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INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

 

CCS Early Learning began the process of conducting our full three year Community 
Needs Assessment in November of 2013.  At this time a decision was made to base our 
community assessment process on those that have been performed in the past.  Past 
assessments have utilized a well-researched and validated community assessment tool 
licensed as “Know Your Community” and developed by the Family Resource Coalition 
in Chicago, Illinois.  We also relied on portions of “Five Steps to Community 
Assessment” which is a workbook developed by the Academy for Educational 
Development (AED) – which is a technical assistance provider for American 
Indian/Alaska Native Head Start Programs 

 

“Know Your Community” outlines three main steps in conducting a community needs 
assessment.  The first step is to develop a statistical profile of your community.  This 
can be done by reviewing existing community reports, databases, and information.  If 
gaps in knowledge are discovered additional information is collected to make sure 
unanswered questions are addressed.  We know that in our community there are many 
resources that help us to set the statistical baseline of hard data about our communities.  
These various tools and resources will be referenced in this report.   

 

The second step in this process is to assess community needs from residents’ 
perspectives.  For the past 9 years we have utilized Survey Monkey to do our customer 
satisfaction surveys and to collect data and information for our community assessment.  
We identified specific community populations, providers, and demographics that we 
wanted to make sure and target with our survey to insure we received a broad 
community sample.  We also wanted to identify community partners that would 
understand the need and the value of collecting this information and would assist us in 
the distribution and collection of data. 

 

On November 8, 2013 the CCS Community Survey was released.  Groups that received 
the survey included the following: 

 All CCS employees 

 Community Council members from every community in our service area 

 Current and past families served by CCS 

 Business partners and chamber of commerce members from all communities in 
our service area 

 Employees of other human services providers in our service area 

 Elected officials and government employees at all local levels 

 CCS Board of Directors – past and present 

 Individuals who have taken previous community assessment surveys 

 Visitors to our agency website and Facebook page 

 Local Child Care providers 

 Rotarians 

 Human Resource professionals affiliated with our local SHRM groups 
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In addition we encouraged participants to pass the survey on to others in our community 
that they thought might be interested.  One reward for taking the survey was our 
promise to share the results with anyone who wished to see them upon the completion 
of our efforts.  The complete community survey data is attached as Appendix A, and 
many excerpts will be referenced in this assessment. 

 

We also provided a completely separate survey designed to assess the needs and level 
of satisfaction of families currently enrolled in our Head Start and Early Head Start 
programs.  The 2017 CCS Family Survey was conducted in February and March of 
2017.  This survey was designed in Survey Monkey and the data was aggregated and 
analyzed in this tool.  However, to insure a high return rate we asked our staff to deliver 
and collect the survey using hard copies. The family survey report is attached as 
Appendix B. 

 

These two surveys were designed to help us collect information related to: 

 The demographic make-up of Head Start and Early Head Start eligible children, 
including number, location, and ethnic and racial composition. 

 Other child development programs serving Head Start and EHS eligible children 

 The estimated number of children with disabilities 

 Data regarding the education, health, nutrition and social service needs of Head 
Start and Early Head Start eligible children. 

 The education, health, nutrition and social service needs of Head Start and Early 
Head Start eligible children, as defined by families and community institutions. 

 Resources available in the community. 

 

The third step in our community assessment process was to examine the resources 
and assets that are currently available in our community.  Because our services are 
provided in two distinct communities we provide different resource guides that cover 
services in these specific areas.  We have traditionally partnered with the United Way of 
Mat-Su to utilize their community resource directory for our families in this area.  We still 
maintain and produce an Eagle River resource guide.  

 

Following the collection of data the summarization of community perspectives and 
analysis of data could begin.  We reviewed this information to help us make the 
following determinations: 

 Determination of the program’s philosophy and long range and short range 
program objectives 

 Determination of the type of services and program option(s) to be provided 

 Determination of the recruitment area of the program 

 Determination of the locations of centers and home-based programs 

 Determination of the criteria that defines the types of children and families that 
will be given priority for recruitment and selection 

 

The summary of our Community Assessment efforts is the final piece of this document 
and discusses the significant findings that were documented through this process. 
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STATISTICAL PROFILE OF OUR COMMUNITIES 

 

Alaska has four types of primary divisions that are equivalent to counties in other states: 
borough, census area, city and borough, and municipalities. Populations and 
percentage increases for the state and for the most populous county equivalents is 
shown below.  The two shaded rows are the areas where CCS provides services. 

 

Area 2000 
Population 

2010 
Population 

July 2015 
Population 
Estimate 

Number and % 
increase 2000 
to July 2015 

Number and % 
increase 2010 
to July 2015 

State of 
Alaska 

626,932 710,231 737,625 110,693 

 

17.66% 

27,394 

 

3.86% 

Municipality of 
Anchorage 

260,283 291,826 298,908 38,625 

 

14.84% 

7,082 

 

2.43% 

Fairbanks 
North Star 
Borough 

82,840 97,581 98,645 15,805 

 

19.08% 

1,064 

 

1.09% 

Matanuska 
Susitna 
Borough 

59,322 88,995 100,178 40,856 

 

68.87% 

11,183 

 

12.57% 

Kenai 
Peninsula 
Borough 

49,691 55,400 57,763 8,072 

 

16.24% 

2,363 

 

4.27% 

Juneau City 
and Borough 

30,711 31,275 33,277 2,566 

 

8.36% 

2,002 

 

6.40% 

 

CCS Early Learning’s service area 
straddles both of the most highly 
populated regions in Southcentral Alaska: 
The Municipality of Anchorage and the 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough.  These two 
areas together account for 54 percent of 
the total population of Alaska. These two 
areas also have accounted for 72 percent 
of Alaska’s population increase since 
2000. 

 

CCS Early Learning’s services in 
Anchorage are confined to the Chugiak-
Eagle River area of the northern part of 

the municipality. In the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, services are currently concentrated 
in and around the “Core Area,” which includes the cities of Palmer and Wasilla, the 

Matanuska-Susitna Borough 

Municipality of Anchorage 
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Meadow Lakes area just north of Wasilla, the Knik-Fairview area which is south of 
Wasilla, and the area surrounding Palmer. 

 

CHUGIAK-EAGLE RIVER (Within Municipality of Anchorage) 

It is a perennial challenge for all sectors in the community to obtain data specific to this 
portion of the Municipality of Anchorage. Below is the demographic data we have been 
able to pull out of the larger municipality. 

  

 Population 

o The Municipality of Anchorage continues to dominate the state. Its 
population of 298,908 in 2015 accounts for 40.5 percent of the state’s 
population. This percentage of the statewide population has decreased 
slightly since 2000 when Anchorage made up 41.5 percent of the state 
population.  

o According to 2015 American Community Survey Data the population in the 
portion of the Municipality of Anchorage that we serve is 38,418.  This is 
broken out into the following Census Tracts and areas: 

 

Area Census 
Tract 

Current Total 
Population Estimate 

Current Under 5 
Population Estimate 

Peters Creek & 
Eklutna 

1.01 6,017 343 

Chugiak & Birchwood 1.02 5,606 336 

N Eagle River – West 
of Glenn Hwy 

2.01 4,743 508 

N Eagle River – East 
of Glenn Hwy 

2.02 6,657 553 

Eagle River 2.03 11,668 968 

Hiland & Eagle River 
Valley 

2.04 3,727 164 

Totals   38,418 2,331 

 

o Eighty-four percent of the population is White; 4 percent is American 
Indian or Alaskan Native; 2 percent is Asian; 2 percent is Black, 1 percent 
is another single race, and 6 percent identifies as two or more races.  

o According to the American Community Survey there are 1,243 children 
under the age of 5, which is 3 percent of all people living within the 
Census Tracts above.  

o Of the 15 years old and up population – 61 percent are married and 39 
percent are single. 

 

 Employment: The Anchorage Economic Development Corporation economic 
forecast has information that can be very useful in planning for the upcoming 
year: http://aedcweb.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2016-AEDC-Economic-
Forecast-Report-sponsored-by-BP.pdf This document states:   

 

http://aedcweb.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2016-AEDC-Economic-Forecast-Report-sponsored-by-BP.pdf
http://aedcweb.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2016-AEDC-Economic-Forecast-Report-sponsored-by-BP.pdf
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“Though the price of oil started its steady retreat more than 18 months 
ago, the Anchorage economy showed resilience in 2015, gaining 600 jobs, 
in terms of annual average employment. Based on preliminary data, year- 
over-year employment gains persisted into late 2015. As predicted by 
AEDC in its January 2015 Economic Forecast, the health care and retail 
sectors showed notable strength in 2015, and accounted for much of the 
overall up-tick in employment.   
 
Looking ahead, its clear 2016 will be a challenging year. Cost cutting in 
the oil and gas sector, a thinning book of state-funded capital projects and 
state operating budget cuts will together result in a net job loss in 
Anchorage and statewide. Continuing growth in health care and a strong 
visitor industry will offset some of the local decline, but certainly not all of 
it. Overall, AEDC forecasts a net loss of about 1,600 jobs in Anchorage in 
2016, a decline of 1 percent.” 

 
In this document they outline the growth or losses by sector in 2015 and make a 
forecast for 2016:  

o Health Care 2015 (+300 jobs); 2016 forecast (+300 jobs) 

o Construction 2015 (+200 jobs); 2016 forecast (-400 jobs) 

o Leisure and hospitality 2015 (+200 jobs); 2016 forecast (+200 jobs) 

o Oil and Gas 2015 (flat); 2016 forecast (-600 jobs) 

o Prof and Business Services 2015 (-300 jobs); 2016 forecast (-400 jobs)  

o Transportation 2015 (flat); 2016 forecast (flat) 

o Retail Trade 2015 (+400); 2016 forecast (flat) 

o Financial Activities 2015 (-100 jobs); 2016 forecast (-100 jobs) 

o Government 2015 (-100 jobs); 2016 forecast (-500 jobs) 

 

 Unemployment: Anchorage’s 2015 average monthly unemployment rate (not 
seasonally adjusted) was 5.0 percent, slightly lower than 5.2% for 2014. The 
unemployment rate for Anchorage traditionally is lower than the statewide and 
the Mat-Su rates.  As an example here are preliminary unemployment rates (not 
seasonally adjusted) for February 2016:  

 United States   5.2% 

 Alaska   7.7% 

 Anchorage  5.8% 

 Mat-Su   9.6% 

 Self-Employed: According to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, there were 
approximately 36,236 self-employed proprietors in the Anchorage economy in 
2005, which was the most recent data available. Self-employed persons are not 
typically included in the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 
published data.   

 

 Personal Income: Anchorage residents earned a total of $22.7 billion in 
personal income in 2014, according to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
Anchorage residents account for over half of the total statewide personal income 
of $39.8 billion. Per capita personal income in Anchorage was $57,131 in 2014.  
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According to the September 2013 issue of Alaska Economic Trends 
http://labor.alaska.gov/trends/sep13.pdf only 2 percent of the Chugiak population 
and 3 percent of the Eagle River population is below the poverty level.  This 
compares to 8 percent of Anchorage as a whole, and 10 percent statewide.  
Related to this - 60 percent of Chugiak households have income above $75,000 
and 68 percent of Eagle River households are above this level.  Anchorage as a 
whole has 50 percent of households above $75,000 and the state is at 46 
percent. 

 

Another key piece of data that helps us to look at the income levels of residents 
in our service area is the percentage of students in the public schools that qualify 
for free or reduced meals.  

 

Percentage Free/Reduced School Lunch in Chugiak-Eagle River 

 2008 2010 2016  2008 2010 2016 

Eagle River Elementary 31% 35% 33% Chugiak High School 9% 13% 20% 

Gruening Middle 
School 

15% 19% 21% Mirror Lake Middle School 13% 17% 19% 

Eagle River High 
School 

10% 13% 14% 
Birchwood ABC 
Elementary 

11% 12% 18% 

Fire Lake Elementary 23% 35% 31% Alpenglow Elementary 7% 8% 14% 

Homestead Elementary 14% 12% 17% Chugiak Elementary 16% 18% 20% 

Ravenwood Elementary 8% 6% 14%     

 
 2008 2010 2016  2008 2010 2016 

Chugiak/Eagle River 
(Total) 13% 16% 18% 

Anchorage School District 
(Total) 

33% 39% 47% 

 

The percentage of students in Chugiak/Eagle River area who received free and 
reduced meals in 2016 was 18 percent compared to 16 percent in 2010. Across 
the entire Anchorage School District, 47 percent of students received free or 
reduced meals compared to 39 percent in 2010.  This further indicates that the 
portion of the Municipality that we serve is more affluent; however, the entire 
area has suffered as a result of the recent downturn in the economy. 

 
 Housing: Data from the American Community Survey shows that within the 

portion of the municipality we serve, 77 percent of the occupied housing units are 
owner occupied, while 23 percent of these units are rented.  This compares to a 
60 percent owner occupied rate for Anchorage as a whole (2010 Census). 
Statistics from the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development 
showed that the average sales price of a new construction single family home in 
Anchorage during the third quarter of 2013 was $454,466.  The average sales 
price for existing construction was $354,101. 

 

 Community Trends: The Chugiak Eagle River area had a population of 34,982 
in the 2010 Census, and the Alaska Department of Labor’s estimated population 
mid-decade is 35,600 which represents about 12% of the population within the 
Municipality of Anchorage. According to the 2010 census, approximately 65 

http://labor.alaska.gov/trends/sep13.pdf
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percent of our population is married and 62 percent work in the private sector. 
This community is strongly rooted in the military with 21 percent of residents 18 
years of age and older identify themselves as having military/veteran status. In 
addition, Chugiak-Eagle River is a well-educated community with 37% of the 
population with college degrees compared to Alaska at 26% and the United 
States at 27%. 

 
 In December of 2006 the Anchorage Assembly adopted the Chugiak Eagle River 

Comprehensive Plan Update.  The original plan was adopted in 1993 and this is 
the first and most recent update to this document.  This area is in many ways, a 
typical bedroom community frequently found in other parts of the United States. 
Residents of Chugiak-Eagle River tend to be older, more educated, and have 
significantly higher incomes than the rest of the Municipality.  In 2000 the median 
household income for Chugiak-Eagle River was $68,652 compared to the 
Municipality at $55,546.  The number of impoverished citizens in Chugiak-Eagle 
River is significantly less, with only 2.9% living below the poverty line in 2000, 
versus 7.3% of the overall Municipality.  As the Municipality of Anchorage grows, 
the Eagle River-Chugiak area is expected to continue growing as well.  It is 
expected that the rate of growth will slightly outpace that of the Municipality and 
by 2025 the area is projected to have a population of 53,695 or 15% of the 
overall Municipality of Anchorage. 

 

MATANUSKA-SUSITNA BOROUGH 

For the past 26 years, the Mat-Su Borough has been the fastest growing community in 
Alaska. In the nation, it ranked as the 31st fastest growing county in 2006.  In square 
miles Mat-Su is the third largest borough in the state, and in population Mat-Su just 
recently surpassed the Fairbanks North Star Borough to become the second largest in 
Alaska. Nearly the size of West Virginia, the borough’s population is surpassed only by 
Anchorage. Its home to 3 residents per square mile, compared to 166 in Anchorage. 
Unlike Anchorage, where most of the large swaths of developable land are gone, Mat-
Su still has significant room to grow, which is why it has become home to the lion’s 
share of the area’s new residents in recent years. 

 Population: The Mat-Su remains the fastest growing area of the state, as it has 
been since 1990, with growth of 69 percent from 2000. This compares to growth 
of 15 percent in Anchorage and 18 percent in the state as a whole during the 
same time period.  There are only three incorporated cities in the Mat-Su 
Borough; Palmer, Wasilla and Houston – and these three areas only contain 17 
percent of the overall Borough population.  The area of the Borough with the 
highest population is Knik-Fairview with a 2015 population of 17,617.  The 
population in Knik-Fairview has grown by 150% since 2000 and if it was 
incorporated it would be the fourth largest city in Alaska behind only Anchorage, 
Fairbanks, and Juneau. 

 
The population in the Mat-Su was 88,995 as of 2010 (US Census), and is 
currently estimated (July 2015) to be 100,178 by the Alaska Department of Labor 
and Workforce Development. Projections for the borough estimate that the 
population will be 105,617 in 2017, 117,845 by 2022, and 130,254 by 2027. The 
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areas of the borough that saw the most growth in population between 2000 and 
2015 are listed below. 

 

Area 2015 Population # Gain from 2000 % Gain 

Knik-Fairview 17617 10567 150% 

Tanaina 9073 4080 82% 

Gateway 6903 3951 134% 

Meadow Lakes 8361 3542 74% 

Fishhook 5500 3470 171% 

Wasilla 8468 2999 55% 

Lakes 9000 2294 34% 

Point MacKenzie 1920 1809 1630% 

Palmer City 6135 1602 35% 

Big Lake 3629 994 38% 

Butte 3498 937 37% 

Houston City 2096 894 74% 

Susitna-North 1427 471 49% 

Lazy Mountain 1578 420 36% 

Willow 2000 342 21% 

Sutton-Alpine 1419 339 31% 

 

 According to the American Community Survey: 

 The median age in the Borough was 34.8 in 2012 which is a bit older than 
both Anchorage and the rest of the state. 

 7.6 percent of the population was under 5 years of age. 

 The Borough tends to be among the least diverse areas of Alaska. Eighty 
five percent of the Borough population was Caucasian, 5.5 percent were 
Native American, 3.7 percent were Hispanic, and 3.2 percent were 
identified as Black, Asian, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander or other. 
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 Schools: The Mat-Su 
Borough’s school 
enrollment numbers 
coincide with the 
borough’s surge in 
population. Unlike 
statewide school 
enrollment that peaked 
in 1999, the borough’s 
enrollment has 
continued to grow as 
shown. The 
approximate 
population of 18,700 
students enrolled 
makes this district the 
second largest in the state – only behind Anchorage.  The facilities include 20 
elementary schools, 5 middle schools, 7 high schools, 4 K-12 schools, 6 charter 
schools, 3 alternative delivery schools which offer a range of specialized 
programs. The Alaska Middle College School also allows juniors and seniors the 
opportunity to earn up to two years of college credit while earning a high school 
diploma.  Facilities are continually being remodeled, expanded and built to keep 
up with the growing student population. 

 

 Employment: During 
the past four decades, 
the principle source of 
the borough’s growth 
has been its proximity 
to the state’s largest 
city. This type of 
economic relationship is 
not unusual in other 
parts of the country, but 
it’s one of a kind in 
Alaska. What allows 
this relationship to exist 
is the fact that most of 
the Mat-Su Borough’s 
population lives within 
50 miles of Anchorage. 

 Simply put, jobs in Anchorage account for much of the borough’s growth.  
Average wages of jobs in Mat-Su are more than a quarter lower than they 
are in Anchorage.  The biggest reason for the wage difference is not that 
similar jobs pay more in Anchorage, but that Anchorage is home to a 
much larger number and percentage of high wage jobs. 

Growth Or Losses In Alaska’s School 
Districts

27%

-2%

-3%

-5%

-10%

MatSu Borough

Anchorage

Alaska

Fairbanks

Juneau

School enrollment 2003-2013

The decade gain in the 

Valley was 

3,700--larger than most 

school districts 

Sources : Ak  Department of Education.
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 2010, 55 percent of Mat-Su Residents worked locally and 31 percent 
worked in Anchorage, These statistics exclude commuters who work for 
the federal government or the uniformed military, which is a significant 
portion of the population. It also excludes the self-employed. 

 There are other Mat-Su commuters who have to travel significantly longer 
distances than the drive to Anchorage.  Fourteen percent of the borough’s 
working population are truly long distance commuters, working on the 
North Slope or in other areas of the state. After Anchorage, Mat-Su has 
the second largest group of resident North Slope workers. Other borough 
residents commute to oil platforms in Cook Inlet, fisheries in Bristol Bay, 
mines in Delta Junction or construction jobs throughout the state. 

 Employment has also grown faster in the Mat-Su Borough than anywhere 
else in the state. At statehood in 1959 there were 916 jobs in the Mat-Su.  
Over the past decade employment in the area has grown more than 4 
times as fast as Anchorage or the state as a whole. 

 Since 2000, more than three quarters of all wage and salary job growth in 
the Mat-Su Borough has come from the services sector, which isn’t 
particularly surprising since those jobs dominate the borough’s labor 
market. Health care and social assistance, along with retail, has been the 
largest contributor to this growth. Combined, they represent nearly a third 
of all jobs in Mat-Su. Leisure and hospitality services (mostly restaurants 
and hotels) are not far behind in growth. 

 As it has been for many years, the Mat-Su Borough remains the largest 
agricultural producer in the state.   

 Several very large projects are also impacting employment in the Mat-Su.  
Among them are the Port MacKenzie expansion, the Alaska Railroad spur 
extension (to the Port), and the construction and now operation of the 
state’s largest prison facility, Goose Creek.  

 

 Unemployment: The borough’s unemployment rate in the first part of 2016 has 
been above 9%.  This appears to be a return to the traditional picture in which 
the Borough’s unemployment rate has consistently been higher than 
Anchorage’s unemployment rate, the rate for the state of Alaska, and the rate for 
the nation as a whole (see 2007 below). However, because the nationwide 
recession did not impact Alaska as much as it did in the lower 48, the nationwide 
rate in recent years has once again fallen to below the Alaska rates (as seen in 
2007 below). 

 

Average Annual Unemployment Rates 

Not Seasonally Adjusted 

 

                                                      2007           2009              2010     Feb 2016 

  Mat-Su Borough 6.9%  8.9%  9.1%  9.6% 

  Anchorage  4.9%  6.5%  6.8%  5.8% 

  Alaska  6.1%  7.8%  8.0%  7.7% 

  United States 4.6%  9.3%  9.6%  5.2% 
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 Personal Income: Wage data clearly reveal the reason so many Mat-Su 
residents commute. The 
commuter work force, 
which makes up 45 
percent of the borough’s 
working population, 
earns 58 percent of the 
total wages earned by            
Mat-Su residents. The 
degree to which this 
occurs in Mat-Su is 
unique in Alaska: the 
U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis 
estimates that more 
than a third of Mat- Su’s 
$819 million in personal 
income comes from sources outside the borough. Every other borough and 
census area in the state has an income flow in the opposite direction – out rather 
than in. 

 According to the American Community Survey, the median household income in 
the past 12 months (in 2014 inflation-adjusted dollars) for the Mat-Su Borough 
was $72,134.  This can be compared to Anchorage at $78,128 and the state as a 
whole at $71,829. 

 Once again data regarding free and reduced lunches is also a great indicator of 
household income as shown in the table below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Anchorage worker who 
buys a Mat-Su House 
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PERCENTAGE OF FREE/REDUCED LUNCHES FOR MAT-SU SCHOOLS 

SCHOOL NAME 2008 2010 2013 2016 SCHOOL NAME 2008 2010 2013 2016 
BIG LAKE 

ELEMENTARY 
62% 66% 64% 84% PALMER MIDDLE 

SCHOOL 
39% 38% 44% 38% 

BURCHELL 

HIGH SCHOOL 
74% 72% 65% 100% PIONEER PEAK 

ELEMENTARY 
27% 26% 27% 30% 

BUTTE 

ELEMENTARY 
49% 48% 50% 49% REDINGTON 

JR/SR  H.S. 
   48% 

COLONY HIGH 

SCHOOL 
19% 19% 20% 23% SHAW 

ELEMENTARY 
43% 45% 41% 44% 

COLONY 

MIDDLE 

SCHOOL 

26% 26% 30% 25% SHERROD 

ELEMENTARY 
40% 41% 37% 39% 

COTTONWOOD 

CK 

ELEMENTARY 

30% 31% 30% 28% SNOWSHOE 

ELEMENTARY 
39% 32% 37% 50% 

FINGER LAKE 

ELEMENTARY 
31% 33% 39% 33% SUTTON 

ELEMENTARY 
59% 63% 67% 75% 

GLACIER 

VIEW SCHOOL 
49% 40% 36% 49% SU-VALLEY 

JR/SR HIGH 

SCHOOL 

52% 60% 49% 47% 

GOOSE BAY 

ELEMETARY 
50% 49% 44% 43% SWANSON 

ELEMENTARY 
35% 42% 41% 40% 

HOUSTON 

HIGH SCHOOL 
32% 48% 53% 48% TALKEETNA 

ELEMENTARY 
50% 53% 38% 52% 

HOUSTON 

MIDDLE 

SCHOOL 

48% 61% 54% 58% TANAINA 

ELEMENTARY 
40% 47% 52% 50% 

IDITAROD 

ELEMENTARY 
50% 51% 61% 54% TEELAND 

MIDDLE SCHOOL 
29% 32% 33% 36% 

KNIK 

ELEMENTARY 
45% 46% 45% 42% TRAPPER CREEK 

ELEMENTARY 
85% 83% 71% 87% 

LARSON 

ELEMENTARY 
25% 35% 37% 40% VALLEY 

PATHWAYS 
45% 44% 39% 46% 

MACHENTANZ 

ELEMENTARY 

 
32% 22% 19% WASILLA HIGH 

SCHOOL 
27% 32% 34% 32% 

MAT-SU 

CAREER & 

TECH H.S. 

41% 29% 27% 23% WASILLA 

MIDDLE SCHOOL 
41% 45% 44% 45% 

MEADOW 

LAKES 

ELEMENTARY 

50% 52% 48% 50% WILLOW 

ELEMENTARY 
55% 62% 57% 50% 

PALMER HIGH 

SCHOOL 
23% 25% 29% 28%      

DISTRICT WIDE AVERAGE FOR EACH YEAR 37% 39% 39% 40% 

 

 For the 2016 program year, in the Mat-Su School District, the average 
percentage of students eligible for free or reduced meals is 40 percent.  While 
several schools have seen sizable changes (changing economic conditions, or 
school boundaries) the district wide percentage has remained fairly consistent. 

 

 Housing and Homelessness: A big part of the Mat-Su Borough’s appeal is its 
affordable housing market. As the chart below shows the average sales price for 
the first half of 2015 in the Mat-Su Borough was $275,230.  This can be 
compared to an average sales price of $370,682 in Anchorage. This is obviously 
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very enticing to earners in either Anchorage or Mat-Su, as well as for those who 
may be working outside the region but want to live near Anchorage. New 
construction in the Mat-Su also regularly outpaces that in Anchorage; primarily 
because most of the available land for construction in Anchorage has been 
utilized while much still remains in the Mat-Su. 

 
The Mat Su Health Foundation reported in the 2016 Health Needs Assessment 
(page 56) that, “In 2015-2016, the school district identified 695 students who 
were experiencing homelessness. The School District defines homelessness as 
lacking a fixed, adequate, and regular nighttime residence. This may include a 
child who is homeless with his or her family or an unaccompanied youth who 
meets the eligibility criteria.”  In addition, on page 78, “The 2016 Annual 
Homeless Project Connect Census revealed that 270 Mat-Su residents are 
homeless.” 

 

 
 

 Far more Mat-Su residents live in their own homes as compared to Anchorage – 
80 percent in Mat-Su versus 61 percent in Anchorage.  This is probably due to 
several factors including the higher cost of purchasing in Anchorage, the fact that 
less land is available in Anchorage, and more apartment and rental housing is 
present and needed in the municipality. 

 The price of renting a place to live is also much different.  The median rent for a 
two bedroom apartment in Anchorage during 2015 was $1,312 a month.  In Mat-
Su a two bedroom apartment during this same time period was $958.   

 It would be an oversimplification, however, to say that inexpensive housing is the 
only thing that has attracted so many people to the Mat-Su Borough. The lifestyle 
options available are another contributor. The ability to live on a larger piece of 
land than would be available in Anchorage, for example, is certainly appealing to 
many. 



CCS Early Learning Community Assessment 2014 – Updated March 2017 
 

  

 Another attraction is the alternate types of housing that exist in the borough but 
are rarely available in Anchorage. In 2006, roughly 256 structures – or 18 percent 
of the new residential building activity recorded in the borough – were 
categorized as “cabin-like structures” or buildings not required to meet the more 
stringent zoning and permitting requirements that are typical in incorporated 
urbanized areas such as Anchorage. Many of these buildings are recreational 
properties but many others are primary residences for people who want a 
different lifestyle than would be possible in Anchorage. 
 

 Community Trends: Assuming that the Anchorage and statewide economies 
continue to expand, the Mat-Su Borough is unlikely to relinquish its role as an 
economic standout.  Population projections estimate that the borough’s 
population could exceed 160,000 in 2035.  A number of known projects will be 
important to both the near- and long-term economic future of the borough: 

 State Prison: Goose Creek Correctional Center at Point MacKenzie is a new, 
$240 million, 1,536 bed medium-security correctional center for long-term male 
felony offenders. The new facility has been constructed on a 330-acre tract, and 
includes 435,000 SF of buildings on a 135-acre cleared compound.  The prison is 
now fully operational employing a staff of approximately 345. The new prison has 
brought, and will continue to bring, many family members of incarcerated 
individuals into the community as well.  This facility is responsible for the huge 
gain in the percentage of population in Point MacKenzie seen earlier in this 
report. 

 Knik Arm Bridge: A long discussed endeavor that could have major long-term 
economic consequences is the construction of the Knik Arm Bridge – a bridge  
that would directly connect Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough. The concept of 
a direct transportation 
route via a causeway 
or link-span bridge 
between Anchorage 
and Point MacKenzie 
has been discussed 
for over 50 years. The 
Knik Arm Bridge and 
Toll Authority, 
(KABATA) created by 
the State of Alaska in 
2003, published the 
final Environmental 
Impact Statement in 
2008.   KABATA’s 
goal is to construct a 
cost-affordable, vehicular toll bridge of about 2.7 miles across Knik Arm to join 
the Port of Anchorage area and Port MacKenzie area, as well as 19 miles of road 
to support the bridge's accessibility. The purpose of this project is to build a 
bridge to fulfill the following needs: 

 An efficient link between the operations and infrastructure of the two ports; 
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 An alternate north-south emergency response and disaster evacuation 
route; 

 Transportation infrastructure for existing and projected population 
and  economic growth; and 

 Implementing the Alaska legislative mandate. 
 Port MacKenzie Rail Extension: This new rail link is currently under construction 

and will connect the Mat-Su Borough’s Port Mackenzie to the Alaska Rail Road 
system.  This project involves 32 miles of new rail and is expected to have a total 
cost of $272 million. Completion of this project is anticipated to be in 2017.  The 
project benefits are:  

o Highly efficient offloading of bulk resources from ships 

o For interior shippers – a shortened rail link to tidewater 

o Increased growth and economic development of rail-line communities  

o Creates an ideal site for large construction projects such as oilfield 
modules or pipeline assembly. 

 Natural Gas Pipeline: Work continues to explore the possibility of building a 
Natural Gas Pipeline to connect reserves on the North Slope of Alaska to 
markets in Canada, the lower 48, or Asian markets.  This project if developed 
would have a significant impact on the economy of the entire state – including the 
Mat Su Borough. 

 State of Alaska Economic Outlook:  The economy of our state has long been 
very closely connected to both the price and the amount of oil produced.  
Production has steadily declined over the years from peak production in 1988.  
Low production combined with the low oil prices seen recently have forced large 
reductions in government spending – both in capital projects (perhaps including 
the ones outlined above) and in operations.  Both the public and private sector 
can anticipate further reductions – and discussions are ongoing about other 
implications, including the possibility of reduced permanent fund dividends, 
increased taxes, and decreased state savings.  All choices that are made will 
impact those that we serve and the way that we provide services in the future. 

 
 Other Child Development and Child Care Programs:  The State of Alaska has 

implemented a pilot pre-K program in local school districts over the past three 
years. There are currently 82 pre-k slots available in the Mat-Su Borough. This 
program is for 4 year old children only. We have worked very closely with the 
Mat-Su Borough School District to make sure we are not duplicating services, but 
rather both programs are collaborating to make more opportunities available to 
additional children and families.  CCS has assisted in this effort by providing all 
the screening necessary for their program and for our programs.  Their eligibility 
guidelines are more liberal than ours so by doing this we have been able to make 
sure Head Start eligible children are directed into our programs, and other 
children are given opportunities in the district program. However, as of April 
2016, it appears that state funding of this pre-k program may not continue into 
next year. 

The only other programs that are in operation are private child care centers or 
child care homes.  These facilities are classified as either licensed or approved.  
These designations are only obtained if a center or home wishes to be eligible to 
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receive state child care assistance funds.  There are many private homes and 
relatives that also care for children “underground” where the vast majority of 
children are safely cared for. However, we have no way of tracking this data 
because they are not regulated or tracked in any way.  The latest data indicates 
the following licensed and approved child care capacities across our service 
area: 

 

Community Name # of providers Licensed capacity Approved capacity 

Big Lake/Houston 5 0 12 

Chugiak  5 240 (60 are CCS) 1 

Eagle River 19 748 2 

Palmer/Sutton 19 478 (40 are CCS) 20 

Talkeetna 1 12 0 

Wasilla 51 1241 (205 are CCS) 61 

 

 Health, Nutrition, Mental Health, and Dental Needs of Alaskan Children: 
Various data has been collected regarding the overall health status of children in 
Alaska.  It is very difficult to find data for pre-school age children as they typically 
are not as easily accessible as school age children.  However, the data below is 
either taken from the preschool age group or is applicable across all ranges of 
childhood. 

 

Oral Health 

Dental caries, or tooth decay, is the most prevalent chronic disease of childhood.  
Among children, oral disease and oral pain have been associated with speech 
problems, difficulty eating, sleep problems, poor school performance and 
reduced self-esteem.  Oral health in Alaska continues to be an area of concern 
when compared to the rest of the country.  According to the Alaska Oral Health 
Plan 2012-2016 
http://dhss.alaska.gov/dph/wcfh/Documents/oralhealth/docs/OralHealthPlan2012.
pdf 

 

Healthy People 2010 Objectives 

 

The percentage of young children aged 6-8 with dental carries experience: 

Target US Status Alaska Baseline 2004 Alaska Status 2010/2011 

42% 52% 65% 62% 

 

The percentage of young children aged 6-8 with untreated carries: 

Target US Status Alaska Baseline 2004 Alaska Status 2010/2011 

21% 29% 28% 24% 

 

 

 

 

http://dhss.alaska.gov/dph/wcfh/Documents/oralhealth/docs/OralHealthPlan2012.pdf
http://dhss.alaska.gov/dph/wcfh/Documents/oralhealth/docs/OralHealthPlan2012.pdf


CCS Early Learning Community Assessment 2014 – Updated March 2017 
 

  

Healthy People 2020 Objectives 

 

The percentage of young children aged 3-5 with dental carries experience: 

Target US Status Alaska Baseline 2010/2011 

30.0% 33.3% 41.0% 

 

The percentage of young children aged 3-5 with untreated carries: 

Target US Status Alaska Baseline 2010/2011 

21.4% 23.8% 21.0% 

 

 Forty six percent of mothers with 3-year old children say that their child 
has been to see a dentist or dental care provider.  Alaska CUBS 2010 

 Seventeen percent of mothers of 3-year olds say they've been told their 
child had tooth decay or cavities. Source: Alaska CUBS 2010 

  Many large population areas (including much of our service area) do not 
have municipal water supplies – thus fluoridated water is not available. 

     Source: Alaska CUBS 2008 

 An oral health study screening of Alaska Native dental clinic users during 
1999 indicated that Alaska Native children experienced 3 to 4 times the 
amount of dental decay as their national counterparts. 

 Additionally severe early childhood caries was found in 59.7% of 2-4 year 
old Alaska Native children screened during the project.  

 Sixty-five percent of Alaska third graders who participated in an open 
mouth assessment by dental professionals in 2004-2005 had caries 
experience (treated/restored and untreated tooth decay) and 28% had 
untreated caries. 

 Medicaid/Denali Kid Care is the dental coverage source for many of the 
children and adolescents with special health care needs. Only about 1 in 
3 children enrolled in Medicaid/Denali Kid Care receive an annual dental 
service. Furthermore, many dentists are not accepting new Medicaid 
clients in their practices and the state has only 14 pediatric dental 
specialists. Compounding the problem, the Alaska dental labor force is 
aging: during Fiscal Year 2002 more than 25% of active, licensed dentists 
were age 55 years and older and 39% were age 45-54 years. 

 Children in families with low incomes have 5 times more untreated decay 
than children in higher income families 
 Source Women’s Children’s & Family Health    Title V Needs Assessment: Special 
Series   Fact Sheets     April 2005 
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Overweight and Obesity Levels 

During 2012 and 2013 CCS Early Learning (and our enrolled families) had the 
opportunity to participate in the Children’s Healthy Living Program.  This research 
project was conducted by the Cooperative Extension Service through the 
University of Alaska – Fairbanks and looked at various components of children’s 
health including: 

 Sleep time 

 Screen time 

 Body Mass Index (BMI) 

 Level of moderate and vigorous level of physical activity (MVPA) as 
measured by accelerometer.   

Some of the key findings from the data collected by this project is below.  The 
preliminary results can be accessed here: http://chl-pacific.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/01/CHL_Community-Report_AK_Matsu_20140903.pdf 

 

 
 

 

 
 

http://chl-pacific.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/CHL_Community-Report_AK_Matsu_20140903.pdf
http://chl-pacific.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/CHL_Community-Report_AK_Matsu_20140903.pdf
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In March of 2011 a multi-year study was released by the Alaska Division of 
Public Health.  The report was titled, “Prevalence of Overweight and Obesity 
among Matanuska-Susitna Borough School District Students, 2003-2010.”  
During this time period the study analyzed routinely collected height and weight 
measurements for students in grades K, 1, 3, 5, and 7. Some of the findings from 
this report include: 

 At the end of the 7-year time period in 2009-2010, 2% of students were 
underweight, 71% were at a healthy weight, 14% were overweight, and 
12% were obese.  

 Of students entering kindergarten or first grade in 2009-2010, 22% were 
overweight or obese.   

 The trend in weight status among MSBSD students over the past 7 years 
is positive.  Over that time period, the percentage of students who were 
above a healthy weight (BMI >85th percentile) decreased from 32% in 
2003-2004 to 26% in 2009-2010, representing a 19% decline in the 
percent of students above a healthy weight. 

 

In February of 2009 a similar study was conducted in the Anchorage School 
District. Some of the findings from this report include: 
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 At the end of the ten-year time period in 2007-2008, 2% of students were 
underweight, 62% were at a normal weight, 18% were overweight, and 
18% were obese. 

 Of students entering kindergarten or first grade in the 2007-2008 
academic year, 32% were overweight or obese (combined). 

 A total of 926 students had valid height and weight data in both the 1998-
1999 and 2007-2008 school years. Tracking the BMI’s of this cohort of 
students allows for a finer examination of changes in weight status in both 
directions, which is depicted in the two figures below.  Due to the higher 
proportion of students in 1998-1999 being of normal weight (71%), the net 
changes result in an additional 9% of students being overweight or obese 
(combined) at the end of the 10 years.  Overall, obesity prevalence nearly 
doubled, from 12% in 1998-1999 to 22% in 2007-2008 among this subset 
of students. 

 The trend in Anchorage School District student weight status over the past 
10 years appears to have moved in the wrong direction. Over that time 
period, the percentage of students who were at a normal weight 
decreased significantly, from 68% in 1998-1999 to 62% in 2007-2008. 
Looking more closely, it appears that much of this reduction was due to an 
increase in obesity, and that this increase may have reached a plateau. 

 

The fact that a high percentage of students are overweight or obese when they 
enter school in both of these studies indicates that prevention efforts cannot wait 
until children enter the school system. 

 
Nutrition 

 In general children in Alaska of all ages eat fewer fruits and vegetables 
and drink less milk than the national average.  In turn the national 
averages are much lower than what health care professionals say should 
be occurring.  Part of the reason for this is that the selection of fruits and 
vegetables in Alaska are limited and many are only seasonally available – 
and therefore are quite expensive.  We also are limited in the types and 
quantities of fruits and vegetables that we can produce locally.  The 
charts below show several nutritional statistics for Alaskan youth. 

  
Number of Servings of Fruits and   Usual Type of Milk Consumed 
Vegetables Consumed Daily Among High  Among Two Year-Olds 
School Youth (Alaska YRBS, 2007)    (Alaska CUBS, 2006) 
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Indicator Alaska 2003 Nation 2003 Healthy People 2010 
Goal 

% of high school student’s grades 
9-12 who consume at least 5 daily 
servings of fruits and vegetables 

 
 
16.1% 

 
 
22.0% 

 
 
30% 

% of high school students that 
consume > 3 glasses of milk per 
day 

 
11.9% 

 
17.1% 

 
--- 

Source Women’s Children’s & Family Health    Title V Needs Assessment: Special Series Fact Sheets     
April 2005 

Mental Health 

 In Alaska, an unpublished analysis of Medicaid billing claims from 1998-2002 
found that each year approximately 10% (5,700) of the Medicaid-eligible 
children ages 0-14 years had billing claims for mental disorders, including 
1.2% (100) of infants less than one year of age, 5.6% (945) of children 1-4 
years of age, 11% (2,045) of children 5-9 years of age, and 16% (2,609) of 
children 10-14 years of age. 

Source Women’s Children’s & Family Health    Title V Needs Assessment: Special 
Series   Fact Sheets     April 2005 

 

Insurance 

 As the chart below demonstrates, the percentage of children (under the age 
of 19) who are uninsured has steadily decreased across the United States 
since 2006 (decrease of 4%).  The same trend has not been true for Alaska 
or for the specific areas that we provide services in.  Our state and our 
service area, has seen very little change in the percent of uninsured children. 

 

Under the age of 19, uninsured, all incomes, all races, both sexes– 2006 to 2013  
US Census – Small Area Health Insurance Estimates (SAHIE) 

 

 
Data Type 2006 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

United 
States Percent 11.5% 9.0% 8.5% 7.9% 7.5% 7.5% 

        

Alaska Percent 12.4% 14.4% 13.1% 11.6%% 13.5% 12.0% 

        

Mat-Su  Percent 12.9% 14.8% 13.0% 11.1% 13.8% 11.6% 

        

Anchorage Percent 11.9% 12.9% 11.2% 9.6% 12.3% 11.2% 

 

SAHIE uses the American Community Survey (ACS) definition of insured which is, 
“Is this person CURRENTLY covered by any of the following types of health 
insurance or health coverage plans: 

 Insurance through a current or former employer or union (of this person or 
another family member) 

 Insurance purchased directly from an insurance company (by this person or 
another family member) 

http://www.census.gov/did/www/sahie/data/interactive/#view=data&utilBtn=&yLB=0&stLB=0&aLB=0&sLB=0&iLB=0&rLB=0&countyCBSelected=false&insuredRBG=pu_&multiYearSelected=false&multiYearAlertFlag=false
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 Medicare, for people 65 and older, or people with certain disabilities (Note: 
SAHIE does not report insurance rates for people over 65 since over 98% 
of people over the age of 65 are insured) 

 Medicaid, Medical Assistance, or any kind of government-assistance plan 
for those with low incomes or a disability 

 TRICARE or other military health care 
 Indian Health Services* 
 VA (including those who have ever used or enrolled for VA health care) 
 Any other type of health insurance or health coverage plan (user specified) 

*People whose only health coverage is Indian Health Service are uninsured as 
IHS is not considered comprehensive coverage. 

 Children in Foster Care 

The 2016 Health Needs Assessment conducted by the Mat-Su Health 
Foundation reports (page 105), “According to the State of Alaska Office of 
Children Services, during 2015, a total of 576 children in Mat-Su spent at least 
one night in an out of home placement due to child maltreatment. In the fiscal 
year 2015, there were 279 new substantiated cases of child maltreatment. Eight 
percent (23 children) of these cases were repeat victimizations.”  It also reports 
(page 52) that, “In Mat-Su in 2015, there were 311 girls and 383 boys (total of 
697) ages 0-4 with maltreatment allegations. For each population group, the 
number of children with maltreatment allegations remained steady between 2010 
and 2014 and then rose between 2014 and 2015.  A report produced by OCS in 
April of 2017 showed the following number of children currently in foster care by 
CCS community:  Wasilla (111), Palmer (53), Eagle River (32), Big Lake (9), 
Chugiak (7) Houston (< 5), Trapper Creek (< 5).   

 

 Prevalence of Disabilities in Alaskan Children 

The most recent prevalence study for the State of Alaska was done in December 
of 2004.  This study looked at the numbers and percentages of children with 
disabilities being served at that time.  From those numbers they were able to 
estimate what the rates and prevalence of child disability in various communities 
would be.  It should be noted that this study was for Part C children, which 
encompasses ages 0-3.  There has not been a recent study that shows this 
same data for the age range we work with.  However, we believe that the 
percentages from this study would be very similar to that of our target population. 

Index: The index is computed by dividing the percentage of children served 
(Child Count divided by total population) for each community against the 
summary percentage of the selected variables. The highest index value is 
selected as the universal index and is applied to the summed variables for each 
community. For the indexed community with the highest value, the result when 
multiplied by the population should yield the same as the percentage of children 
currently in service. 
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Area 
Summary 
% 

12/1/2003 
Child Count 

Index 

Estimated Prevalence % 
(Universal Summary 
Index 
x the Summary 
Percentage) 

Anchorage 34.7% 2.6% .0744 4.60% 

Matanuska 
Susitna 

41.0% 1.6% .0386 5.50% 

State of Alaska 39.9% 2.3% .0572 5.30% 
Source: State of Alaska Prevalence Study 12/04 
 

The estimate then from this data is that approximately 4.6% of the children in 
Anchorage, ages 0 – 3, and 5.5% of children in the Mat-Su would qualify to 
receive Part C services.  The eligibility criteria for Part C are: 

 Children who have a diagnosed medical or physical condition 
 Children experiencing developmental delays 
 Children at-risk of experiencing a substantial delay 

 
If we apply those percentages to our estimate of how many children under the 
age of 5 live in the municipality of Anchorage (22,179) and in the Mat-Su 
Borough (6,935) (see below) we come up with approximately 381 children in 
Mat-Su and 1,020 children in Anchorage for a total of 1,401.  This would be an 
estimate of how many children would be expected to meet at least one of the 
criteria listed above.  
 
Identifying specific types of disabilities is very difficult due to the fact that many 
children cross over into multiple categories and many times the cause of the 
disability cannot be identified. Based on conversations with local providers it 
appears that just under half of the disabilities children are treated for in our area 
are speech related.  Approximately forty percent are treated for global 
developmental or early childhood developmental delays.  These may be due to 
premature birth, fetal drug or alcohol exposure, neglect, other health 
impairments, or due to unknown causes.  Children are also treated for Autism, 
Down syndrome, hearing impairments, vision impairments, orthopedic 
impairments, and neurological impairments. 
 
Another source of data related to disabilities or risk of disabilities is the National 
Survey of Children’s Health.  The chart below shows the most recent data 
available and compares Alaska survey data to National survey data.  It indicates 
that 18.7% of Alaskan children between the age of 4 months and 5 years old are 
at moderate or high risk of developmental, behavioral, or social delays. 
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This comparative data as well as additional data can be found here:  
http://childhealthdata.org/browse/data-snapshots/state-snapshot?geo=3 

 

 
 
 

 Eligible Un-Served Children (Matanuska-Susitna) 

In the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, like other parts of the United States, children 
are more likely to live in poverty.  The following is based on American Community 
Survey 5 Year Estimate Data from 2010 - 2014 (Report DP03).  In the past 12 
months: 

 10% of the general population has an income below 100% of the federal 
poverty level (FPL) 

 13% of children under 18 live below 100% of the FPL 

 7% of all families were under 100% of the FPL 

 11% of families with children under 18 were under 100% of the FPL 

 13% of families with children under 5 were under 100% of FPL 

About half of the families CCS serves are single parent households 

 37% of families with a female head of household and children under 18 
are below 100% of FPL 

 63% of families with a female head of household and children under 5 are 
below 100% of FPL 

 

We use the following formula for estimating the number of eligible Head Start and 
Early Head Start children: 

 

http://childhealthdata.org/browse/data-snapshots/state-snapshot?geo=3
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1. Number of children under 5 multiplied by the poverty rate of all families with 
related children under 5 years:   

6,935 x 12.9% = 894 

2. Number of children under 5 in poverty divided by number of age groups:  

894  5 = 179 

3. Number eligible per age group times number of age groups served by each 
program:  

Early Head Start 179 x 3 = 537            Head Start 179 x 2 = 358 

4. Actual children currently served by program: 

Early Head Start = 49    Head Start = 200  

 

Estimated percentage of eligible population served using Census Data: 

Early Head Start = 9%    Head Start = 56% 

 

These estimates are extremely conservative for the following reasons: 

 US Census Data (stats above) do not take into consideration the 
increased cost of living in Alaska.  The federal poverty level for Alaska is 
adjusted upward by 25% to account for this fact, meaning more families 
are eligible for services under the Alaska Federal Poverty Level (AkFPL) 
which is 125% of FPL. 

 We are allowed to enroll families for reasons other than low income 
(families in crisis, disabilities, etc).  

 We are allowed to enroll children from families in the 100% - 130% of 
poverty (using AkFPL) as income eligible. 

 

An alternate method of estimating eligibility is to use free lunch eligibility.  In Mat-
Su Schools in 2016 40% of children qualify for free lunch. 

 40% of the children under 5 (6,935) =  2,774 

 2,774 divided by the number of age groups we serve (5) = 555 

 Number of age groups served by program times 554: 

Early Head Start: 555 x 3 = 1,665 

Head Start: 555 x 2 = 1,110 

 Actual children currently served by program: 

      Early Head Start: 49 (16 center based, 33 home based) 

      Head Start: 200  

 

Estimated percentage of eligible population served using free lunch data: 

Early Head Start: 49 / 1,665 = 3%        Head Start:  200 / 1,110 = 18% 

 

One must be careful, however, to differentiate between eligible and available. 
Children may be eligible, but the service might not be available for a variety of 
reasons, the most obvious being geographic distance and availability of 
transportation. In the case of small communities where there are some eligible 
children, there may not be enough eligible and available children for a Head Start 
classroom or full program. 
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Since the rule of thumb is that the service area is saturated when Head Start is 
serving approximately 85% of the total number of eligible and available children, 
we can deduce that our current Head Start and Early Head Start services fall far 
short of the actual need in the Mat-Su Borough.  Our current services are 
provided in the population centers of the borough. As the population in this core 
area has more than doubled over the past 20 years – the number of children we 
serve has not. 

 

 Eligible Un-Served Children (Anchorage) 

The equivalent data for Chugiak-Eagle River is not yet broken down by 
Anchorage by Census Designated Place (CDP). We do, however, know that 
Chugiak-Eagle River is a more affluent area than Anchorage, as a whole.  In 
Anchorage like other parts of the United States, children are more likely to live in 
poverty.  The following is based on American Community Survey 5 Year 
Estimate Data from 2010 - 2014 (Report DP03).  In the past 12 months: 

 8% of the general population has an income below 100% of the federal 
poverty level (FPL) 

 12% of children under 18 live below 100% of the FPL 

 6% of all families were under 100% of the FPL 

 9% of families with children under 18 were under 100% of the FPL 

 12% of families with children under 5 were under 100% of FPL 

About half of the families CCS serves are single parent households 

 23% of families with a female head of household and children under 18 
are below 100% of FPL 

 40% of families with a female head of household and children under 5 are 
below 100% of FPL 

 

We use the following formula for estimating the number of eligible Head Start and 
Early Head Start children: 

 

1. Number of children under 5 multiplied by the poverty rate of all families with 
related children under 5 years:   

22,179 x 11.6% = 2,573 

2. Number of children under 5 in poverty divided by number of age groups 
served:  

2,573  5 = 515 

3. Number eligible per age group times number of age groups served by each 
program:  

Early Head Start 515 x 3 = 1,545            Head Start 761 x 2 = 1,030 

4. Actual children currently served by programs in the Municipality: 

Early Head Start = 168    Head Start = 561 

  

Estimated percentage of eligible population (using Census Data) served by 
programs in the Municipality of Anchorage: 
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Early Head Start = 10.9%    Head Start = 54.4% 

 

The funded enrollment for children served in Anchorage was calculated as 
follows: 

        Head Start Early Head Start 

  CCS Early Learning (Chugiak/ER)        60             11 

Kids’ Corps, Inc. (Region X)       316                       16 

Cook Inlet Native Head Start (AI/AN)      190                       37 

Rural CAP (Region X)          20 

Cook Inlet Tribal Council EHS  ________________104                             

      Total       561                      168 

 

For Head Start it appears that the three grantees are serving approximately 54 
percent of the eligible (based on income) population in Anchorage. For Early 
Head Start only 11 percent of the eligible (based on income) population is being 
served.  These estimates are very conservative for the reasons listed above. 

 

An alternate method of estimating eligibility is to use free lunch eligibility.  In 
Anchorage schools in 2016 47% of children qualify for free lunch. 

 47% of the children under 5 (22,179) =  10,424 

 10,424 divided by the number of age groups we serve (5) = 2,085 

 Number of age groups served by program times 2,085: 

Early Head Start: 2,085 x 3 = 6,255 

Head Start: 2,085 x 2 = 4,170 

 Actual children currently served by program: 

      Early Head Start: 168 

      Head Start: 561 

 

Estimated percentage of eligible population served using free lunch data: 

Early Head Start: 168 / 6,255 = 3%        Head Start:  561 / 4,170 = 13% 
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Comparison of CCS Services against location of ATAP Families 

 
Current  

CCS Services 

 

Child Slots 

Communities 
Served 

# of 0-5 
children 

2010 
Census 

# of 
families 
on ATAP 

Feb 2016 

child slots 

divided by number of 

ATAP families* 

Determination 

2010 2013 2016 

Wasilla Head 
Start  

100 children 

 

Wasilla Early 
Head Start  

27 children 

 

Wasilla 

(99654) 

4,410 352 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

44% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

38% 

 

 

 

198 

/ 

410 

= 

 

48% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Under served Meadow Lakes 
Head Start  

60 children 

 

Meadow Lakes 
Early Head Start  

11 children 

Big Lake 

(99652) 
238 

 

34 

Houston 

(99694) 
125 

 

24 

Sutton-Palmer 
Head Start  

40 children 

 

Palmer Early 
Head Start  

11 children 

Sutton and 
Chickaloon 

(99674) 

91 

 

 

11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

38% 

 

 

 

 

 

29% 

51 

/ 

139 

= 

 

37% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Under served 

Palmer 

(99645) 
1,774 

 

128 

Chugiak Head 
Start  

60 children 

 

Chugiak Early 
Head Start  

11 children 

Chugiak 

(99567) 
606 

 

24 

 

 

 

 

 

107% 

 

 

 

 

 

83% 

71 

/ 

63 

= 

 

113% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adequate level of 
services 

Eagle River 

(99577) 
1,927 

 

 

39 

Data on ATAP Families provided by the Division of Public Assistance 

 

* This calculation is used for comparison purposes only to help determine the need in various areas.  In 
reality each ATAP family will have multiple children and a portion of the currently enrolled Head Start 
children will not be part of an ATAP family. Therefore this calculation is not an actual look at the level of 
need in these areas.  Rather, it is just a way to compare the level of need against where and how much 
services we provide. 

 

 Under Served Communities 

We are defining under-served communities as those where CCS Head Start 
services are currently available but we are not serving all income-eligible 
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children. We can only assume that the demand for our services will increase as 
the population continues to grow.  The table above compares the number of 
families on Alaska Temporary Assistance in areas that we serve to the number 
of children that we are currently serving in these same areas. 

 

The following table shows the number of three and four year olds on the income-
eligible wait list at each of our four centers as of February 2016.  We know that 
our waiting list is not a truly accurate way of determining the community need.  
Many families choose not to put themselves on the waiting list after discovering 
how large it is.  We also do not have all eligible families in our current 
communities inquiring about our services.  However, the waiting list does give us 
an accurate idea of how many additional children are available and very 
interested in receiving services.  The numbers listed below do not reflect the 
entire waiting list, rather only those that we believe to be income eligible 

 

 Chugiak Meadow 
Lakes 

Sutton-
Palmer 

Wasilla Entire Agency 

Age 3yr 4yr 3yr 4yr 3yr 4yr 3yr 4yr 3yr 4yr 

Income 

Eligible 
3 7 2 1 1 2 3 10 9 20 

 

EHS Home Based EHS Cent 
Based 

Chugiak Mead. 
Lks 

Sutton-
Palmer 

Wasilla Wasilla 

2 3 1 4 11 

 

 Un-served Communities 

We are defining un-served communities as those where there is no Head Start 
program, but where residents have expressed a desire for these services or 
where there might be enough eligible children to open a Head Start program. 
Communities we have looked at in the past include Willow, Trapper Creek, and 
Talkeetna.  

 

 Number of 
Children 
under the age 
of 5 (2010 
Census) 

Percentage 
Population 
Increase  

2000-2015 

Percentage of 
Students 
receiving Free or 
Reduced Lunch 
2016 

Families on 
ATAP  

(Feb 2016) 

Talkeetna 
(99676) 

77 11% 52%  

8 

Trapper Creek 
(99683) 

32 12% 87% 

Willow (99688) 152 21% 50% 10 
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ASSESSMENT OF COMMUNITY NEEDS 

 

In 2013 and 2014, CCS utilized an online survey instrument to collect responses to our 
community survey.  We distributed this survey through local businesses, chambers of 
commerce, staff members, community councils, and to families enrolled in our program.  
We had a 291 responses. 

 

The greatest percentage of respondents identified themselves as “parents” at 54 
percent.  This was followed by “community member” at 38 percent and “Human 
Services Provider” at 22 percent.  Each person taking the survey could choose multiple 
categories so some duplication in this question was expected.  (See Figure 1) 
 

Figure 1- Categories of Respondents 

 
What Categories Describe You (Please check all that apply) 

 

 

 

We received responses from 27 of the 34 different census areas that our grantee covers 
(Mat-Su and Chugiak/Eagle River). The greatest number of responses naturally came 
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from the areas with a higher percentage of the population.  Wasilla had the highest 
response rate, followed by Palmer and Chugiak/Eagle River.  

 

Survey respondents were asked to place themselves in an income range – their 
responses are below in figure 2.  The responses were slightly weighted towards Low 
Income.  This might be due to our own parents/families being a major source of this 
distribution, but it also could be a natural reflection of our local area. In any case, we did 
have the ability, and indeed did look at, how responses varied between specific groups 
of respondents.  Our primary reason for this comparison is that the vast majority of our 
agency services are provided to this lower income group and we wanted to make sure 
we looked at our community from their perspective. 
 

Figure 2 – Income Ranges 

 
How would you define your household income range?  Defining income ranges is a tricky thing 
with variables of family size, cost of living, etc.  For background and guidance… “As social 
classes lack clear boundaries and overlap there are no definite income thresholds as for what is 
considered middle class. Sociologist Leonard Beeghley identifies a male making $57,000 and a 
female making $40,000 with a combined household income of $97,000 as a typical middle class 
family.”  Please keep in mind that this survey is completely confidential and your responses 
cannot be associated with you.  By answering this question you will help us to view our 
community from the perspective of all residents in the Mat-Su and in Chugiak/Eagle River. 

 

 
 

We also asked respondents that identified themselves as a “parent” what the current 
ages of their children were – and how many children they had.  The reported age of 
children was widely distributed with responses from N/A (18 percent) and 0-2 (11 
percent) all the way to 25 and over (32 percent).  In response to, “how many children do 
you have” 28 percent choose 2 children.  This was 10 percent higher than the next most 
popular answer N/A at 18 percent.  We also had 12 percent of respondents answer 
each of these two questions with N/A.  Fewer people responded to these two questions 
than either of the questions asked before or after in the survey.  This is a good 
indication that non-parents skipped over these two questions when they read the 
opening line of “if you are a parent,” so we probably can safely assume that the N/A 
category probably was even larger.   
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At this point in our survey we began to ask questions about the community.  Our first 
question is below in Figure 3 and shows the 5 community characteristics that were rated 
as being the best or “strongest” using the rating scale. 

 

Figure 3 (Top 5 Strongest Characteristics – all responses) 
 

Please rate the strength of the following characteristics of your community. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Same question – Low and Low/Middle Income respondents only 
 

 

 

 

Clearly, a majority of the individuals taking the survey believed that outdoor recreation 
was one aspect of our community that they liked the best.  This was followed by a 
closely related answer, “environment.”  The next three answers all were about 
supportive, neighbors, churches and schools.  These items seem to communicate that 
most individuals feel that they live in an area where the schools and the community 
partner and work together to support families.   



CCS Early Learning Community Assessment 2014 – Updated March 2017 
 

  

 

It is interesting to note that when this question was filtered to just look at the answers 
received from our Low/Middle Income respondents the top five answers remained the 
same, just shuffled around slightly. 

 

Figure 4 below shows the lowest rated items from the same question. These “weakest” 
community characteristics were entertainment opportunities, transportation, 
employment opportunities, indoor recreation activities, and child care.  When filtered to 
look at just the lower income responses the top five items remained the same, however, 
they were ranked differently. These responses reinforce some facts related to this area.  
The first fact is that our communities are separated by great distances and 
transportation is a challenge for many individuals and families.  Public transportation 
infrastructure is slowly being built but it still does not meet the needs of most individuals 
that could benefit from having it.  Also reflected in these responses is the fact that many 
families have one or more individuals that commute into Anchorage or to other locations 
in the state for employment, and that well-paying local employment is often difficult to 
find.   

 

The population in our service area also has grown quite rapidly over the past 20 years 
and there is a widely held view that most entertainment and indoor recreation 
opportunities are still only to be found by driving into Anchorage. It is also worth noting 
that respondents do not believe that child care is available, or if it is - they do not feel it 
is among the best attributes in their community.  This opinion is a very commonly 
expressed view in the local community – and in fact, across most of our state.   

 

Figure 4 - “Weakest” Community Characteristics – all responses 

 
Please rate the strength of the following characteristics of your community. 
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Figure 5 - “Weakest” Community Characteristics – low and low/middle income 
responses only. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

The next question in the survey asked, “In which of the following areas do families in 
your community face the greatest challenge?” Figure 6 below shows the responses that 
most individuals selected as being the greatest challenges. Those respondents that 
answered, “I’m not sure” didn’t factor into the rating average. 

 

Figure 6 - Greatest Family Challenges, all responses 

 
In which of the following areas do families in your community face the greatest challenge? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The areas listed above were rated as the greatest challenges for families in our 
communities by all survey respondents.  Many of these issues have been an area of 
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concern in previous surveys and community assessments.  Substance Abuse, 
Affordable Medical Care, and Transportation challenges were the top three issues in 
community assessments conducted by the Mat-Su Agency Partnership in 2002 and in 
2005.  “Alcohol and substance abuse” was also the top concern listed in the 2013 Mat-
Su Community Health Needs Assessment conducted by the Mat-Su Health Foundation.  
This recent community assessment also listed, “Child and youth abuse and violence” as 
the second greatest health challenge. 

 

Likewise, the family challenges listed above have regularly been listed in the previous 
CCS Early Learning community assessments.   

 

When our responses were filtered to just include those who identified themselves as 
Low/Middle Income we found interesting changes which are demonstrated in Figure 7 
below.  The largest difference was the lower ranking given to Substance Abuse. It 
dropped to sixth overall. Affordable Quality Childcare was listed as the third greatest 
family concern among low/middle income responses – this was the eighth challenge 
listed on in the full population responses. Affordable Housing also climbed from 5 (all 
responses) up to 2 (low/middle income).   

 

Figure 7 - Greatest Family Challenges – low/middle income responses only 

 
In which of the following areas do families in your community face the greatest challenge? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

The three items listed in Figure 8 below were those that were lowest rated family 
challenges from all respondents.  It is interesting to note that by a very wide margin safety 
and literacy does not appear to be something that most respondents saw to be a 
challenge for families.  These rankings were the lowest challenges across income groups.   

 

http://www.healthymatsu.org/focus-areas/community-health-assessment
http://www.healthymatsu.org/focus-areas/community-health-assessment
http://www.healthymatsu.org/
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Figure 8 - Lowest Rated Family Challenges, all responses 

 
In which of the following areas do families in your community face the greatest challenge (low 
rating)? 

 

 

 
 

Our next question asked those taking the survey to rate the quality of services in the 
community.  Figure 9 below shows the services that respondents rated the highest and 
also those that were rated as being poor or not available in our community.  These 
responses were largely consistent across income groups. 

 

Figure 9 - Community Services That Are Best 

 
Please share you opinion on the quality of the following services in your community. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 Community Services That Are Worst (or are not available) 

 

 

 
 

The next question in the survey asked what barriers were present that prevent families 
from receiving the services that they need.  On this question we compared the 
responses of those providing the services (Human Service Providers) to the responses 
from Low/Middle income respondents.  Two pieces of data are looked at in comparing 



CCS Early Learning Community Assessment 2014 – Updated March 2017 
 

  

the responses from these two groups.  The first is how they are ranked, the second is 
the difference in the rating, or the “amount” of barrier reported for each item.   

 

Figure 10 – Barriers to Services, Human Service Provider Respondents 
 

What is considered to be the major barriers that prevent families from receiving services they need? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Same Question – Low/Middle Income Respondents Only 

 

 

 

 

 
In comparing these two groups’ perceptions and perspectives we see some obvious 
differences. Transportation is seen as the greatest barrier among Human Service 
Providers (rated 4.07), but is tied for tenth among those receiving the services (rated 
3.55).  Human Service Providers also believe that “families are not aware of existing 
services” – ranked forth, rated 3.78. The responses on this area from low/middle income 
participants in the survey ranked this item as the seventh largest barrier, ranked 3.67.   
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Conversely, the top barrier reported by low/middle income respondents is “Families 
Cannot Afford Services (rated 4.07).  This area is seen as the 5th largest barrier by 
Human Service providers and is only rated 3.75. Low/middle income responses also 
report that “rules and eligibility exclude people who need services” as the fourth highest 
barrier and gave it a rating of 3.90.  Human service providers didn’t report this to be 
such a large barrier, ranked sixth – rated 3.62. 

 

The barriers that were reported least likely to prevent services from being provided were 
consistent between these two groups.  Language barriers, agency staff being rude or 
not listening to client input, agencies not providing clear information, or agencies being 
open at convenient times were all reported as not being large barriers. 

 

The next three questions asked the respondent about their own family needs, family 
goals, and what community resources were necessary to help meet these goals. Figure 
11 outlines the areas that were most frequently cited for all respondents – and then 
those items most often cited by the Low/Middle Income respondents.  The questions 
dealing with family goals and community resources were answered in the respondent’s 
own words so we have grouped these responses together under similar categories. 

 

Figure 11 – Current Needs, Goals, Community Resources needed for your family, 
All Responses. 

 
Please identify the top four current needs in your own family.  What are your family’s goals for the 
future?  What community support, resources, or conditions are needed to meet your family goals? 

 
Please identify the top 

four needs in your 
own family. 

What are your family’s goals for the 
future 

What community support, resources, 
or conditions are needed to help 

meet your family goals 

1. No Present Needs 1. Be debt free and obtain financial 
independence. Be able to retire and 
maintain current standard of living  

1. Support for public schools, college 
opportunity, and financial aid. 

2.  Family Time 2. Be happy, productive, and involved 
in our families and community 

2. Local year-round employment.  More 
professional, higher wage opportunities. 

3. Health/Dental 
Insurance 

3. Education, want children to be 
college graduates, want high school 

students prepared for college 

3. Community recreation facilities, public 
gym, affordable recreation activities, 

children’s activities, etc 

4. Local Employment 4. Improve housing: buy, upgrade, 
repair, add on 

4. Affordable medical and dental 
services. Health and dental insurance 

5. Family Activities 5. Be healthy, improve health and 
wellness 

5. Affordable housing, energy 
assistance, assistance for first time 

home buyers 
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Same Question – Low/Middle Income Respondents Only 

 
Please identify the top 
four needs in your own 

family. 

What are your family’s goals for the 
future 

What community support, resources, 
or conditions are needed to help 

meet your family goals 

1. Health/Dental 
Insurance  

1. Be happy, productive, and involved 
in our families and community  

1. Local year-round employment.  More 
professional, higher wage opportunities. 

2.  Local Employment 2. Be debt free and obtain financial 
independence. Be able to retire and 
maintain current standard of living  

2. Support for public schools, college 
opportunity, and financial aid. 

3. Utility Assistance 

 

3. Be healthy, improve health and 
wellness,  

3. Affordable medical and dental 
services. Health and dental insurance 

4. Family Time   (tied) 

Medical Care 
Consistent Employment 

4. Improve housing: buy, upgrade, 
repair, add on 

4. Affordable housing, energy 
assistance, assistance for first time 

home buyers 

5. Reliable 
Transportation   (tied) 

No Present Needs 

5. Education, want children to be 
college graduates, want high school 

students prepared for college. 

5. Community recreation facilities, public 
gym, affordable recreation activities, 

children’s activities, etc 

 

The final question in our community survey asked respondents to identify what factors 
were most important to them in choosing a child care center or a school facility for their 
children.  The top three answers had a rating average that clearly stood out from the 
rest of the responses.  They are shown in Figure 12 below. 

 

Figure 12 - Most Important Aspects in Choosing Child Care or School 

 
What aspects are (or were) most important to you in choosing a quality child care or school facility 
for your children? 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 

The demographic make-up of Head Start eligible children, including number, 
location, and ethnic and racial composition. 

The conservative estimate for the total number of Head Start and Early Head Start 
eligible children in the Mat-Su Valley is 894. CCS is currently funded to serve 249 
children in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. Our funded enrollment equates to only 
27.8 percent of the estimated number of eligible children.  The majority of these 
children are located in the core area where we are currently providing services.  A 
smaller number of Head Start eligible children are located in the outlying areas.  The 
ethnic and racial composition of families in the Mat-Su Borough is overwhelmingly 
Caucasian with an estimated 85 percent categorized in this way.   

 

In the Chugiak/Eagle River area these numbers are harder to break out as this area 
and its statistics are included within the Municipality of Anchorage.  The conservative 
estimate for total number of Head Start and Early Head Start eligible children in the 
Municipality is 2,573.  The funded enrollment of the three grantees in this area is 
729.  This equates to 28 percent of the estimated number of eligible children.  The 
majority of unserved children are located in Anchorage where the population is 
concentrated and where poverty tends to be more common.  Our service area is 
located within a bedroom community which tends to be more affluent.  While 
Anchorage as a whole tends to be very diverse – the specific part of the Municipality 
that we serve is much less so. The ethnic and racial composition of this area is also 
predominately Caucasian, with 84 percent of individuals falling into this category.   

 

Other child development programs serving Head Start eligible children 

In 2009-10, the State of Alaska funded a pilot pre-K program in several parts of the 
state.  One of these pilot programs does operate in Anchorage but not in our specific 
service area.  There are currently 82 pre-k slots available in the Mat-Su Borough. 
This program is for 4 year old children only. We have worked very closely with the 
Mat-Su Borough School District to make sure we are not duplicating services, but 
rather both programs are collaborating to make more opportunities available to 
additional children and families.  As of April 2016, continued funding for this program 
from the state looks doubtful. 
 
The only other programs that are in operation are private child care centers or child 
care homes.  These facilities are classified as either licensed or approved.   

 

The estimated number of children with disabilities 

The most recent State of Alaska Disability prevalence study estimates that 
approximately 1,020 children in Anchorage and 381 children in the Mat-Su Borough, 
age 0-5, will be diagnosed with disabilities.   

 
Identifying specific types of disabilities is very difficult due to the fact that many 
children cross over into multiple categories and many times the cause of the 
disability cannot be identified. Based on conversations with local providers it appears 
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that just under half of the disabilities children are treated for in our area are speech 
related.  Approximately forty percent are treated for global developmental or early 
childhood developmental delays.  These may be due to premature birth, fetal drug or 
alcohol exposure, neglect, other health impairments, or due to unknown causes.  
Children are also treated for Autism, Down syndrome, hearing impairments, vision 
impairments, orthopedic impairments, and neurological impairments. 
 

Data regarding the education, health, nutrition and social service needs of 
Head Start eligible children. 

Our community wide survey indicated several areas that clearly were seen as high 
priority needs in our community.  The top five areas that respondents indicated were 
challenges for families in our community were: 

 Substance Abuse (Alcohol/Drugs) 

 Affordable Medical Care 

 Supervised Teen Activities 

 Transportation 

 Affordable Activities for Children  

 

In addition the following data was documented in our community assessment: 

 Children in families with low incomes have 5 times more untreated decay 
than children in higher income families 

 Sixty-five percent of Alaska third graders who participated in an open mouth 
assessment by dental professionals in 2004-2005 had caries experience 
(treated/restored and untreated tooth decay) and 28% had untreated caries. 

 Of Mat-Su students entering kindergarten or first grade in 2009-2010, 22% 
were overweight or obese.   

 Of Anchorage students entering kindergarten or first grade in the 2007-2008 
academic year, 32% were overweight or obese (combined). 

 In general children in Alaska of all ages eat fewer fruits and vegetables and 
drink less milk than the national average.   

 

The education, health, nutrition and social service needs of Head Start eligible 
children, as defined by their families and community institutions. 

When we examine the question, “In which of the following areas do families in your 
community face the greatest challenge,” using just low/middle income responses we 
see the following areas rated as their top five: 

1. Affordable Medical Care 

2. Affordable Housing 

3. Affordable High Quality Child Care  

4. Affordable Activities for Children 

5. Supervised Teen Activities 
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Looking at the responses from those who identified themselves as “Human Service 
Providers” in the above question, we find very different top five responses: 

1. Substance Abuse (Alcohol and Drugs) 

2. Transportation  

3. Child Abuse or Neglect 

4. Affordable Housing 

5. Mental Health 

 

Responses across all groups were very consistent about the areas that they thought 
were best about the community.  This question indicates community strengths, but 
by looking at the answers that were not chosen we can also determine areas that 
there is a perceived gap in our community.  The least chosen answers by far were: 

1. Public Transportation 

2. Substance Abuse 

3. Legal Aid 

 

Resources available in the community. 

We have updated both of our community resource directories.  All staff members 
have these documents available to use when working with families, and each of our 
enrolled families has been provided a copy. We also provide them to other 
community agencies as needed. 

 

Another project to assist in this area was first organized by CCS in 2007 and has 
been done annually ever since.  We initiated a community agency fair that brought 
many service providers together for a morning to set up tables that showed the 
services they provided.  This effort was intended to give all providers the opportunity 
to learn about what programs and services are available and to network with other 
providers. 


