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SCU Child Care Task Force Report  

Task Force Members: Carol Ann Gittens (Chair); Tobias Sondgroth Becerra, Matthew Duncan, 
Matthew Newsom Kerr, Amy Shachter, Robin Reynolds, Joan Torne, Eleanor Willemsen 

Process: The Child Care Task Force held our initial meeting on September 4, 2013 to review our 
charge, timeline, and process.  We learned that the consulting firm Bright Horizons was engaged in a 
child care demand and cost projection study and their analysis would be reviewed by our group as part 
of our evaluation process. We developed three questions for use during stakeholder conversations to 
gather input from the SCU community. Between the months of September and November 2013 
members of the Task Force consulted broadly and met with Faculty Senate Council, Staff Senate Council, 
Faculty Affairs Committee, Staff Affairs Committee, members of the Work Life Committee, Benefits 
Committee, parents enrolled in Kids on Campus, Kids on Campus Cooperative Board, and formally and 
informally with colleagues.  The Task Force met as a focus group with the Bright Horizons team in 
September 2013 to share findings from our stakeholder conversations.   

The Bright Horizons Study was received in late November and reviewed with the Bright Horizons team in 
early December. The Task Force developed a rubric to evaluate the five “models” and other factors 
identified by the Bright Horizons team. The Task Force met in mid- January to discuss rubric ratings. 
During the months of January and February additional stakeholder conversations were held about the 
five models.  The chair drafted a report of findings and it was discussed and edited by Task Force 
members. The final report was submitted to Robert Warren, Vice President for Administration and 
Finance, on March 7, 2014.   

Considerations: The Bright Horizons Study contained five non-mutually exclusive “models” and 
identified other child care demand and cost factors that were subsequently evaluated by the Task Force 
for strengths and weaknesses.  The models offered by the Bright Horizons team included: 1) Establishing 
the property adjacent to Kids on Campus (KOC) as an Infant Toddler House and renovating the existing 
KOC location; 2) Renovating the existing KOC location; 3) Creating a child care financial assistance 
program (voucher system); 4) Establishing partnerships with existing community programs, and 5) 
Incorporating back up care into the KOC center.  
 
The constellation of other child care demand and cost factors that were considered by the Task Force 
included 3rd party sponsorship or 3rd party management models, and tuition structure elements such as 
part-time tuition premiums, SCU alumni tuition premiums, having a sliding tuition scale based on 
household income, providing sibling tuition discounts, providing a need-based tuition scholarship 
program, and providing care to the neighboring community (outside SCU) with a premium. These 
additional issues had been raised either in the Bright Horizons study or in stakeholder conversations.  

As a result of the Bright Horizons Study the Task Force was introduced to the concept of the “Child Care 
Trilemma”. This refers to the fact that working parents seek suitable child care options that are at the 
same time high in quality and accessible, but yet also affordable.  Finding child care arrangements that 
are optimal in all three categories – Quality, Availability and Affordability - can be highly challenging.  
Thus, the Task Force considered each model and factor in terms of how well it addressed this 
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“Trilemma”. Other evaluation criteria included the degree to which the models or other factors 
addressed the need to increase access to infant and toddler care, alignment with SCU Mission, Vision 
and Values including the Jesuit principle of social justice, the anticipated cost to SCU, the liability 
exposure, and the perceived receptivity of the SCU community to a given child care model. 

Presentation of Findings:  It was immediately evident to the Task Force that the models and 
other child care demand and cost factors raised in the Bright Horizons Study or in stakeholder 
conversations fell into one of three categories:  1) Facilities, 2) Management options, and 3) Tuition 
structures / policies.   Consequently, we have organized our summary of strengths and weaknesses 
along these three categories.  

Facilities: Models 1 and 2 involved the renovation of KOC to increase the number of spaces for infants 
and toddlers; Model 1 featured an expansion of KOC to the house that is adjacent to the existing facility.  
On-campus child care, especially with additional infant and toddler spaces, was resoundingly supported 
by the campus community. Model 3 referenced a financial assistance program (voucher) that could be in 
lieu of, or in addition to, an on-campus care center.  Given the potential facility ramifications of Model 3 
we have included it in the facilities section of the report. A summary of strengths and weakness of 
facilities options is provided in the attached Table.  

Management Options: The Bright Horizons Study included a presentation of 3rd Party Sponsorship and 
Management options.   There is precedent for a 3rd party management strategy on campus; it may make 
sense for the university to explore these 3rd party options for KOC now or in the future, especially if the 
center expands its capacity.  A summary of strengths and weakness of management options is provided 
in the attached Table. 

Tuition Structures / Policies: Recent actions related to KOC tuition rate increases were a major 
stressor to the campus community even beyond those families enrolled at the center.  It is a general 
conclusion of the Task Force that even if nothing else changes with the facilities or management of KOC, 
the tuition structure needs to be addressed.  The university subsidy to KOC needs to be stabilized and 
maintained at a reasonable level.  Furthermore, while decisions related to facility improvements, 
management models, and tuition policies are necessarily interdependent, the rate of future tuition 
increases needs to also be reasonable.  The Bright Horizons Study revealed that KOC tuition rates are 
currently below the market value of comparable quality programs1.  To be clear: the review of tuition 
structure is not done with an eye toward suggesting some sort of conformity with market rates as an 
end unto itself. Rather, comparing current KOC tuition with those of comparable facilities should be 
viewed with the purpose of understanding the nature and extent of SCU’s current subsidy of campus 
childcare and the benefit that it affords faculty and staff. Further, the study of the local childcare market 
should be employed to illuminate challenges of affordability that exist for SCU faculty and staff and to 
help inform the consideration of tuition policies not currently available. Models 4 and 5 as well as other 
tuition related factors from the Bright Horizons study and stakeholder conversations were considered in 
this category. A summary of strengths and weakness of various tuition policies is provided in the 
attached Table.  

1 Bright Horizons Study, table on page 21. Note: KOC tuition increase of 2% on Jan 2014 not reflected. 
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OPTION STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

CATEGORY 1: FACILITIES 
Model 1: Infant - 
Toddler House / 
Renovate KOC 
 
Management options 
could include:  
• SCU Operated 
• 3rd Party 

Sponsorship 
• 3rd Party 

Management 
 

 Strong support for on campus care 
options from leadership / 
stakeholder interviews 

 Addresses Trilemma: Increases 
access and quality 

  16 additional spaces for infants / 
toddlers 

 Total capacity of KOC increased 
from 60 to 83 

 Renovation will allow for direct 
access to bathrooms and hand 
washing sinks to maintain teacher-
child ratios 

 Increases total space of KOC  
 Aligned with SCU mission, vision 

and values; aligned with principles 
of social justice  

 High level of control for SCU 
 Increases access to infant / toddler 

care  
 Likely to be well received by SCU 

community 
 Renovations make NYAEC or NAC 

accreditation more attainable 
 

 Capital cost to SCU / investing 
in facilities and renovations 

 Operating costs to SCU 
(ongoing) 

 SCU operated child care center 
is not a “core function” of 
institution 

 Liability exposure 
 Potential substantial tuition 

increase to address additional 
costs 
 

Model 2: Renovate 
KOC  
 
Management options 
could include:  
• SCU Operated 
• 3rd Party 

Sponsorship 
• 3rd Party 

Management 
 

 Strong support from Task Force 
 Strong support for on campus care 

options from leadership / 
stakeholder interviews 

 Addresses Trilemma: increases 
access, and quality 

 10 additional spaces for infants / 
toddlers (Total capacity of KOC 
increased from 60 to 62) 

 Adds direct access bathrooms to 
maintain teacher-child ratios 

 Aligned with SCU mission, vision 
and values 

 High level of control for SCU 
 Increases access to infant / toddler 

care  
 Likely to be positively received by 

SCU community 
 Renovations make NYAEC or NAC 

accreditation more attainable 

 Capital cost to SCU / investing 
in facilities and renovations 

 SCU operated child care center 
is not a “core function” of 
institution 

 Liability exposure 
 Doesn’t substantially increase 

the overall accessibility of on-
campus childcare 

 Potential substantial tuition 
increase to address additional 
costs 
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Model 3: Child Care 
Financial Assistance 
Program (VOUCHER) 
 
Implementation 
options:  
• In lieu of campus 

care center 
• In addition to KOC 

for non-enrolled 
families 

 

 If in lieu of KOC: May be less costly 
option than operating an on 
campus care center  

 If in lieu of KOC: Decreased liability 
exposure 

 Regardless of implementation 
strategy: Financial equity (social 
justice principle) for those who 
cannot currently access KOC 

 Trilemma: Affordability for all 
regardless of KOC enrollment 

 

 If in addition to KOC: 
Considerable increase in cost to 
SCU  

 Trilemma: Cannot assure access 
and quality of care options  

 Does not address need for 
infant / toddler care (Bright 
Horizons market analysis 
reveals little availability) 

 Cost to SCU (human resources 
& finance / management to 
review and process 
applications) 

 Weak reception by community 
(if consequence is closure of 
KOC) 

 Concern that this would not 
work well unless SCU converts 
benefit plan to cafeteria style 

 

Category 2: Management Options 
SCU Operated Child 
Care Center 

 High SCU Control  
 Maintains benefits package for 

Center staff (e.g., tuition 
remission) 

 Center infrastructure already in 
place 

 Likely campus receptivity to 
maintaining SCU management  

 Continued interactions between 
campus and center (e.g., student 
workers, practicum 
opportunities, etc.)  

 

 SCU operated child care center is 
not a “core function” of 
institution 

 High liability exposure 
 SCU retains full financial risk 
 

 

3rd Party Sponsorship  Precedent  already exists on 
campus (Bon Appetite, Barnes & 
Noble Bookstore) 

 Trilemma: will assure quality 
 Reduces liability exposure 
 SCU operated child care center 

is not a “core function” of 
institution 

 3rd party assumes most of the 
financial risk (ongoing 
operational costs) 

 Shared financial risk with 
management sponsor 
 
 
 

 Trilemma: Potential impact on 
affordability 

 Alters benefits package for Center 
staff (e.g., tuition remission) 

 Uncertainty about SCU 
community receptivity 

 Reduces SCU level of control  
 Ongoing interactions between 

campus and center (e.g., student 
workers, practicum opportunities, 
etc.) rendered uncertain 

 Lack of data on how this would 
impact amount of SCU subsidy 
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3rd Party Management  Trilemma: will assure quality 
 Reduces liability exposure 
 SCU operated child care center 

is not a “core function” of 
institution 

 3rd party assumes most or all of 
the financial risk (ongoing 
operational costs) 

 Shared financial risk with 
management company 

 More liability than sponsorship 
model  

 More costs to SCU than 
sponsorship model  

 Trilemma: Potential impact on 
affordability 

 Alters benefits package for Center 
staff (e.g., tuition remission) 

 Uncertainty about SCU 
community receptivity 

 Reduces SCU level of control  
 Ongoing interactions between 

campus and center (e.g., student 
workers, practicum opportunities, 
etc.) rendered uncertain 

 Lack of data on how this would 
impact amount of SCU subsidy 

 

Category 3: Tuition Structures / Policies 
Model 4: Partner with 
existing community 
programs (presumes 
fixed rates that match 
KOC tuition) 

 Lower cost to SCU 
 Decreased liability exposure 
 Trilemma: Potentially increases 

access and length of KOC wait 
list  

 Priority enrollment for SCU 
families with program partners 

 Addresses affordability if partner 
agrees to charge KOC rates.  

 

 May not address need for infant 
/toddler care options – Bright 
Horizons market analysis suggests 
limited off-campus options in this 
age group 

 Trilemma: Potentially 
compromises quality  

 Low control for SCU 
 Increased liability from 

partnerships with programs not 
operated by university 

 Costs to SCU if financial 
investments needed to raise 
quality of partner programs; 

 Cost to SCU to cover cost 
differential 

 
Model 5: Incorporate 
Back up care into KOC 

 Would help families on wait list 
or those not using KOC with 
“just in time” or back up care 
options 

 Additional KOC revenue 
 Increased equity  
 Provides peace of mind (reduced 

stress) to SCU families 
 Opportunity to join “Bright 

Horizons Back Up Care 
Advantage Network”  
 

 Will not adequately address need 
for infant /toddler care options 

 Cost to SCU (human resources / 
management) 

 Joining a “Bright Horizons 
Network” would open KOC to 
non-affiliated families.  

 KOC currently operating at 
capacity so space is unlikely 

 Potential negative impact on 
classroom dynamics 
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Part-time care 
premium 

 High level of control for SCU 
 Additional KOC revenue 
 Potential element of a 

warranted tuition review and 
restructuring  

 

 Cost to SCU (human resources / 
management) 

 Potential substantial tuition 
increase (to some KOC users) 

 

SCU alumni premium   High level of control for SCU 
 Additional KOC revenue 
 Potential element of a 

warranted tuition review and 
restructuring  

 
 

 Cost to SCU (human resources / 
management) 

 

Sliding tuition scale 
based on household 
income 

 Addresses Trilemma: Increases 
affordability 

 Aligned with SCU mission, vision 
and values 

 Consistent with  Jesuit principles 
of social justice 

 Potential element of a 
warranted tuition review and 
restructuring  
 

 Cost to SCU (human resources / 
management) 

 

Sibling Discounts  Likely to be positively received 
by SCU community 

 Trilemma: Helps with 
affordability 

 Potential element of a 
warranted tuition review and 
restructuring  
 

 Cost to SCU to cover tuition 
differential 

 Potential overall tuition increase 
to address additional costs 

Provide scholarships 
based on need 
(assumes increase in 
baseline tuition rate 
policy) 

 Trilemma: Helps with 
affordability 

 Consistent with  Jesuit principles 
of social justice 

 SCU control 
 Aligns with SCU mission, vision 

and values  
 Potential element of a 

warranted tuition review and 
restructuring  

 Cost to SCU (human resources / 
management) 

 Uncertainty over SCU community 
receptivity 

 Substantial tuition increase may 
pose extreme hardship to SCU 
families (will depend on 
scholarship eligibility criteria) 
 

Neighboring 
Community (outside 
SCU) care with 
Premium 

 Low cost to SCU 
 Trilemma: May address 

affordability and access when 
KOC unavailable 

 Low level of control for SCU  
 Not well aligned with mission or 

principles of social justice 
 May not be well received by SCU 

community 
 Trilemma:  Potentially 

compromises quality  
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