaulieu commented that the problem is the eligibility requirements; 
we need to help those programs not eligible to become eligible.  Board Member Craig 
O’Brien asked if we have an aggregate count of how many children are actually receiving 
subsidies in UPK programs.  UPK Project Manager Checkoway responded that EEC does have 
information on the number of children by specific funding stream that can be provided.  
Acting Commissioner Kershaw added that EEC knows this information because the UPK 
funding formula is tied to the number of subsidized children a program serves.  If they 
serve subsidized children they are eligible for more funding.  
 
Acting Commissioner Kershaw walked the Board through the UPK legislative requirements 
and noted that some of the key legislative language is aimed at improving quality, 
expanding access, and delivering UPK through a mixed system.  In addition, UPK funding 
must go directly to programs.  EEC has weighed geographic representation and program 
type, with servicing the needs of low income families to achieve a balance.  This year there 
is new legislative language around community capacity building.  Board Member Chase asks 
if there is a way to identify the race of the provider.  Acting Commissioner Kershaw noted 
that this information is not collected at this time.  Board Member Chase responded that she 
is interested in the number of UPK applicants that are minority providers.  Acting 
Commissioner Kershaw stated that we could gather that information going forward, if the 
Board decides that it will be a priority.   
 
Acting Commissioner Kershaw stated that based on the last Board discussion, EEC updated 
the UPK presentation to provide more options for consideration.  She, along with Ms. 
Checkoway, reviewed the update presentation and new options. 
 
Chairperson Scott-Chandler asked if there is a possibility of balancing geographic and 
program type diversity with a greater focus on programs operating in high poverty or 
underperforming districts.  Acting Commissioner Kershaw noted that the number of eligible 
applicants varies significantly by region – requiring different application of the priorities in 
order to ensure full geographic representation.  It was noted that the pilot was designed this 
way to in order to gather as much information as possible about future policy designs.  
 
There was some discussion on slides 5 and 7 of the presentation, with regard to the 
recommended allocation and selection process.   Some Board members suggested “mixing” 
steps 1 and 3, to increase the impact on low income communities, while other Board 
members suggested “mixing” steps 2 and 3 to enhance the regional layout within the 
priority criteria.  Acting Commissioner Kershaw noted that in developing the pilot the 
Department placed an emphasis on adequate geographic distribution and ensuring a mixed 
system of provider types.  
 
Chairperson Scott-Chandler asked the Board to focus on high level policy direction and 
goals, to make sure that the UPK program has the most impact upon the most 
disadvantaged populations.  She cautioned the Board against getting too entangled in the 
specific criteria, and noted the Department is responsible for the implementation details.  
Chairperson Scott-Chandler distinguished between short term and long term policy 
discussions and emphasized the importance of moving forward in the short term while 
continuing to refine and develop policy improvements.    
 

 



Board Member Moore Beaulieu noted that the Board is responding to data that they have 
been shown around UPK.  She suggested that the Board focus on expanding access in high 
poverty communities, and asked the Department to run the numbers and options on 
focusing funding in high poverty areas. 
 
Board Member Craig O’Brien commented that all of the information is very rich in detail.  If 
the issue is that we are limited in terms of applicants, then we should look at the eligibility 
requirements.  If the data looks the way that it does because the quality of the programs is 
not yet at the level we would like, then shouldn’t we focus money up front to address that?  
There will always be the top performers and those that are not, but the Board should ensure 
that we boost those programs where our subsidized children are. 
 
Acting Commissioner Kershaw reminded the Board that most of the quality requirements 
are included in legislative language and the purpose of the Assessment Planning grants was 
to support program not yet UPK eligible.  She also acknowledged that further assistance 
through the development of a statewide infrastructure is needed to support all programs to 
achieve higher quality.    
 
Acting Commissioner Kershaw presented several options for the planning grants that 
included moving forward consistent with the FY08 criteria to keep a focus on Assessment 
Planning, and/or broadening the scope of the grants to include Accreditation support.  She 
also reviewed EEC’s plans for designing a statewide infrastructure of technical assistance to 
provide quality supports to programs.  
 
Chairperson Scott-Chandler Chandler stated that Board members should come out of this 
subcommittee meeting with a sense of what is needed to make the best decision in 
September. The intention is not to reach a consensus, but to get information to Board 
members as needed to make sure that the Board can move on to other issues.   Questions 
and additional feedback was requested to help the Department prepare for the September 
Board meeting. 
 
Members asked the Acting Commissioner to think through funding options for the capacity 
building component of the plan. Board Member Messmer stated that it is critical to link and 
frame the infrastructure work in UPK within the context of QRIS.   
 
Acting Commissioner Kershaw summarized the discussion by noting that Board members 
seemed to concur that grants and technical assistance efforts should  focus on high need 
communities, with a further emphasis on programs serving high proportions of low-income 
children.  She asked whether Board members would also like EEC to continue prioritizing 
classrooms with BA teachers.  Board Member Moore Beaulieu indicated her support for AA 
degrees.  Board Member Chesloff expressed his support for BA degrees based on the 
research showing they lead to higher quality programming.  Chairperson Scott Chandler 
noted that this is a controversial topic and that there is data to support both sides.   
 
Board Member Chesloff asked whether the new EEC legislation has additional requirements 
for EEC and the Board relative to UPK.  Acting Commissioner Kershaw replied that EEC will 
provide the Board with a summary of the new requirements in EEC’s enabling statute, but 
generally speaking the statute does not go into this level of detail.   
 
Board Member Moore Beaulieu asked whether it is possible for EEC to get the demographics 
of the BA teachers in UPK programs.  Board Member Moore Beaulieu stated that the 
diversity of teaching staff is an indicator of quality.  Acting Commissioner Kershaw stated 
that this information is not currently available but that EEC’s planned professional 
development registry will have the capacity to provide this type of information.    

 



 

   
 
 

Chairperson Scott-Chandler called the subcommittee meeting to an end at  
3:19 PM. 
 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Amy Kershaw 
Acting Commissioner of the Department  
and Secretary to the Board 

 
 
 
 

 


