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The members of the C¢
(collectively, the “Coalition”)

child care assistance programg

The Court’s order {oun

Assistance for Needy Families

alition of Child Care Providers and Supporters'—

- respectfully urge the Special Master to determine that all
funded in part by federal dollars be continued, as was done in
tdown.

d that child care assistance funded under the Temporary

(“TANE™) program should continue to be funded, lo avoid

violation of the Supremacy Clause. Although the Court found that nen-TANF child care

agsistance is not a core funciig

programs in the state use fede

"'The Coalition consists of fifteen nog
Association, The Minnesota Licensed
Cities Uniled Way, Sheltering Arms

Community Foandation, Social Vent

n of government, all three government child care assistance

al funds - TANF and Child Care Development Fund

profit organizations, including Child Care Works, The Minnesota Child Care
Family Child Care Association, The Minneapolis Foundation, Greater Twin
‘oundation, Blandin Foundation, The St. Paul Foundation and Minnesota

iwe Partners, Women’s Foundation Of Minnesota, The Jay And Rose Philips

Family Foundation Of Minnesota, MgKnight Foundation, Grotto Foundation, West Central Initiative Fund and

Upited Ways of Greater Minnesota




(“CCDF”) 2 1n addition, since 2005, all three programs have been administered solely by
the state.

The Coalition finally requests that the Special Mastcr ensure continued funding for
those state workers necessary fo operate the state system used to administer and coordinate
all federal, state, and local child care subsidy eligibility authorizatipns and payments.

L ALL THREE GOVERNMENT CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
ARE FEDERALLY FUNDED AND SHOULD CONTINUE,

There are three child care assistance programs in Minnesota: (1} Minnesota Family
Investment Program (“MFIP” = (2) Transition Year Child Care Assistance Program;’ and (3)
Basic Sliding Fee (“BSF) Program.”

Minmesota has made commitments regarding these programs (o the federal
government in the TANF and CCDF block grant agreements, The State’s budget for child
care iﬁcludcs both TANF and CCDF funds in all three child care agsistance programs. 50,
just as the state has obligations as to TANF programs, it likewise has obligations under
CODE Because all three state programs are funded by both TANF and CCDF there can be

no finding of non-TANF or npn-CCDF programs.

? Minnesotz State Plan for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 3 (effective Jan, 1, 2009 - Dec. 2011)
availuble at hip:/iwww.dhs.state.mn us/main/groups/county_access/documents/publdhs| 6 150104.pdf; Child Care
Development Fund Plan for Minnescta (effective Oct. 1, 2009-8ent,, 2011) available ai:

http:/f www.dhs.state. mn.us/main/graups/children/documents/pub/dhs 16_1 47439 pedf

3 Child Care Assistance Program and the Diversionary Work Program “DWP™) - provide cash assistanes to very
poor families and their children. Thase are the stalo’s “welfare-to-work”™ programs under TANF, MFIP and DW?P
pravide, for up to sixty months, grands including child care assistance.

* This is a one-year entitlement to families afier MFIP assistance ends. When families are on the verge of emerging
from the deepest poverty, this program provides eritical support toward the achievement of seif-sufficiency

5 u first-come, first-served program fpr low-income families. Families who are not poor enough 1o qualify for MFIP,
the so-called working poor, may qualify for sliding fee child care assistance. This assistance supplements their
ability 1o pay for child care rather than stop work at low-paying jobs.




THE STATE IS SOL¥
FEDERAL CHILD C/
MINNESOTA ELECT

IL.

‘Because the State is res]
sources of funds, it must contin
to pay out federal funds, and us

The state’s administrati
Care (“MECZ”),(‘ is used by cg
they can receive. The counties
care providers submit bills aga

Furthermore, child carg)

H
an essential function of govern

1.Y RESPONSIBLE FOR DISTRIBUTING ALL

\RE FUNDS AND MUST CONTINUE THE

"RONIC CHILD CARE SYSTEM.

sonsible for making child care assistance payments from all
ue to make available the payment and eligibility system used
ed by counties to approve families for assistance.

e infrastructure- -known as the Minnesota Electronic Child
unties to determine who is eligible and how much assistance
enter this information into MEC2 as an authorization, child
inst these authorizations, and the state pays these bills.

assisiance 1o those who are employed should be considered

menl because, in fact, it is the continuation of the welfare to

work program. The welfare reform laws of the late 1990s were constructed to move people

from welfare to work by providing the supports that would make work possible. By not

continuing to fund this dimens
federal/state governments and
I, LOSING CHILD CA
As described in further
Child Care Providers and Supj

affidavits, attached as Exhibit

poor families to make devastat

S Minn. Dep’t of Human Servs., Infor
http:/fwww leg.state.mn.us/docs 2005

fon of the program, the social contract between the

individuals is broken.

RE SUPPORT WILL DEVASTATE FAMILIES,

detail in the Memorandum of Law of the Amici Coalition of

vorters in Support of Temporary Funding and the supporting

A, stopping child care assistance ~ even temporarily - lorces

ing decisions with long-term impacts, and could result in

nation Technology. 2005 Report 1o the Legislature 20, available at

mandated/050155 pdf,




providers turning away poor children or shutting down their businesses altogether.
Minnesota’s most vulnerable children will suffer the lingering effects of instability well

beyond the duration of any goyernment shutdown,

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: July 1, 2011 FAEGRE & BENSON LLT

Richard A Duncaf, #192983
Nancy Hylden, #0336300
Emily E. Chow, #0388239
Michelle B, Weinberg, #388771
2200 Wells Fargo Center

90 South Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN  55402-3901
612.766,7000

Facsimile 612.766.1600

Attorneys for the Coalition of
Child Care Providers and Supporters

fh.us.6994239.01 ‘
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INTRODUCTION

The members of the Amiei Coalition of Child Care Providers and Supporters---Child

Care Works, The Minnesota Child Care Associé[ion, The Minnesota Licensed Family Child

Care Association, The Minng

Arms Foundation, Blandin ¥

apolis Foundation, Greater Twin Citics Uniled Way, Sheltering

wundation, Minnesota Community Foundation, The $t. Pau)

Foundation, Social Venture ]Tarmcrs, Women’s Foundalion Cf Minnesota, The Jjay And Rose

Phillips FFamily Foundation (

{ Minnesota, McKnight Foundation, Grotto Foundation, and

United Ways of Greater Mingesota (coltectively, the “Amici”)--—respectfully submit this

proposed memorandum of la

These Amici urge the
with regpect to continuation ¢
of and for the duration of any|

Tederal funding for core prog

¥ as amiel curiae In support of Petitioner and Respondent.
Court 1o grant the Petition of Attorney General Lori Swansqn
{'the administration of core government functions in the event
state government shutdown—including the distribution of

rams provided to the state-—and specifically request that the

Court order the continued payments of child care assistance for poor children. Funded by the




federal, state, and local appropriations, these child care assistance programs are designed to

assure the safety and welfare of vulnerable children. These Amici further urge the Court to

approve the Governor’s deteymination in his First Supplemental Response that he will

cantinue payments to servicgs vendors and providers under the Minnesota Family Investment

Program {(“MFIP"} and Diversionary Work Program ("DWP”), and request greater

specificity regarding continjing payments 10 child care service providers under these and

related child care assistance programs for poor children-—namely, the Transition Year, and

Basic Sliding Fee Child Carg Assistance programs-—in the event of a state government
shutdown.

These Amied finally request that the Court order the state to retain and continue 10
fund state workers necessary to operate the systems used to administer and coordinate
federal, state, and local child care subsidy cligibility autherizations and payments.

INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE

The Amici represent the intercsts of child care providers throughout Minnesota,

families receiving child care through state-administered child care assistance programs, and
philanthropic organizations providing private financial suppoit for early child care and

edacation programs serving the poor. Among the early child care and education programs

receiving financial support
Childhood Professionals, Ig
Center, People Serving Peo
Grow, and the Amherst Wi

Although the memb

they all support Minnesota

from some members of the Amici are The Alliance of Barly

yee Preschool, Mayflower Preschool, the Parenting Resource

ple, St. Anne’s Place, Southside Family Nurturing Center, Way to

der Foundation, (See Mayolte AffL 47.)

brs of the Amici vary in the services and assistance they provide,

s children and families, and the State’s statutory geal that every

.




Minnesots child is ready for

kindergarten by 2020, (See Mayotte Aff. § 3 & n.1 (ciling

Minn, Stat. § 124D.141, subd. 2(4)-(6)).) Collectively, the phitanthropic members contribute

approximately $20 million annually to early child care and education programs. (See id ¥

4.) This amount is believed to represent the bulk of private contributions to early ehildhood

programs for Minmesota’s poorest families. (See id.) Although the amount of the

phitanthropic contributions 3

state expenditure in fiscal ye

; significant, it pales in comparison to the projected $222 million
ar 2011 1o subsidize such programs. (See id. §35.)

ARGUMENYT

Minnesota’s poorest families spend 20 to 29 percent of their income tw caver chiid

care expenses. (See Child C
Statewide Houschold Child
subsidized child care allows
assistance, and to provide th
education. (See, e.g., id. Bx
to employment {or low-inco
Families with Low [ncomes

Studies and extensiy

are WORKS Aff. Ex. B, Key Trends: Highlights from the 2009
Care Survey, at 2.) For these families, the avaiiability of
parents 10 seek employment, to avoid requesting public

éir children with higher quality care with a focus on supporting
A (noting that the cost of child care can be a significant barrier
ne worlers with children}; see also id Tix, 13, Child Care for

al 2.)

research have shown that early child care and education

progranms are the best possible investment in a thriving Minnesota future. (See School

Readiness Funders Coalition

Aff. 4 8.) 1f a child receives support for growth in cognition,

language, motor skitls, adaptive skills, and secial-emotional functioning during the first five

years, that child is more like

society. (See i) Without s

ly to succeed in schoot and become a productive member of

uch support during these formative years, however, a child is




more likely to drop out of school, rely on welfare benefits, and commit crimes, (See id.; cf.

also Minnesota Child Care Association Aff. § 10.)

As the threat of a gov

Child Care Providers and Su

care programs due to the inc

for their children at the risk

erament shutdown nears, members of the Amici Coelition of

pporters have learned that low-income families forced to make

difficult financial decisions gre considering whether they must stop taking advantage of child

cased cost, and sacrifice one pareni’s income in order to care

{losing their homes. (See Minnesota Child Care Association

Aff, 4 8; Minncesota Licensed Family Child Care Association Aff. § 4; School Readiness

Funders Coalition AT, § 9; I

rowe ALT § 5, Ross Aff. 4 5; Hosea AfT. §5.) Indecd, this

decision making may become moot if child care programs are unable (o stay afloat and must

¢lose——perhaps permanently|
Association AT Y 7.¢; Minn

The ¢hild care indust
significant loss of margins Ul
Child Care Association AfT,
stopped providing subsidies
School Readiness Funders
as a primary source o incor

Minnesots Child Care Assoq

—-afier the loss of revenue. (See Minnesota Child Care

esota Licensed Family Child Care Association AT, §4.)

'y operates on slim margins, however, and cannot absorb the

rat would result from a government shutdown. (See Minnesota

4 6.) The funding gap that would result if the government

for child care simply cannot be bridged by private sowrces. (See
oalition Aff. 4 10.) Providers who rely on child care assistance

e will be forced (o stop serving low-income children. (See

jation Aff. § 7.a.}




1, THE COURT SHO
CONTINUATION (

GOVERNMENT 1Y

SHUTDOWN,
There are three child
Family Investment Program

Child Care Assistance Progr

assistance énds; and (3) the ]

program for low-incone fan

LD ORDER—WITH SPECIFICITY—THE

DF CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE AS A CORE

UNCTION IN THE EVENT OF A GOVERNMENT

carc assistance programs in Minnesota: (1) the Minnesota
(“MFIP") child care assistance program; (2) the Transition Year
arm, which is & one-year entitlement to {amilies afler MFIP

Basic $liding Fee Program, which is a first-come, first-served

ailies.

This array of progranis, available as families work toward independence, provides

crucial, stabilizing environn

vuinerable citizens. The pra

ents for thousands of Minncsota’s youngest, poorest, and most

prams often enable parents to work, and ensures that chitdren are

safe, fed, and in an enriching environment that will ensure their long-term well-being.

Programs providing such ba

continued in the event of an

sic needs are essential services for these children and must be

1 for the duration of any government shutdown,

A Child Care Assistance Through Minnesota Family Investiment Program and

Diverstonary

Work Program

MPFIP and the Diversionary Work Program (“DWP™) provide cash assistance to very

poor families and their children. These are the state’s “welfare-to-work” programs under the

{ederal Temporary Assistanéc for Needy Families program (“TANE™)." MFIP and DWP

' Minnesota State Plan for Temporary Assistance for Needy Familics 3 (effective Jan. 1,

20090 - Dec, 2011).




provide, for up 10 sixty months, grants that supplement fapily income, assist with child care

costs, and offer employment
Becavse “[c]hild care
leave and remain off wellare

assistance benefits that many

services.’
is a key component in Minnesota’s strategy to help families
! MFIP provides child care assistance as part of the public

families on MFIP and DWP receive, This assistance is

contingent on those families complying with work activities outlined in mandated

employment plans, and, with
comply with those plans. Th
of public agsistance.

The Governor has reg

out the child care assistance, some families would be unable to

us, child care assistance must be understood as a key componernt

ommended that public assistance benefits should continue if a

government shutdown occurp, (See First Supp. Resp. 4 3.B.) Similarly, the Attorney

General argues that, pursuani to the Supremacy Clause, the state’s performance of core

adminisiraiive functions on't
assistance designed to assurg
government and should be ¢
shutdown. {(See Pet. §21.) B
include the continuation of fi

the Connt adopts, it should d

ehalf of the federal government—including payments of public
the safety and welfare of citizens—are core functions of
ntinued in the event ol and for the duration of a government
Jeither party, however, makes it clear that these directives
~deral and state assistance {or chﬂd care. Whichever position

rect the continnation of these crifical services.

2 .
See Id

*1d.

e




B. Transition Yed

Transition Year child
MFIP assistance for child ca
deepest poverty, this prograr
sufficiency. For purposes of
programs differently than ot
example food stamps or Me

C. Basic Sliding

Families who are nol

may quali["y for sliding fee ¢

w Child Care
care assistance is available to familics for one year after of

e ends.t When families are on the verge of emerging from the

o provides critical support toward the achievement of self-

this hearing, there is no reason to treat child carc assistance

her programs providing for the minimum needs for families—for

1ical Assistance,

Fee Program

poor enough to qualify for MFIP, the so-called working poor,

5

hild care assistance,” This assistance supplements their ability

to pay for child care rather fhan stop work at low-paying jobs, and should also be specificaily

funded as a core governmen

1L THE COURT SHO

THE MINNESOTA
Because the State is

- sources of funds, it must co
federal funds, and eligibility

lo receive such support.

t function.

ULD DIRECT THE STATE TO CONTINUE FUNDING

{ ELECTRONIC CHILD CARE SYSTEM.
reaponsible for making child care assistance payments from all

ntinue to make available critical payment systems used to pay out

' systems uscd by locat governments to approve families in need

All child care assistzL]oe programs administered by the State are comprised of

commingled federal block g

o)

ranted funds, state appropriations, and local government funding.

* See id,

S See id al 4.




Tor fiscal year 2011, the public sources are projected to expend $222 million for child care

assistance, and the approximate breakdown 1s as follows:*

Federal unding 64 percent
______ State funding 35 pereent
County funding 1 percent

For child care assistance o chntinue through any shutdown, the state needs 1o maintain the
administrative infrastructure+-known as the Minnesota Electronic Child Care (“MEC2™)
system.” MEC2 works ina doordinated fashion with local governments, as the counties
determine who is eligible for child care and how much assistance they can receive. The
counties enter this informatign into MEC2 as an authorization and child care providers
submit bills against these authorizations, While counties authorize care and processing the
bills, MEC2 is the repositorj for this information and so it must be maintained in order for
child care o be authotized and, ultimately, for provider bills to be paid‘. Thus. the Court
should fnd that MEC2 is a dore government function, enbitled to receive continued funding
i the event of and for the diration of any government shutdown.

M.  RESPECTED SOURCES AGREE THAT QUALITY CHILD CARE 18 VITAL
TO MINNESOTA'S FUTURE,

Without continued child care assistance, poor families will sutfer and the impact will
Jast far beyond the duration pf any government shutdown, (See, e.g., Sehool Readiness

Funders Coalition Aff. 44 849; Child Care WORKS ALY 6; Minnesota Child Care

$ Minn, Dep't of Human Sevs., Family Self-Sufficiency and Health Care Program Statistics
20 (Apr. 2011).
"Minn. Dep’t of Human Sepvs., Information Technology, 2005 Report 10 the Legislature 20,
available ai hupt//www.leg.smlc.mn.usfdocsf?,()()S/mandated/OSO 155.pdf .




Association Aff. 4 8; Minnes
Rowe AfT, §5.) These famil

choose between quitting thei

ota Licensed Family Child Care Association § 4; Hosea ALF. 4] 5;
es ddo not have good alternative options: parents must often

jobs in order to directly care for their children, or leaving their

children in unsafe or poorly monitored environments. Bither way, they are faced with

immediate well-being and s
additional costs,

Private sources canng

!

fety concerns and long-term instability, and the State will incuy

{ “backfill” the gap that will be created by stopping child care

subsidy payments in the cvent of a shutdown. (See School Readiness Funders Coalition AfT,

§10.) The effect of a shutd

wr will simply be that the poorest, most vulnerable children will

lose a safe nurturing place 16 be while their parents work. (See Child Care WORKS ALY

5-6.) |

Most child care providers cannot absorb the impact of not receiving state payments

for poor children in their care. Providers in both rural and urban communities serve

significant populations of children who qualify for subsidies, and, without these payments,

many providers will be drivien out of business, or forced 1o stop providing care 1o poor

children. (Child Care WORKS AfT. ¥ 5; Minnesota Child Care Association Aff. 1 6-7;

Minnesota Licensed Family

Child Care Association AT, §4.)

Without continued funding of child care assistance programs, poor families wilt lose

child care that has become hn integral part of their routine and necessary for their survival;

providers—many of whom

already function paycheck-to-paycheck—will go out of business;

and Minnesota’s most vulnerable children will suffer the lingering effects of instability well
n BT Y

beyond the duration of any

government shutdown,

9.




CONCLUSION

For the foregoing redsons, child care assistance should be deemed an essential core

service that wilt be continued to be funded in the event of a government shutdown.

Dated: June 22, 2011

flws 695421 102

Respectiulty submitted,

FAEGRE & BENSON LLP

%wé\/ OW**“

Richard A. Duncan, #192983
Nancy Hylden, #0336300
Emily E. Chow, #0388239
Michelle . Weinberg, #38877]
2200 Wells 'argo Center

90 South Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN  55402-3901
612.766.7000

Facsimile 612.766.1600

Attorneys for the Amici Coalition of
Child Care Providers and Supporters




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

FILED
Cpurt Administrator

dUN 22 2011

By ' A e DVEDUY

DISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

In Re Temporary Funding of Core
Functions of the Execative

State of Minnesota.

Case Type: Civil
Sranch of the

File No. 62-cv-11-5203
The Honorable Kathleen R, Gearin

AFFIDAVIT OF MINNESOTA
LICENSED FAMILY CHILD CARE
ASSOCIATION IN SUPPORT OF
THE AMICY COALITION QF
CHILD CARE PROVIDERS AND
SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota )
) 88,
County of Ramsey )

I, Katherine Chase, b
1.
Association, a 301-¢3,

2

i make this Af
Anmici Coalition of Childeare

3 The Minneso

I am the execy

ing first duly sworn, depase under oath and state as follows:

tive director of Minnesota Licensed Family Child Care

{idavit in support of the Memorandum of Law submitted by the
Providers and Supporters,

ta Licensed Family Child Care Association (MLFCCA)is a

professional family child carg organization of lcensed family child care providers serving

children and family child cas

children in Minnesota’s dive

recognition, and advocacy. |

e providers, It mission is to support the highest standard of care for

rse Jicensed family ¢hild care homes through education, resources,

a4, In 1973 IJ'II.,FCCA was established as a nonprofit organization, MLICCA is a




s

statewide netvork of family child care providers, provider associalions, suppost
groups, neighborhood groups, and advocates. Over thirty county associalions are
member organizations.

iy Minnesota has 12,000 Heensed famify child care providers serving 187,000
children. Family providers are small business owners. Some cither serve only
children on Child Care Assistance oy depend on a significant portion of fee
ncome ﬁ'nm- Families veceiving Child Care Assistance. Over 18,000 of
Minnesota's ehildsen receive Chitd Care Assistance in Jicensed family child care
homes,

It child Child Care Assistance payments cease:

}
Providers will be faced with closing their business doors due to ne or little income,
Families will have np child care and be unable to work
Tax revenue from family child care businesses and working families will cease

Recovering from sugh 2 business revenue Joss will malce it impossible for many child
care programs to reqpen

The most vilnerabld children {those from low income familiesy will be affected

The most vulnerabld businesses (those in low incone neighborhoads) will be affected




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: ;J‘;—lﬁg—— 2041,

Subseribed and swarn 1o before me
this. 2] st day of June - 2004

Jos o A
Notary Public

iy I 5042 H

L3, LORI ANN LEMIEUX

Nolary Pubi
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Functions of the Executive
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AFFIDAVIT OF TERRI FOSS

IN SUPPORT OF THE AMICI

COALITION OF CHILDCARE
PROVIDERS AND SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota )
Y 83,

County of Hennepin )
I, Terry Foss, being !
1. 1 am a resider

Care Assistance Program.
2. T make this A
Amici Coalition of Childeare
3. | have been

1M,

rst duly sworn, depose under oath and state as follows:

t of Washington County, and a recipient of services from the Child

ffidavit in support of the Memorandum of Law submiited by the
Providers and Supporters.

sinp child care assistance for my one child ag 1 am employed full-

4, [ have been receiving services from the Child Care Assistance Program (or

approximately 7 years, 6 m

5. 17 do not ¢g

nths.
atinue 1o receive Child Care Assistance during a government

(0 work which will significantly impact my employment.

shutdown, 1 will not be able



FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: (@ l L ogin

Su‘aqmbod and bWO]ll to bcfmo me

ihs ayof “nt (/g \
Q AN A W AT 704
Ohoiaiytiﬁzh

s G955842.01

Ak, i

WMW
G-I DEBORAH AN CAMB DA
\ S &/ Notary Public-Minnasota

/My Commission Exgires Jan 31,20

o C\___N_?.fi"’-'
7 e
N N DA ,Z.//“ PN
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AFFIDAVIT OF CHILD CARE
WORKS IN SUPPORT OF THE AMICY
COALITION OF CHILDCARE
PROVIDERS AND SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota

)
} 88,
County of Hennepin )
1, Mary Nienow, bein
1, i am the Ixec
charitable arganization whos
care options for families an
advocacy organization wor
choices.
2. | make this A
Amici Coalition of Childeare
3 Child Care
care providers and children’s

oplions for families and com

sustaining policies that suppy

i first duly sworn, depose under oath and state as follows:

ntive Directer of Child Care WORICS, a Minnesota 501(¢)(3)

b ission is 1o achieve and sustain affordable, high-quality child
d communities. Child Care WORKS is a statewide child care

c<ing with child care providers and parents who malke child care

Tidavit in suppoﬁ of the Memoranduns of Law submitted by the
Providers and Supporters.

ORKS was established in 1983 by a coalition of Minnesota child
advocates 1o achieve and sustain afferdable, high-quality ¢hild care
munitics. We consistentty prioritize our resources on creating and

et children in low-ingome families, as these families face the




steepest challenges in finding

families are more likely (o ag

end affording quality child care services, Childien in tow-income

¢ challenges 1o their healthy development that access (o quality

child care programs can ameliorate.

4, In preparation

update (o our network of chil

June 21, 2001 at 5:00 am., s¢

for providing this affidavit, Child Care WORKS sent an ¢-mail
d care providers, parents, and children’s advocates on Tuesday,

cking feedback on how any suspension of Child Care Assistance

Program (CCAP) l'eimbus'scwentts during a government shutdown would affect children,

famities, and child care progy

over 140 responses from chil
sunumarized below:
Actess {0 chi
all families,
a.
be abi

CCAl

ams in their communities. By the end of the day, we had received

{ care providers and parents, The impacts they anticipate are

d eare services aeross the state will be significantly reduced for

Many family child care programs indicated that, not only would they not

e (o continue serving the CCAP families enrolied in their program if

payments are discontinued, but also that the loss of this revenuc

Woulci put their child care business out of business, affecting all the

famili
In so
enrell
margi
reimk
diver

care |

!
les they serve.

fie cases, this s because the majority of the children they serve are

ed in CCAP: but the smald scale of the business aud tin prefit

nin family child care, combined with the sudden ioss of CCAR
ursements, mean that even family child care programs serving more
se incoime Jevels may close (several stories were {rom family child

rograms with enrolliments of one-third to one-haif of their total

e




d.

enroll

ment being CCAP families). Because of the extremely small scale

of family child care businesses, several responses highlighted how the loss

P

of CCAP reimbursements for a single family or child will impact the

overa

Child

1} business viability.

are centers wiich sent responses indicated that their businesses

would|be alfecied by suspension of CCAP reimbursements. Centers

serving a high proportion of CCAP families indicated they may ¢lose.

Centells serving more diverse economic levels indicated they are fikely to

reducd staff hours and/or lay ofT staff in responge to CCAP suspension.

Very

few conters anticipated thal CCAP families would be able Lo pay the

fall cost of child care services during & government shutdown and are

planning stafl reductions as a firs{ response.

Wea

licipate loss of CCAP reimbursements will reduce access Lo cenler-

hasedichild care services for families at all income levels, since closing a

classrhom i a center reduces open slos overadl. Because child care is a

hurman-capital intensive business, building bacl up from reduced staffing

can take a significant amount of time, so impacts could be felt well afier

the s

wtdown period,

A sechndary impact providers identified is that suspension of CCAP

reimHursements wili male providers less likely (o continue or envoll as

CCA

only

> participating child care providers. CCAP families have access {o

approximately 1/3 of the private child care market in Minnesota, The




federall government recommends that famitics on CCAP be able (o access
75 per¢ent of the market. Minnesota has alrcady been cited by the federal
sovernment for it low child care access for familics.

6, The health and safety of young children will be compromised.

ped

Stable; long-(erm, consistent relationships with caring, yesponsive adults
ave the foundation of children's development into successiul adulrs; 50
disruplions in a child's relationships with hig child care pa‘ov‘i(iershcachcrs
and the other children it his child care program are stressful. Although
children are resilient and can handle short disruptions, children in low- .
ncomg families may already be expericncing disruptions or multiple
transitfons—-for example, in housing, aceess o food/meals, and parents’
work schedules-—and their child care program may be the most consistent
envirgnment they expertence day to day,

b Suspension of the CCAP program Is likely to resuli in children
experiencing abrupt and possibly multiple changes in their case providers
and envirormments, as parents struggle to cobble ogether care
arrangements so they can continue working,

c. Almost all providess indicated they would not be able to continue serving

CCAP children if they will not be reimbursed {or their services and voiced

conedrns that (1) children will be “bounced arcund” at best, and al worsf,

inun 'ﬂf‘(—; situations, such as very young children being cared for by elder

siblinlzs; and (i) parents will have Lo quit working to care for their

4.




children and thus reduce their ability to provide stable housing and foed

for the
d. These

particy

r children.
mpacts will be felt not onty within the families served by a

Jar program, but by the ¢hild care providers’ family or staif’s

familigs as well. Many family child care providers noted that the

recluct

on or elimination of their income due 10 CCAP reimbursement

suspensions and/or closing their child care business will mean they will

have difficulty providing for their own families’ basic needs, or more

serou

poinie

Dy, that they may not be able to pay their mortgages. Several

i out that they do not quatity for unemployment benefits if their

busindss closes. In child care centers, reducing staff hours or laying of

stafT d

which
e. Some

schoo

partic

Progss

7. In ¢closing, Cl

an essential service fovthe §

goverpment shutdown (or th

3. Attached as 1

al., Minn. Child Care Policy:

e 10 reduced revenues is the most common response reported,
will impact staff members” families as well.

providers noled that, because schools have closed for the summer,
<ape children are also impacted by CCAP suspension; many,
darly younger clementary-school-aged children, are in child care
ms during the summer months.

ild Care WORKS raspecifully submits that child care assistance is
late of Minnesota and must be maintained in the event of a

e reasons listed above and within i the amici briel,

xhibit A is a true and correct excerpled copy of Marcie Jeffreys, el

Research Partnership, Working in Minnesota: Parents Emplayment
]




and Barnings in the Child Caije Assistance Program (July 2004), available af

hitps:Hedocs.dhs.state.mn. s/ fserver/Lepagy/DHS-4046-ENG,

Q. Attached as Fikhibit B is a true and correet excerpted copy of Wilder Research,

Facts About Child Care Use in Minnesota: Tighlights from the 2009 Statewide Household Child

{are Survey (Nov, 2010), available at hitp:/Awww. wilder.org/download.0.him?report=2352.

10.  Atlached as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the Minnesota Department of

Fuman Services Transition 1¢ Economic Stability Child Care Assistance Program Family Profile

(/\p_ril, 2000, avaitable ai

hps/iwww, dhs state, mnLus/mhain/eroups/economic susnortfdocuments/pub/dhs id 057783 ndi

v

e




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: June 22, 2011, CHILD CARE WORKS

Mary Niengy
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Working in Minnesota: _
Parents’ Employment and Earnings
in the Child Care Assistance Program

July 2004

l Marcie Jeffarys, Ph.D.
Elizabeth E. Davis, Ph.D.

University of Minnesola
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Project Baclkgrou

Executive Summary

()

The cost o child care can be & major barvier 1o emplovment far low-income warkers with children. To

sapport parents who

ttherwise mighy ot be able (o work, the Child Care Assistance Program (CCATY)

oravides financial subfidies for low-income working parents and lor those in Lransition from welfare Lo

employment.

The primary ohjectiv

of this sludy is o increase our underslanding of the impact of child care subsidivs

on the lahor lorce invplvement of low-income fanibes, This sludy examined the industry employment

satterns of COAP wo
Analyzng the lyses o

Pignes AnE g eds
provides inforimalios
lors cmplioy dispropo

parenls were compir
The Minnesola Depar
(CCAPY in Minnesoty
ed from the administ
and from the Minnes
analyzed data on ean
assistance in the four

Working R

kg parenis in four Mirnesola countics - Anoka, Becker, Browa and Hernepin,
erplayment common Lo thewe faeilioy helps policymiakers understand Lhe candi

IR vt (g ere ey ol vy oy alee

R NIRRT

bhout e impact of Child care assistance on local econmmies by showing which ser-
tiopately mare COAP working parenls. Toe emiptoyment pattesns of CCAP working
a0 the rest of the worktorce, jol growlh projeciions and job vacancy data,

tment of Human Services {DHSY oversees the Child Care Assistance Program
,which is administered at the county level.! The data wsed in this stily wers collect-
afive recards of the four counties in the study (Anoka, Beaker, Brown and Henoepin)
ta Department of Employment and Economic Development {DEED), The study
ings and Lype of emiployer (by industry sector)? tor alf parents receiving child care
courtics during the time period January through March 2061,

tenctas Pareny” Saployment aud Favmngs wo e Shild Carg Assistance Program paye 1




|,

e 7

Major Findings

v COAP johs are concentrated in the heaith care and soclal assistance sector, retail trade, accomma-

dation and fond services

of CCAP jobs arc in thes

the workdforce,

Iroquent CCAR cmployery
ConVeniencl s1ares, restan

Top Fowr ESAP Employing Indus

and the administrative ang support services industries. Sixty-two percent
e four industries comaared to 33 percent of the jobs held by the rest of

are doctors” office, nospilals and aursing iames, lemporary hatn agencics,
s and holels. The tiealih care induslry is Lhe most common CCAP employer.

tries in Angla, Becher, Brown, and Hennepin £ounties

Toial Percent of Total Total
{ Worliferee Woriforce CCAP Percent of Total
NAICS Category Jobs Jobs Julis CCAP Jabs
Health Care & Social Assistance 101,110 10.1%* 1,688 23.1%
u(mi-\‘eS! rative & Supporl Servicey $7,191 &2 % 1,341 16.4%
P Retad race 163,007 10.3% 1,124 13.7%
Accommpdation & Food Services Gh, % 6.0% 14 B

st oF son-diselosure rl

« The indusiries in which {
pay relativply low wages
vegional! hasis,

Statewide Job Vacancie

0%

CAP working parents are concentrated hiave high job vacancy rates and
These industries account for the most job apenings on a statewlde and

Compared te CCAP Jobs and Total Worldyrce Employment

le1percent of Job Vacancies

25%

Hrrercent of CCAR JObS
W Percent of Totl Worklorce Jobs |

feLoL N P

16% & oot

Fercent of Jobis

0% -

gt | b

i
1
t
3
i
i
i
i
}

|

Health Corg

& Srcial
Assislanee

RS P U

Ratal Trage

feopmimosalion & i pad
Suivites

b f v GRS S 1an e aLin

ntessgrsupsCiim el nanent sl GRS W _GQE 74 hain




COAD parents are mogl likely 1o be Blling jobs in 1hosy industries that are experiencing chronic
lahur shortages. More than hat! of the state’s vacant positions during the study period were in heallh care

and social assistance,
were in these sama in

s, Evess ducing an e¢onomic downturn, these industeies may experience labor shortages. {Wole: state
joly vacancy data do ndt include temporary el agencies su e administrative and support industry is not

inchuded o the Tigure

« These industries are flso prejected by the Minnesota Department of Ewmployment and Economic

Developiment to nee

Among the indusiries

accommaodation and Tdod services industey), personnel supply services {in the administrative and support

indusiry) and medica

» CCAP job patterns ape related to local econvimic needs.

For instance, among e four counties, CCAP jobs are found at the highest raie in the accommodation and
food services industry Yo g., restaurants and hotels) in Becker Courty, which has a major tourist industry.

In Heanepin County, almajor financial and business center for the region, CCAR jobs arce found 4t a higher
rale i the administrative and sepport sector, esaccially temporary help agencies, In the two rural coun-

ties, manulaciwing p

. Live end supporl serviges do nol, The health care and sociat assistance sector also employs larger percent-
ages of CCAD working parents in e bwo urhan counlies compared to the lwo rural ones.

Concentration of Employment of CCAP Parents {Percent of CCAP Jobs by Secter in Fach County)

20

15

Percen: of CCAP Jobs

o

D‘._

Soqinl Azsistanco & Foud Sorviies Services

« The miusinies in WTL‘,]I CCAP jobs are concentrated are those that pay among lhe lowest wages

Lo the rest of the w
wages compared to

For mstaee, the average weekdy earnings for a COAR b m Henpepin County in the finanze and

Hstrance indusiry, o

The everage weekly earnings Tor a CUAR job in the administrative and support industry, 8 low wage

industry, are $166

Woeking (o M

delait 1rade, aml accommodation and food services. Fifly-five percent of COAF jobs
dustries, while only 29 percent of the sotal wovidore i tourd in jobs in these see-

Helow. }

d the most new workers over the course of the next decade,

projeciod (o add the most jobs are eating and drinking eslablishrments {in {he

Tdoctors’ otfices and ciinics Gn the health care and social assistance inchistry),

Lays an important rofe in providing smployment 1o CCAP parents, while adnministra-

3 ARCKa
- |B9Becker
’ K3 Brown
ta Hennepin |

2l

Ratgil Trado Accommodalion  Manufaclunng  Adinin & Suppod

rickorce. Howover, when COAP parents wurl in industries that pay higher
the rest of the workforce, they also tend 1o earn higher wages.

industry that generatiy pays high wages to the rest of the worklorce, are $391.

sesolas Parents’ Emplayment and Larrmgs in the Chikl Cave Asssstance Frogram page $




Conclusions and Policy

Compared 16 the rest of the
admiaistrative and support §
sionad, scientific, techical, ¢

Most of the GCAP jobs do

-

workforee, CCAP jobs are especially oves-represented in the health cave and
wdustries, They are particilarly under-represented iv manwlacturing, profes-
anstruction and monagement industries.

pat equate to a fulltime job {i.e.a 40-hour week For a full calendar

quarter} or an income abheve the poverty level for & family ef four

This s especially true for jo

Indnsirins.

+ A dottar invested ix child
than in athers,

COAP jobs in wholesale tra
carnings than do jobs in the
For instance, the gslimated
et working in the manufac
administrative and supporl
the otber counlivs, primarily

The industry employment
those in other states that
fogeiher, retail tradle and sg
slales studied.

Adthough the stady methodods
imipacts, the simifarities helwg
noplicalions for sinployars an
oo waty 1o help those indostr
morg concentraled in a few s
needs of the tocal economy. C
Lo atd the mest johs in the nd
andd fondd services industryd, |)i
val doctors' offices and clinig
overiaoked role for COAP in

AL ihe same Lime, the concern
coerns for these families and f

16 1 Lhe accommodation and fuod serviges and administrative and sugport
are assislance is assoclaled with higher earnings in seme industrios

{e, construc tion and manulacturing have a higher payback in terms of parerts’
administralive and suppert and accommodation and food services industries.
average “payhack’ Lin earnings) on & dollar spent for the child care of a par-
pring industry in Becker County is $6.00, compared Lo $2.10 for jobs in the
pdusiry. CCAP jobs in Heanepin County have & lower average payback thar in
due 1o the higher cost of child care in the metre area,

patterns of Minnesots child care assistance recipients are similar to
have conditcted similar studies,

rvices accounied tor more thar hall the subsidized chitd care jobs in all of the

Implications

ay does not permit conclusions aboud causal relationships or braader economic
en CCAP industry employmesl paligrns and job vacancy dala have imporiant
t poticymakers, 1o tight fabor markets, expanding child care assistance may be
o5 thal are constrained by fabor shortages, CCARP working parenis are mnch
dustries than is the Lotal worklorce, and are working i johs thal meel the
CAR working parets alse ave concentraled i some of Lhe industries g]ll‘Oj’c-'ii(!(l
ar Tuturg, including eating and drinking esiabliskiments (n the accommptdation
wsonnel suppiy services fin the admipiswrative and support incusieyd and moedi
{in the heaitn care and secial assistznce industry). These results suggest on
e pueralt heallh and growth of the Minnesola economy. '

ration of employment of COAP working parenls in a few indusir’es raises con-

v policymakers. COAR working parents are over-represenied in industries that

pay lower average wages 1o the 1otal worklorce and, a5 a rasult, their fong-tern ecenomic self-sefficiency

nay e in doubl. Increases ind

sevvices, winoh Dregoently ofgr Sested opportumtivs for advancement, &

lege deyree, Another aporka
the payhack to a dollar inves
ity higher w;xch Lo the rogd

mpobility across industrics, the
and fraining activities. Monil
retention and advancement in

parnings for CCAPR warking parents say be lmived in sectors ke retail and

dadly (or thase without o ool

W Hiading Js the wide range in earmings by indusiry, The resulls suggest that

et in child care can be increased if parents are employed in wdustries that

{ the workforce. Combined with other studies that find differences in upward
se resufls may help policymakers and program administrators target job scarch
ring the types of jobs ghiained by CCAPR worling parents and the poeteniial for
these induslries shuubt be cansidered as importanl measures of successiul

progeam outcemes rather than shinply counting any job piacement,

The heatth care indusiry sty

more Uan twice the rate of

s out as an industry thalis especially important, employing CCAP parents a

1 rest of the warkforce, and accouniing far the grealesl number of corrent (o

pae A

Dy i acww RS ST B, sl

ainfyrounsichibdecrfdonumentsa/pubi i n% 006779 oo




vacancies in the state. [t giso pays higher average wages to CCAP working parents, compared o the other
three major CCAP-cmploying industries. Research examining career ladders within industries indicates thal
Fealdl care is the onfy ond of the four major CCAP-employing industries that offers much potential for
upward mobility Lusually with additional training) for its employees.

The resulis of this study suggest that ¢hild care assistance supports working families, busiaesses and the
local cconamizs in whichithey live and work, Child care assistance provides much needed support for tow-
ingome working fomilies g Tor families making the transition fram wellare 1o work, CCAP atse plays an
waposrtant role in contribiling o o stable workiorce and supporeting the state and local ectnomy.

Working io Mbenosetar Pareots’ Fmployment and barmings s the Child Care Assisiance Progriun page




The starewide survey
about child cave will

3 help inform, develop

| and assess Minnesota’s

1 child care policies

L and programs, with

{ particular attention to

| child care use among

i households with low

il fncomes, Stmilar

surveys were completed
g in 1999 and 2004,

The newest report is

WA gpailable for download
G g1 Wilder Rescarch ar

§ LT L’Mﬁf{‘:’!'?’é".&'(fc’l ?'(.'/). (')i'g'

{ or at the Minnesotu
o * Department of

s Fluman Sevvices ar

wan dlps. state s,

Wilder
Research

Information. insighl, impact.

451 Lexinglon Parkway North
Saint Paul, MN 58704

{B651) 280-2700

waw whderresearch.ong

Sushmary findings from the survey are organized along these seven themes:

)

[

ey trends

hild gare hours and tpes of care

P

hild care choices, guality and cose

hild care for Fundlies with low incomgs

FIINT @

Sld.care

Fimily, f‘ricnd and neighbor

Child ¢a

children with soecial needs

“(hildren and workiog parenis

At

ephone survey was conduocted by Wilder Rescarch for the Minnesora Deparument

of THuman Serviees between Aprif 2009 and March 2010 wich a statistically valid

ra

1

rthay

ace
| O

lom sample of 1,209 Minnesota houscholds with children ages 12 and younger
ase child care, Minnesota has an esrinsated 908,000 children ages 12 and younger,
wding o the U.S, Census intercensal estimare of 2009, OF the nearly 500,000

’m]‘: s with vne or more of these children, abour 375,000 houscholds nse some

(pr of ¢child care arrangement and about 140,000 h"m annual incomes ar or below

20¢

percent of the federal poverty level (about $44,( 0 for a family of four).

EXHIBITB



¥

Wilder

Research

information. insight. Impact.
451 Lexington Parkway Nordh
Saint Paul, t4N 55164

{651} 280-2700

W Wil

This|fact sheer compares sesults from

hous
by W
Dep
199

chatd child care surveys conducred
ilder Research for the Minnesora
wrement of Fleman Services i

, 2004, and 2009,

Abodt theee-quarters of housoholds with

chiild

care

e T

Few
o
mo
ihe

7

H

-
o

¢
during the school year, 70 percent
(dows from 77 percent in 2004)
of children are cared for by FFN

[

I
|

ren eges 12 and younger use child
similar to 2004,

| percent reported no regular use

Cany child care (non-parental, non-
hool care).

T 2004, 26 pereent ceposted no

anlar child care usc.

y 1999, 18 percent reported no
egular child care use (but thae survey
wehuded parents of children up 1o

age 14).

er households are using family, friend
neighbor [FFN) core during early

wings und weekends, hut FFN is still
post common type of arrengement.

O households thar use child care,

0 pereent e some form of FFN

are on A regular basis; 20 percent

e FEN care exclusively, stagistically

imilar to 24 percent in 2004,

[uring the school year, FEN care
s the maost common type of child

arc during all nen-standwrd dmes.
TN providers care for 50 pereeny

o children during the early morning
hours before 7 aum., fewer than in
2004 when 65 percent were in FFN

swre at those times. On weekends

carcgivers.
Overall, 43 percent use FEN care
as their primary arrangement: 1

heir-own home {29 percent) or in

someonc else’s home (14 percent),
similar 1o 2004,

Households with low incomes
without a child care subsidy are
more likely than those with a subsidy
to use FFN care as their primary
arrangement (60 pereent versus 31
percent, compared with 37 percen
for houscholds with higher incomes),

Some parents still lack child cure choices.
29 percent of atl parents and 39
percent of parents with fow meomes
report taking whatever child care they
could get, similar to the percentages
in 2004, '

30 percent of parents receiving Child
Care Assistance Program (CCAP}
support and 29 percent of parents
not receiving CCAD say they take
whatever child care they can get, in
2004 39 using CCAY and 29 percent
not using CCAP weporied said rhey
had liede chojce.

Parents consider qualily inportant und
want information on it.
Location, cost, qua]il'y and trust are
the most common scasons cited by
parents for choosing o primary care
arrangement.
From a list of imporiant
considerations in choosing child care,
“a caregiver cated high qualiy” is a
top “very important” reason,
88 percent (similar to 2004) say
they would find it helpful if theis
community had a child care qualivy
vating system that would give them
information they could use for
setecting the highest quality care,



ey rends tonimued -

Child cure problems interfere with

emptoyment for some payents.
12 percent say child care problems
have interfered with gerting or
keeping a job in the past year, down
frar 20 percent in 2004,
Child care problems more
commonly affeer employment for
parenes of color (25 percent), parents
whao have a child with a special need
(21 percent) and parents with low
incomes (20 percent) than orher
parents by abour 2 to 1, This was
also the case in 2004,

Fewer fammilies ure using center-hused
cure Tor their presdwolers than in 2004,

5% percent of children ages 3 o 5
w%m wse ¢hild care use cenrer-based
case as thelr primary arrangement
ﬁﬂd TIOSE COTON le'l'Z\ﬁgClﬂCn‘{
during the schuol year, which is
down from 60 pcrccm i 2004, b
still up from 43 percent iy 1999,

Fewer children uges 10 to 12 ore teking
care of themselves during the summer,

school year.,
During the school year, 44 percent
of children ages 10 to 12 are in self
care, compared with 41 percenrin
2004 and 26 percent in 1999,
Diuring the summer, 36 pereeint of
children ages 10 to 12 mke care of
themselves, down from 42 pereent
in 2004 but sifl higher chan in 1999
{20 percent).

On average, children ages 10 to 12
are in self care 4-5 hours per weel,
compared with 10 howrs in 2004,

(hild care is stilt unaftordable
for low-inconre households,

In houscholds with the lowest
arnsual incomes (helow $20,0003.
29 pereent of thely income goes for
child care expenses, similae ro 2004,
In households with low incomes
(200 pereent of poverty and below),
20 percent of their inconse goes For
child care expenses.

but self care hos not decreesed during the |

For higher-income families {above
200 percent of poverty or above
about $44,000 for a family of four),
9 percent of their income goes for
child care expenses.

For all familics, 12 percent of
income goes for child care expenses,
simitar to 10 percent reported in
2004.

Among fow-income houscholds,
awareness of CCAP has increased, but
mairy ere nol receiving it.

Hie both 2009 and 2004, 72 percent
are aware of srate subsidies o help
pay for child care, up from 57
pereent in 1999

14 percent reported receiving CCAE,
sratstically similar to the 19 percent
reported in 2004,

Child core ussistunce helps families
with low incomes gain neeess fo center
bused wre,

In 2009, 46 percent of houscholds
with low incomes receiving

CCAP use center-based care

as their prirary arrangenment.
Thar compares with 22 percent
af househokds with low incornes
without CCAP and 33 percenc for

higher income households. These

percentages are similar (o those
reporved in 2004,
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Aoyt one in three fumities with
children using child core ure fomilies
with| low inconmes.

i

$

0 percent of the federal poverry

giideline for a household of their size

about $44,000 for a family of four.

sout 31 percent of families in this

hm 22 percent in 2004.

Abour 1) pergent of Famidies in this

rvey have annual incomes below
20,000,

Famsjlies with low icomes have

fow
witl
3

C

~

{

Fox
chil

fan

1

h

£

ey child cure chalces thun families
higher incomes,

5 percent of families with Jow
comes report they had 1o “rake

wharever child care arrangement they

£ parenes with higher incomes,

30 percent of familics with Tow

reomes use family, friend and
eighber (FENY care exclusively.
[he overall rare is 20 percent.)
ilies with low incomes hove more

d care challenges ond problems than
flies with bigher incomes.

16 percent of parents with Jow

meomes have 3 chitd witls special

vich 17 percent for families with
igher incomes, an increase from

2004,

20 pereent of parents wick fow
ncomes report thar child care
sroblems have prevented them from
ceepting or keeping e kind of job
hey wanred in the past 12 months,
compated wich 9 percent of orher

Dayen{s.

w income is defined as av or below

rvey are coasidered low-income, up

sald ger,” com pared with 26 percent

ceds requiring extra effort, compared

61 pereent of parents with low
incomes say a quality rating sysrem
would be very helptul, higher than

for parents with higher incomes

{45 percent).

Houscholds with low incomes are
more likely to report transportation
prevents them from wsing the eype of
care they prefer {23 percent versus 12
pescent of higher income familics).

Child core is vroffordoble for Fomilies with
low incomes.,

60 percent of familics with low-
incomes have out-ol-pocket child
care expenses, compared with 73
percent of higher mcome familics,
20 pereent of low-income familics’
incorne is spent on child care,
compared with 9 percent for families
with higher tncomes.

14 percent of families with low
incomes receive child care assistance,
compared with a sravstically similar
19 percent in 2004,

Most households with low ncomes
do not receive child cure assistunce,

14 percent of households wich Tow
incomes repaort currently receiving
a child care subsidy, compared with
a statistically similar 19 percens 5
years ago,

Most households with low incomes are
awere of child core nssistance,
72 pereent of households with low
incomes are aware of stare subwidics
tey help pay for child care, similar 1o
{ive years ago and up from 57 wn
years ago.

(comtinued)



Child cure f

ERaAs

{ye

Child core ussistance helps funities
with low incomes yain uccess to center-
based e,

46 percent of households with

subsidy use center-based care as their

prismary arrapgement.

22 peccent of houscholds with low
incomes withour a subsidy and 33
percent of houscholds with incomes
above 200 pereent of poverty (abone
$44.100 for family of foue) use
center-hased care)

Amaong lamilics with low incomes
surveyed, 31 percent of those
participasing in CCAP use FFN
care as their primary child care
arrangesent, compared with 60
nercent for those without a child
care subsidy and 37 percent for
[amilies with Righer incomes.

or fumilies with low in

omes continved

Cliild cure nssistunce helps Fanilies
with low Incomes guin access to quolity
chitd core. ‘

Familics with low incomes and child
care subsidies, compared vo familics
with low incomes but lacking child
care subsidics:
Ase more fikely to rate the quality of
their child care arrangements higher
with respeer to how often their child
care providers use a curriculum,
rrack their children's learning,
prepare their children for school and
have encugh education or waining
wo work with young children,
More often report selecting a
caregiver with spectal training in
caring for young children was an
important consideration in
choosing child care (92 percent).
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Research

Informalion. Insight. Impact.
451 Lexinglen Parkway Norh
Sainl Paut, MN 55104
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. Wit

Somd fuilies lose work time or income
becayse of child cure problems.

Meorte than one in three {35 pereent)
1ntlics say they fost work time

=

o income i the past six months
1
arpanpement {not including when a
cHild is sick).

Parents using licensed family child
care and center-based care most
commonly lose work time due to
scheduled closings (29 percent).

o=

deavse of a problem wich a child care

=

© Parents using informal arrangements
{BEN) most commanly lose work
tine due ro illness of the caregiver or
whspecified reasons the caregiver is
npt available (32 percent).

1 percent of parents report it is
Ahways” o5 “wsually” difficule vo deal
ith a child care problem that arises
during work howrs.

Child cure problems reduce porticipation in
the workforce for some purents.

32 percent ol paiens say thae Chitd
e problems in the past yeir kept
them Feom taking or keeping a job,
doven from 20 percent in 2004,

~

(Child care problems that interfere

ith employment more commonly
alfect pavents of color (25 percent),
parents who have a child with a
special need (21 perceat), and parents
Wwith law incemes (20 percent) than
deher parents by abous 2 10 1. This
as also che case in 2004,

Fomily schedules commonly reguire child
care before and ufter stendard work hours
{7 aan, to 6 pan,) ond on weekends,
During the school year, 43 percent
of children are regulatly in non-
parenta) care during weekday
evenings (6 pam. 10 10 p.m.,
and on weekends 33 percent are
regularly in nonparental cave.
24 percent of working parents have
work schedules that vary from week
o week,
Family, friend and neighbor (FFN)
care is the most common type of
nonstandard hour care,




DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
TRANSITION TO ECONOMIC STABILITY
CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FAMILY PROFILE
: SFY2010

TYPES OF CARE TO GHILDREN IN THE CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
(Based on last provider paid during the state fiscal year)

TYPE OF CARE NUMBER OF CHILDREN | % OF CH!LDREN
Legal Non Licensed 12,345 21.6%
License Fxempt Cenier (Primarity school 3 566 6.3%
age care in school distrigts:) ) o _ o
Licensed Family (Family| & Group Family o
Chitd Care) 18,306 32.1%
Licensed Center 22 869 40.0%

Sourca. MECY Data for SFY 1D, Prior to SFY0S this dala was reported on a Federal Fiscal Year basis.
Note: Type of Care titles changed from previous year reports to reflect the tities used in the MEC? system,
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SFY10 Family Profile April 1, 2011
EXHiBIT C




RANGE IN AGE OF CHILDREN RECEIVING CARE IN CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE
Ade01 | Age23 | Aged5 | Age6-12 | Age13-14 |
Percentage of 1 yg q0r 1 26.4% 22.2% 32.5% 0.1%
C h ‘ id re n . e gt
Source: MEC® dala for SFY10] Tolal number of children secved during SFY10; based on psyments made
on behalf of families.
Range in Age of Children Receiving Care in Child Care
- 8 Assistance
40.0% - K
[
el Y it
© NN ]
£ 35.0% 1 o
It hike i
O S
° . X 8 £2y
=3 30.0% - = g»;
i;;g & 2 _E: .
o 250% - e [eamon
8§ 3 Rl
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© U S -
& oom 4 oo - LT
SEY10
Year
Child Care Assistance Program Acronyms
BSF — Basic Sliding Fee Child Care Frogram
MEIP ~ Minnesota Famid Investment Program
TY ~ Transition Year Program
DWP ~ Diversionary Worx Program
MEC? — Minnesota Electronic Child Care Information System
SFY10 Family Profile Aprit 1, 2011
. FPage 2




BASIC SLIDING FEE FAMILY PROFILE

SFY10

information gathered by the Department provides profile information on Basic Siiding
Fee (BSF} Child Care fapilies. During state fiscal year 2010, there was an average of
9,483 familles and 16,752 children per month receiving assistance through the BSF
program. This is an average of 1.77 children per family. In the month of December
2010, the BSF program served 10,049 families and 17,743 children.

AVERAGE ANNUAL DIRECT SERVICE COST PER FAMILY - BSF (SFY10) = §9,314

FAMILIES RECEIVING BSF BY ACTIVITY

Activity Type | Number of Cases | % of Cases
5 87: 5.79
Students 3 J., 7% o
Employed Famities 12,568 82.2%
Employment & Training 1,855 12.1%

Source: MEC® data for SFY10] Total number of BSF families served during SFY10; based onfé?ments

made on hehalf of families.

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES IN BSF BY INCOME IN RELATION TO
POVERTY LEVEL AND STATE MEDIAN INCOME (SMI).

. => Poverty Level => 39% SMI => 52% SMI and
| Year | <Povertylevel | o cay smi | and <52% SMI | <=67%SM|
SFY09 [ 28% 35% 27% 10%
SFY10 ’ 32% 34% 26% 8%

Source: MEC? syslem dala for SFY08 and SEYTE. Based on payments made on behalf of farmilies.

SEFY10 Family Profile

April 1, 2011
Page 3



STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

In Re Temporary Funding
Functions of the ixecutive
State of Minnesota,

FILED
Court Administrator

JUN 22 201

:\

fy __j&___ Daputy

PISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

of Core Case Type: Civil

Branch of the

File No. 62-cv-11-5203
The Honorabic Kathleen R. Gearin

AFFIDAVIT OF SHELLIE ROWE
IN SUPPORT OF THE AMICI
COALITION OF CHILDCARE

PROVIDERS AND SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota )
} 85,
County of Ramsey )

1, Shetlie Rowe, ben
1. [ am a residen
Sliding Fee/Child Care Assis

2. I make this A
Amici Coalition of Clnldearg

3 My name is 8

5 first duly sworn, depose under oath and state as {oilows:

t of Ramsey County, and a recipient of services from the Basie
tance Program.

ffidavit in support of the Memorandum of Law submitied by the

 Providers and Supporters.

hellic Rowe. T live in Maplewood, Minnesota with my significant

other and owur 8 children. 4 out of the 8 children utilize childeare on a regular basis, with the

assistance of basic sliding fe
4, T have beent
years.
5. I I do nat ¢co

shutdown, we will become

&

eceiving services from the Child Care Assistance Program for 10

ntinue to receive Child Care Assistance during a government

homeless. Our family depends on both our incomes 10 just make 1t




day to day. We live pay check to pay check and if Child Care Assistance were {o end, one of ug
would have 1o quit, staying hdme with the children. Without both our incomes we could not
make our housing payment, buy foods and other essentials. Qur current provider has stated that
{hey are unsure our children could stay in childeare during thc shutdown due 1o no guarantee of
fult payment, Our lives could change as soon as two weeks if Basic Shiding Fee were to go away
or be suspended. Basice S!idi:]\g Fee has provided our famity with the ability (o prevent
homelessness fml' owr family, allowing us both to waork to provide for our family to the best of
our ability. Basic S}ding Fee also allows us to feel safe in the providers we have chosen because

we have been given {he choige as well.




FURTHER YOUR AFFJANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: Jx( pe Ll L2000,

Cap 2
q Gl SO
By: .

Suhseribed and swern (o before me
this 2} dayof Jn€ 2001

JOTRg— -

- ESTHER G. DELACRULZ
YT NOTARY PUBLIC

,,(/_S»{?ifi,r,x; B L—Q‘f—‘ E/:i(" Qv,m_....
2

Notary Public -

N 1 MINNESOTA
W py Commisvion Expires Jan. 81,3018

e

[b.us.69559:42.01
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. FiLER
| Court Adminisirater
STATE OF wNmzsm'A JUN 22 201 DISTRICT COURT
i, ~
RAMSEY COUNTY 2\ By E; peputy  SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT
In Re Temporary Fundin[l of Core Case Type:  Civil
Functions of the Exccutivel Branch of the

Stafe of Minnesota, | Fite No. 62-cv-11-5203
\ The Honorable Kathleen R. Gearin

X AFFIDAVIT OF DENISECIA
HOSEA IN SUPPORT OF THE
AMICT COALITION OF CHILD
CARE PROVIDERS AND
\ SUPPORTERS
. \

State of Minnesota ) ‘\
J 88, \
County of Ramsey ) E

i
!

I, DeniseCia Hosea, being {irst duly sworn, depose wnder paih and state as follows:

|8 [am a ru:si\dcm of Hennepin County, and a recipient of services from the

Child Care Assistance Prlgram.

2. 1 make this Alfidavit in support of the Memuorandum of Law submitted by
|
the Amici Cealition of Chii‘dcm‘c Providers and Supporters.
1

3 Fam the single mother of 2 bovs, ages 2 and 4. 1 cwrrently receive MEIP and
5

use Child Care Assistance 1%: help cover the cost of my chitd cave at Children's First Farly
W

Learning Ceniter in North h«’!\nneapolis. Pwork full-time and must work (o meet the tules

ol MFIP and continue my beheftts under that program.
!

b . . pri g e .
4, I have been reteiving services from the Child Care Assistance Program

since October of 2018

5. 1} dinot ccmiiinuc to receive Child Care Assistance during a government
]

\

E
'\
|

'\




shutdown, T will not have a safe place for my children while T work, T may need to leave my job,

and thus mmay lose my MFH

E2
_——

igibility. I have worked very hard to get this job and work towards
becoming self sufficient. if' have to leave my job, [ won’t be able to support my family and will
have 1o start all over to find ahother job

6. FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

l-hmdijff.t_fl@-_-/}‘._,2{!,‘)11_

thiseblsrday o[ lgae 2011
olar} Public {)Z(

s 693394201 \
i
i

E
i
Subscrived and sworn o belo c{ me

SHARON KAY LEBOEUF
1§ Notary Public-Mi
¥ Wy Cornmionion Expires Jan 51, 2918

|
|
l
1
!




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

Court Adminlssratar
JUN 22 2011

Byw...,;.‘%\;._. Deputy

DISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL BISTRICT

In Re Temporary Funding
Functions of the Exccutive

State of Minnesota,

of Core
Branch of the

Case Type: Civil

File No. 62-cv-11-5203
The Honorable Bruce W. Christopherson

AFFIDAVIT OF MINNESOTA CHILD
CARE ASSOCIATION IN SUPPORT
OF MEMORANDUM OF LAW BY
THE AMICI COALITION OF CHILD
CARE PROVIDERS AND
SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota 3

) g8,
County of Hennepin . }

I, Chad Dunkley, bein

1. Fam the Presi
mitsston 13 10 ensure that all 2
that vitai-roie child care prov

2

I make this Af]
Law submitted by the Amici

1. The MCCA 15
Jivensed child care centers in

and approximalely 20 percen

Minnesota Child Care Assist

g first duly sworn, depose under oath and state as foliows;

lent of the Minnesota Child Care Association ("MCCA™), whose
milies have access to high quality earty learning opportunitics, and
ders have future prosperity in the State of Minnesota,

fidavit on behalf of the MCCA in support of the Memorandum of
Coalition of Child Care Providers and Supporters.

a sfare-wide associalion ol over 200 privately owned and operated
Minnesota, MUCA centers serve over 27,000 children every day,
of those children currently receive assistance through the

mnce Program ("CCAP™),




4, Child care is g critical service for many at-rvisk families. It provides family

stabilization, and allows parents to work and young children to thrive.

5. As a group of|small business owners, MCCA members have grave concerns

regarding the potential exclu

essential services during a g

slon of the child care assistance programs from the definad areas of

vernment shuidown in Minnesots,

6. The child care industry operates on very small margins and cannot absorb a

significant loss of revenue.

7. Providers who rely on child care assistance as a primary source of income will be

forced o

a.  Stops

rving tow-income famities—and their young children—who

receivg child care assistance to pay for services;

b. Lay ol

larpest

¢ Close |

Cannos

8, Currently, f'an':

oring their children o child ¢

state. 11 they are to lose child

“employees due 1o the loss of revenue and enroliment, which is the
controllable cosCin a child care center; and/or

rograms, most likely on a permanent basis, as the revenue loss

be absorbed during a shmd(;wn period.

‘ilies; supported by MCCA members are reporting that they will not
ire centers without a guarantee that payment will be made from the

care assistance, these familics have stated that they will be forced

1o make choices not in thair best intersst,

g, MCCA is also
alse the same cepters that ser

these centers will put the Stat

deeply concerned that the most vulnerable child care cenlers are
/e Minnesota's most volnerable families. The loss of access to

e in Jeopardy of meeting the federal requirements of equal access




for all families,

0. The amission
during the govermment shuid
child care centers and parent
arrangements); the loss of siv

vulnerable children during a

of child care assistance from the identified list of essential services
pwn will result in the loss of jobs (_j mpacting both employees of

s who are unable to continue working without affordable chitd care
all businesses in the State; and the missed opportunities for

critical time of development.




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: June 21, 2011,

“had Dunkley

Subscribed and sworn to before me

This 21 da oi,\l ne, 2011,
k% / \4( i

otary Pu e : N CARR!E L. FARGO

IEEYY OTARY PUBLIC: MINNESQTA

(b, s 0955942.01

4.




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

FILED

In Re Temporary Funding
Funetions of the Executive

State of Minnesota,

Court Administrator
JUN 22 2011
DISTRICT COURT
3y____j£m-0espui¥
SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT
of Core Case Type: Civil

Branch of the

Iite No. 62-cv-11-5203
The Honorable Kathleen R, Gearin

AFFIDAVIT QF SCHOOL READINESS
FUNDERS COALITION IN SUPPORT
OF MEMORANDUM OF LAW BY
THE AMICI COALITION OF CHILD
CARE PROVIDERS AND
SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota
s,
County of Hennepin )

{, Denise Mavolie, b

1 I am the BExec

etng fivst duly swom, depose under oath and state as follows:

uive Director of the Sheltering Arms Feundation, which is

member of the School Readijess Funders Coalition (hereingfier “Funders Coalition™), and am

compelent to testify to the matiers in this Affidavit.

2,

[ make this Af

fidavit on behall of the Funders Coalition, & group comprised of

prominent philanthropic organizations serving Minnesota-—including Sheltering Arms

Foundation, The Minneapolis

Greater Minnesota, Minneso

Partaers, Women's Foundati

Foundation, Greater Twin Cities United Way, United Ways of
a Communily Foundation, The St. Paul Foundation, Social Venture

m of Minnesota, West Central Initiative Foundation, The Grotio




Foundation, Blandin Foundat

Foundation of Minnesota-in

Coalition of Child Care Provi

work 16 ensure that the state ¢
kindergarten by 2020," and 1
4. In furtherance
approximately $20 million an
believed o represent the bulk
Minnesola’s poorest families
5.
camparison Lo the {‘omcasmdr
child care programs.”
0. The Funders C
programs serving the needies
7.

By way ol exd

b See Minn, Stat. § 124D,141,

recommendations o improve
school-ready by 2020 and to

The Funders

While the amaunt of SRFC member contibutions is significant, it

on, MeKnight Foundation, and The Jay and Rose Phillips Family
support of the Memorandum of Law submilteq by the Amici

ders and Supporters,

oalition has, for approximately three years, participated in policy

chieve the statutory goal that every Minnesota ehild is ready for

tat Minnesota children and families are thriving.

of this mission, Funders Coalition members contribute
| . . . - . 5 2 e .
nually to early child cave and education programs.® This amount is

of private contributions to early childhood programs for

pales in

5222 mwillion state expenditure in fiscal year 2011 to subsidize such

oalition members individually support a number of child care
children in Minnesota.

mple, Sheltering Arms Foundation provided financial support 1o the
subd. 2(4)- (6) (tasking an advisory counci] to make

early childhood care and education ta ensure that all children are
pul in place measures indicaling state progress toward this goal),

“ Attached as Exbibit A is a thue and correct excer ped copy of School Readiness Funders

Coalition, Agenda 1o Achievd
hitps/fwww.readyiorschoolm
Learning_Readiness by 20
! See Minn. Dep™t of Human
Nealth Care Program Statisti
groupsfagencywide/documen

L

,Lanl:% {cadmms by 2020 (Nov. 10, 2010), available at
neomdimages/docs/Agenda_1o_Achieve

;

20.pdE

Servs., Reports & Forecasts Div., Family Seif-Sufficiency and
cs (Apr. 2000), availabie ai hiip/Awww.dhs.state. mm.us/main/
tsfpub/dhs_id_ 016338 .pdf.




{0 suceeed n school and beco

following early ¢hild care anc

education programs serving poor children in the past fiscal year:

The Alliance of Tarly Chitdhbod Professionals, Jovee Preschool, Mayflower Preschool, the

Parenting Resource Center, Prople Serving People, St. Anne’s Place, Southside Family

Nurturing Center, Way to Gr

w, and the Amberst Wilder Foundation, Other members of the

Funders Coalition support similar programs in communilies across the state.

8. Siudies and ex

ensive research have shown these programs to be the very best

possible investment Lo suppott a thriving Minnesota future.” The quality of life for a child and

the contyibutions the chifd makes to society as an adult can be traced back 10 the first fow vears

of e 11 from bisth untit ab

out age 3, a chitd’s Hife includes support for growth in cognition,

language, motor skills, adaptive skills, and social-emotional functioning, the child is more likely

formative years, however, a of

. ; 7
and commi erimes.

me & productive member of society. Without support during these

ild is move likely to drop out of school, receive welfare benefits,

9, As early child care and education funders, Funders Coalition members are keenly

aware of the serious hardshipithat will be inflicted on vulnerable Minnesota families—in

particutar, their youngest children-—in the event of a government shut-down if subsidized child

care serviees are not deemed pssential core services, Child care providers serving children

% Attached as Exhibit B is a tfue and correct excerpted copy of Art Rolnick & Rob Grunewald,
Larly Childhood Develupment: Economic Development with o High Public Return, fedgazente,

Mar, 2003, aveilable ar hiy:

www.romal org/files/m/Rolick pdf’

*See id. al s & n.d {citing Martha Farrell Erickson & Kaven Kurz-Riemer, Infants, Toddlers and

Familics: A Framework for Sy
b See id.

" See id.

ppert and Intervention 19 (1999)).



whaose families receive subsi
work due to the lack of child
qualify care that will allow

10, The funding g
child care simply cannot be f
carly education and child car
net able to carry these propra
support and government supy

1.

The poor chilc

citizens of our state. Like vu

education and child care prog

safety net witl leave these chi
12. Thercfore, the

care services should he deem

ties will be forced to clase their doors, parents will not be able 1
care for their children, and children will not be receiving the high
em to become contributing citizens themselves.

ap that would result if the state stops providing subsidies for carly
led by private sources. In spite of the ongoing private support of
> for vulnerable families, the Minnesota philanthropic community is
s throuph a period of shut-down. The gap between privaie

ort of these services is just too great,

ren served by subsidized care are highly vulnerable, voiceless
nerable adults, these children depend on the safety net of early
rams funded, in large part, by the $tate. The disruption of the
idren and their families in untenable circumstanees.

members of the Funders Coalition believe that subsidized child

s an essential core service that will be continned to be funded in

the event ol a povernment shitdown.




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Pated: June 22, 201 ‘l. SCHOOL READINESS FUNDERS COATITION

Demise Mayotle
Executive Director
Sheltering Arms Foundation

Subscribed and sworn 1o belore me

this gaBduy of Suwma. 2011

<

Notary Pyblic

. ug 695256401

.

P
! Notgry Pubie

' AL
{ o B pacn Fapien jensar 3L




Sdhiool Readiness Funders Coalition

Agenda to Achieve Learning Readiness by 2020

Finalized Mareh 2010
Updated November 10, 2010

Coalition members: Blandin Foundation, Frey Foundation, Greater Twin Cities United Wa,
Gredo Foundation, The McKnight Foundation, The Mineapolis Foundation, The Sheltering

Aems Foundation, Socinl

enture Partners, The Juy and Roxe Phifiips Fomily Foundotion, The

Suimt Pawd Fowndation, United Way of Greater Diuduth (Representing United Weays of Greater
Minnesota). Women's Fobdarion of Minnesola

Grolor Twin Cilies
Uaifted Way

L MINNEAIFOLES
Sl FOUNDATION

¥
‘g%

THE SAINT PAUL FOUNDATION

*Note: This coulifion list

GROTTO
FOUNDATION

Bibrd Do

FRETTh

Way oo

United Ways
. oL R N of Minnesoty

repivesenty o slarting poini -~ owe goal iy 10 expand 10 include us wony

wther phifanthropiv organieaiions as possible,
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1. Introductio

n and Overarching Policy

As members of the phil
childhood efforts, we belle
2024,

Our coalition funded an e
and education (BECCE) in
ECCE needs ~ the same 1
We determined that before
developing a lramework

ready Tor kindergarien by |
childhood care and cduc
progress. Such an approa
accountabilily and unding

We ncknowledge that there
and philanthropic commuy
of ECCE in Minnesota, O
and efforis currently undes
working on 1his same issy
to implement our recomm
reqdy for kindergarten by

We recognize and support
children, Our eflorls arc ai
support parents in this vital

As phitanthropic orgunizat
propese the following poli
policy recommendationy fo
vill contribute to a future |

Agenda o Achicve Learning
Mareh 203} revised Novemb

&,

nthropic community providing leadership and funding for early
ve every child in Minnesota needs to be vesdy for Kindergarten by

clensive review of rescarch and perspectives on early childhood care
Minnesofa during the last year. We compiled a long list of critical
t of needs seen by legistators and other groups working on this issue,
these needs could be properly addeessed, Minnesofa would benefit by
dthin which 1o base FECCE decisions, To ensure thai every child is
(20, we believe Minnesota needs a comprchensive approach to carly
ation that cstablishes accountability Jor measurable and sustained
ch nmust address three key clements to be successlul: Jeadership,

has been significant work undertaken by policy makers, the business
itics, ndvocacy organizations and other nonprofils 1o address the issue

ur proposed framework endorses and builds on many of the programs

way and reflects the sentiment and recommendations of other groups
We ook forward to working in collaboration with 4l of our pariners
endations for eritical ECCE initiatives thet will ensure every child is
2021,

e fact that parents are the peimary teacher and educator for their

med at providing a stronger/more coordinated network of services (o
rale,

ons contnitted 1w our stale’s progress and our children's suceess, we

y framewaork for ECCE in Minnaseta. We hope that these nonpartisan
improvement of early childhood care and education in Minnesota

1at 15 substantively brighter for Minnesola’s youngest citizens,

teadiness by 2020

7 2010




C. Funding

While we strongly believe
ECCE is necessary to ens
measurement principles m
climate of accountability

funding for BCCE, There
support agcountability witl

Funding carly childbood ¢
dilemma whh 5o casy imn
for more than 70 percent
federal and state governmd
many families are nol bei
that leaves some children
supparts these children i
same individuals when the

We recommend three arg
inftiatives, and implements

that additiona) public funding for long-term, sustainable investment i
bre every child is ready for Kindergarten by 2020, accountability and
15 be established before additional funding is allocated. Establishing a

wilk inform the necessary return on investment for effective, Jong-term

ore, we belleve thal the state should make immediate investments ta
in ECCL.

are and education is complex; and Minnesota faces an ECCE funding
ediate solutions. Today, financial confributions from families account
of ECCL spending in the stale, The remaining funds come from the
ni, as well as other private and non-profil orgamizations, However, (oo
g served by any of these funding sources, resulting in a funding pap
without adequate ECCE. 11 we do not create 2 funding sysiem that
the early years, the state will face more cosily expenditures on these
Voare adulls.

as of funding: support of existing initiatives, suppon for new funding
tHon of lang-term funding principles,

1. Quality Rating un!d Improvement System.

This system must

such as Marent Awtr

¢ implemented statewide and be funded by the state.! Pilog programs
¢ should be expanded starewide,

| ) . _— . .
2. Funder-sponsored programs. Philanthropic organizations cwrently issue an estimated

$20 million annuall

seek o alipn o
framework,

y i grants in the state for ECCE, The funder coalition members will

exisling gract making with the priorities of the proposed ECCE

In addition {0 sunporiing
accountability initiatives i
phitanthropic organization
will also commit financial
and launch several initial a

The following chart pro
discussion with legishative
and funding of specific in
stakeholders,

existing initiatives, the slate needs to commil funding for critical
voorder for us to reach the goal of learning readiness by 2020, Ag
s commitied to owe children’s success, the members of this eaalition
resources in partnership with state funding recommendations (o creale
pivities that we believe are eritical 10 achieving this goal,

ides funcing estimates for specific iniliatives,  Through further
feaders and philanthropic organization boards, pricrities for execulion
itiatives can be refined 10 reflect the epinions and leadership of key

Work is underway commisy
implementation of virrious QF
costing QRS, is preparing a b
be brought wgether and coor

Apenda to Achieve Learning
March 2010 revised Novemb

ioned by the Legislature and Stale Ageocies 1o develop cost estimales for the
5 maodels. The Alliance lor Early Childhood Finance, nations! experts on
innesota-specific report on QRS cogt-estimales. Investment decisions in QRS
inated al the appropriate time.

Aeadiness by 2020
r 2610




Establish a Cuabi
The establishmen
cost neutral and fi

Statewide Report
{1 is estimated tha
report card would
and disseminatior
$200,000. {(Richa

Statewide Sereen
The estimated inv
4 and 5 statewids
assessment o 100

et Level Office for Early Learning
of a cabinet level office for early learning should be cost minimal or
willin existing ECCE resources,

Card
inilial investment for development and fmplementation of & siatewide

require & §1 million {nvestment, Once established, ongoing production

of the statewide reporl card will require an annual investment of

d Chase, Wilder Rescarch 2009)

ng and Assessment of Chitd Development

cstvient level for sereening and assessment for SO% of children aged 3,

is $6.1 miltion annually or §9.4 million annually for screening and

Yoof 3, 4 and § statewide, {Richard Chase, Wilder Research 2009)

Existing and proposed |
Minnesota, but will not ad
the cracks and conlribute
Richard Chase, Arthur |
development of the whal
putrition and speciad nee

atives listed above will belp establish a system for ECCE in

equately address the funding gup that kets at-risk children slip through

o Minnesota's fagging school readiness. Minnesola experts such as
eynolds and Art Roloick estimate that 10 adequaiely cover the

ec-child threugh eqrly fearning _needs as well as the menta! health,

5 of families that do not bave adequate vesowrees will require an

additional $250-%29¢ mil
services that address all o
Long-term funding decisid
for al} children in Minneso

ion dollars annually. This investment fevel is necessary; providing

I these factors is essential o the successlul development of children.

ns need 16 be made by the Lepislature to ensure funding is available
a 1o have aceess 1o qualily ECCE.

November 2010 upd

ate

Support for exisling initiatives: The $500,000 in federal funds dedicated 10 QRIS expansion jast

session is being used o Lak§

Vith  existing  funding, 200 previders throughou

¢ sl steps in assisting providers with preparation for ratings,

wostme wre engaged i one-or-one

consultations and review of their operation using the “Unvironmental Rating Scale” to determine

areas needing improvemen
g or face-io-face. {This
The funds dedicated last y
them make improvements,
assessment wols, ete.).

Support Tor new inilialives:

. These 200 providers agree to participate in a twi-hour training - on-
raining cowdd eventually be s part of credentialing process),

par will be distributed as $2,500 grants 10 these 200 providers to help
in consultation with administrators (ineluding, e.g., curriculam, loys,

the Office Task force ($14

($58.000) 0 bring recom:
forees will include cost est
and Staewide Report Card

tnnlementation of long-ter

Thie Scheol Readiness Funders Coalivion Mully funded the work of
0,004} and the BCAC working group on the Stalewide Report Card
wendations 10 (he legistature in early 2001, The reporls of the fask
mates and funding recommendatiens for the Office of Barly Learning

0 funding prioritics: This is the most difficult issue 1o address, Much

conversation has gone on, |

Agenda to Achieve Lesrning
March 2010 revised Noveml

ut formal action has not yet been taken Lo resoive long-term [unding,

Leadiness by 2020
2010



1. ECCE Co

alition Commitment

As one of the sectors i
Kindergarien and life, we
recommendations outlined

Bxecutive branches of ou

system, Thatl is why we
investments in BCCE mus
carly childhood cars.

Consistent wilh these prin
address ECCE - specifica)
card, and to fund a statev
impartance of investing i
respective missions and g
priorities of the proposed &

Ta accomplish our 2020
kindergarten will be challes

November 2010 upd
The School Readiness P
reforming early education

Foree and the BECAC™s won

csponsible for ensuring thal Minnesala’s children are ready for
lake our role very seriously. We believe the framework and policy
in this document, prepared for consideration by the Legisfative and
stale governmient, are critical for developing a suceessful BCCE
are commilted 1o following the set of principles proposed herein,
¢ focus on the whole child and help families obtain sccess (o quality

iples, the School Readiness Funders Coalition wilt support efforts 1o
v 1o coniribule to the initia) development of a statewide BCCE repart
ide public information campaign 10 educate Minnesotans about the
v ECCE lor Minnesote’s future.  In addition, consistent with our
ni guidetines we will seek 10 align our existing grant making with the
CCE framework.

poal of having all children fully ready 1o feamn when they stan
ging. 1tis deable il we all join in the 1ask and begin now.

ate

nders Coalition has assisted the state in taking fivst steps towsrds
y fully funding the interim work an the Office of Early Learning Task
I to bring forward recommendations on a statewide repor card,

i
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Federal Reserve Bank

Mareh 2003

Early Childhood Devel

Art Rolnick
Senior Vice President a

Rob Grunewald
Regional Economic And

Farly childhood develc
initiatives, and we thinl
boliem of the economic

at the top. Most of the

of Minneapolis

opment: Keonomic Development with a Hiph Public Refurn

d Director of Reseaich

st

pment programs are rarcly portrayed as econemic development
that is a misteke. Such programs, if they appear al al), ave at the
developiment Hsts for state and local governments. They should be

umerous projects and injuatives that state and local governments

fund in the name of crzaling new private businesses and now jobs result in few public

bencfils,  In contrast,

development yield high

Whp the case for public
Over the kst few years
The resulnng debate |
underlic cconomic dev
ceanorny in the pasl, th

to the deele i corpol

studies find that well-focused investments in early childheod

sublic ay well us private rehuns,

{y subsidizing private businesses is flawed and misguided

the future of Minnesota's cconomy has been called into question.
lustrates how litle s understood about the fundamentzls that
clopment. While many recognize the success of the Minnesola
2y see @ weakening in the foundations of that success, Some point

sic beadquarters focated in Minncsots. Some point (o the Jack of

EXHIBIT B



funding for new startup companies, particularly in the arcas of high-tech and bictech.

Some peint fo the possible loss of professional sports leams. Some think the University of

Minnesota is nol visible enough in the business community. And still others raise the

broader concern that Minnesola’s citizens and policymakers have become 100 complacent

and umwilting to make 1
Those who raisg

need 10 take & more acli

¢ public commitment (o be competitive in a global cconamy,
these concerns conclude that Minnesoia and local governments

¢ role i promoting our ceonomy. Often that imiplics that the stale

or local governments subsidize private activities that the market is not funding., Proponents

of this view argue that w

ithout such subsidies, either well-deserving businesses will not pet

funded or other states will Ture our businesses (o grecner pastures,

State und local sy

bsidics lo private businesses are not new. In the name of cconomic

development and creating new jobs, Minncesota, and virtually cvery other state in the union,

has a fong history of su

that the case for these

bsidizing privane businesses, We have argued in previous studics

subsidies 15 short-sighted and fundamentaily flawed.! From a

nalional perspective, jobs are not created—ihey are only relocated. From a state and local

perspective, the ¢econon
withoul the subsidics. In

public mvestment is nelt]

it gamms are suspect beeause many would have been realized
summary, what oflen passes for cconomic development and sound

cr.

ko




{f subsidicing private businesses is the wrong way 1o promote Minnesota’s economy, then
what is the i'fgh.! Wiy ?
To answer this question], we need 1o understand that upfeitered markets penerally allocate
starce resources to thgr most productive use. Consequently, governments should ouly
intervenc in markets when they fail.

Marke( failures gan occur for g variety of reasons: two well-documented failures are
goods that huve externpl cffects or public attributes, Unfetiered markets will generaily
produce the wrong amount of such goods. Education has long been recognized as a pood
that has external effects land public atributes. Without public support, the market will yield

too fow cducated workers and (oo little basic research. This prablem has long boen

“higher education.”) Neye

understood in the Uniled States and it is why our government, at al} levels, has supported

public funding Ter edug

ation, (According Lo the Organisation for Economic Cooperation

and Development, for example, the United States in 1999 vanked high on public funding of

carly chikthood dcvol(;
Amded and manaped, in
relurn on most investme

A convineing eec
years and is wel suppot
deserves more alienion,

Public funding o
of the oldest functioni

Commonweaith of Mass

rtheless, recont studics suggest that one critical form of education,
omenl, or ECD, s grossly underfunded. However, if properly
sestment in ECD yields an extraordinary return, far exceeding the
1ts, private or public.

nomic ease for publicly subsidizing education has been around for

ted. The cconomic case for investing i ECD s more reeent and

cducation has deep roots in U.S. history, John Adams, the author
ng writlen constitution in the world, the constitntion of the

chusetts, 1779, declared in that document that a fundamental duty




of governmenl is to provide for education.” Publicly funded schools have been educaling
children w the United [States ever since. Today over 85 percent of U.S children are
cducated in publicly funded srchools. John Adams argued for public funding of education
because he realized (he fmportance of educated voters fo the well-being of a dcmocréoy.
We suspect that he also ynderstood the ceonomic benefits that flow (o the general public,
mvestment in hyman capital breeds economic suceess nol only for those being
educated, but also for the overal] cconomy, Clearly today, the markes return 1o education is
sending a strong signal. Prior to 1983, the wages of a worker with an undergraduate degrec
exceeded a worker with a high school degree b.y roughty 40 percent, Currenily, thal
difference is close to 60 pereent. The wage premium for an advanced degree has grown
even more. Prior 1o 1985) the wages of a worker with a graduate degree exceeded those of
waorker with a high school degree by reughly 60 pereent. Today, that difference is over 100
pereent,
Minnesota represents a good example of the economic benelits that Mow from

education. Evidence is clear that our state has one of the most successful cconomies 1n the

country because i hag one of the most educated workforoes, 10 2000, alnost 2 third of
persons 25 and older in Minnesota held at least a bacheloys degree, (he sixth highest state
i the nation. To ensuse (he future suceess of Minnesota's ceonomy, we must continue Lo

provide a highly educaled workforee.

“nvest limiled public res

The economic case for p

Knowing that we necd g

thlic funding of early childhood development
highly educated workforee, however, does nol el us where (o

wrees, Policymakers must identify the educational investiments



that yickd the highest public returns. Here the Literature is clear: Dollars invested in ECD

yield extraordinary public returns.

The quality of 1if
adult can be raced back
child undergoes tremend

growth in cognition,

2
-

for a child and the contributions the child makes to socicly as an
to the fivst few years of hife, From birth until about § years old a
ws growth and change. I this period of life includes support for

anguage, motor skills, adaptive skills and social-emotional

functioning, the child is more likely (o succeed in school and later contribute to sociely.‘j

However, without support during these carly years, a child is more likely to drop out of

school, receive welfare benefits and commit erime.

A well-managed
provides such support.
programs (o supplement
their children. Some hay
Start, while other small-d
with retatively high levels

The question we 4
We make the case thal iy
costs, Indeed, we find tha
are cosrently funded as od

Many of the initid
found only short-term

chitdhood programs woul

nd weil-funded early childhood development program, or ECDP,
Current BCDPs include home visits as well as center-based

nd enhance the ability of parents o provide a solid foundation for

e been initiated on a large scale, such as federally funded Head

cale model programs have been implemented locally, sometimes
of funding per participant,

whlress is whether the carrent funding of BCDPy §s high enough.
s not, and that the benefits achieved from ECDPs far exceed their
t the yeturn 1o BCDPs far exceeds the return on most projects that
onomie development,

] studies of ECDPs found hittle improvement; in particular, they
nprovemnents in cognitive test scores, Often children in oarly

1 post improvements in 1Q relative to nonparticipanis, enly to sec

the 10s of nonparticipants cateh up within a few years.*




However, later s
research project is the [
demonstrafes tha the
significant, Duying the
classroom sesson for 3-
visi{ lo each ma:}i-her and
elementary, early childh

local public school disti

onc leacher was on staff {

Beginning in 19

income black Tamilics wi

to & conirol proup of ¢

reliable Jongitudinal data

of the original 123 subjec

The vesulis of the

studivs, program parlicipe

fow years after comple

prograny’s success hkely,

emotional functioning. 1

were less bely 1o be pla

average achicvement sco

participants  gradusted

nonparicipants. Al age 2

tudies found more long-term effects of ECDPs. One often-cited
gh/Scope study of the Perry Preschool in Ypsilanti, Mich., which
cturns available 1o an investment in a high-quality ECDP are
19605 the Perry School program provided a daily 2 A-hour
o 4-year-old children on weekday mornings and a 1 Y-hour home
child on weekday aftamoons. Teachers were ccrliﬁc_ci to teach in
nod and special education, and were paid 10 pereent above the
'3 standard pay scale. During the anpual 30-week program, about
or every six children.®

12, researehers tracked the performance of children from low-
o completed the Perry School program and compared the results
hildren who did not participate, The rescarch }S]'ojcci provided
on participants and members of (he contro) group. Atage 27, 117
s were located and interviewed,”

rescarch were significant despite the fact that, as in several other
nis lost ther advantage in 10 scoves over nonparticipants within g
ing the program. Therefore & significant eontribution o the
deyived from growth in noncognilive arcas involving social-
ring elementary and sceondary school, Perry Schoel participants
ed in a speceial cducation program and had a sigmfiicantly higher
e at age |4 tfan nonparticipants. Over 65 percent of program
rom regular high school compared with 45 percent of

7, four tmes as many program participants as nonparticipants

§




-project can boast a higl

carned $2,000 or morce

per month. And only one-fifth as many progsam participants as

nonparticipants were arrested Nive or more times by age 27.F

Other studies of ECDPs, while not solely focused on 3- 1o 4-year-old children, also

show improvements in scholastic achievement and less crime. For example, the Syracuse

Preschocl Program provi

ded support for disadvanlaged children from prenatal care through

age 3. Ten years later prpblems with probation and criminal offenses were 70 percent less

gimong participants comy

] 0
ared with a control group.”

As the result of the Abecedarian Project in North Carolina, which provided children

from Jow-income familigs a full-time, high-quality educational experience from infancy

throuph age 5, academic

achievement in both reading and math was higher for program

parlicipants relative to ngnparticipants info young aduithood. Furthermore, pa riicipants had

. . . . . . ' ~ |t
fewer incidences of gradis retention and special educalion placements by age 13!

The High/Scope
and cosis found in the s

annually at 3 percent. Th

study conducted 2 benefit-cost analysis by converting the benelits
1dy into monetary values in constant 1992 dollars discounted

e researchers found that for every dollar invested in the program

during the carly 1960s, over $8 in benelits were returned o the program parlicipanis and

soviely as a whole (see 1)

While 8-10-1 is &

able TA).

n impressive benefit-to-cost ratio, policymakers should place this

result in context with returns from other cconomic development projects. Perhaps another

¢08t ratios are seidom co

er benefit-lo-cost ratio. Unfortunately, well-grounded benefit-to-

nputed for public projects. However, an alternative messure—-




the internal rate of retuyn-—can be used to more casily compare the public, as well as
private, return to investpents, (The infernaf rate of return ts the interest rate veceived for
aninvestment consisting of payments and revenue that oceur at regular periods.)

To celeubate the internal rate of return for the Perry School program, we estimated
the time periods in which costs and benefits in constant dollars were paid or reccived by
program parlicipants and society (sce Table [B). We estimate the real iniemal rate of
return for the Perry Schopl program gt 16 pereent. "Real” indicates that the rate of velurn
is adjusted for mflation.

While prograem partcipants divectly benefited from their increase in after-lax
carnings and fiage benefits, these benefits were smaller than those pained by the general
public. Based on present value estimales, about 80 pereent of the benefiis went (¢ the
general pubhic (studentg were less disruptive in class and went on 1o commit fewer
crimes), yiclding over fa 12 percent internal rate of return for society in general.

Compared with other puplic investments, and even those in the private seclor, an ECDP

seems like o good buy! This analysis sugpests that carly childhood development is

underfunded; otherwisc, ;he internal rate of return on an BCDP would be comparable 1o
olher public invcslmenls_é

As with virma]ly%all studies, there are caveais to the High/Scope findings, On the
one hand, the High/Scoipc study may overstale the resulis we could achieve taday.
Problems facing chi'.drcr§ 30 years ago were different from the problems facing children

today. Sinple parenthood, parental drug use, neighborhood crime are higher in many




arcas of the country th

ECDP today may be low

Furthermore, i1
one could argue that so
started or ended in difl

actual pavments and rov

when payments and rove

Omn the other ha

achieve foday. First, the

born to participant fam
pariicipating in the pro

study may further unde

future penerations. With

be less likely o commit

B

2

income than 1f thelr p

an they were 30 years ago. Therefore, the rate of returm of an
er than the Perry School program,

reviewing our method of calevlaling the internal rale of return,
me of the payments and revenue sireams assigned should have
erent years, or that assigning an even distribution distorts the
cnue made, Nevertheless, we find that the final result helds, even
nue arc adjusted 1o a more conservative distribution.

id, the High/Seope study may understate the results we could
High/Scope study doesn’t measure positive effects oo children
lies after the study period. The knowledge gained by parents
pram likely transferred 1o thelr vounger children. Sceond, the
state the effects because it doesn’t take into account effects on
mercased education and earnings, participants’ children would
crime and more Jikely fo achieve higher levels of education and

rents hadn’t attended the Perry School program. A chain of

poverly may have heen broken.

The returns Lo BEDPs are especially high when pluced next (o other spending by

governments made in th
as on ceonomic develop

For example, (ax
lo tocate a discount rota

and 1o relocate g majo

software finm (o downiod

¢ name of cconomic development. Yel ECD is rarely considered
tent measure.

increment financing and other subsidics have reeently been used
I store and an enfestainment center in downtowr Mi:_}hcapoiis,

corporale headquarters 1o suburban Richficld and a computer

n S Paul, Can any of (hese projects, which combined represent




an estimated quarter ol
public return on invest
moving businosses with
the l')usincss o survive,
aegative,

As our lwmal
professional gports stad

build new baseball and ¢

a billion dollars in public subsidies, stand up W a 12 percent
nent? From the state’s point of view, if the subsidy is simply
n the state, the public returmn is zero. I the subsidy is required for

the risk-adzested public return is nel mercly simall but conid be

ers geview proposals o build or improve the siate’s major
ums, let's not make the same mistake. The various proposais to

ootball stadiums and improve the current basketbatl stadium total

over §1 billion. Can new stadiums offer a comparable public return on investment as an

ECDP? How doces a new stadium reduce erime, increase carnings and potentially break a

chain of poverty? We |

much higher public re

H

ropose that this $1 billion plus be invested in a project with a

Proposal: Minnesotu Fo riuuu!a!i(m Jor Early Childhood Development

st o i a vacuum
to help prepare child

Bducation, or ECFE, §

For several years the state of Minnesota has sponsored initinives
en for kindergarien, specifically, Early Childhood Family

chool Readiness and state-funded Head Start programs. Thess

programs oflen work together in supporting early childhood development,

ECFE provides sppport to parents and their children froms birth until kindergarten

enrplhment o promole

offers classes {or paren

he heulthy growth and development of children, The program

s and childven, and provides optional home visits, About $20




Conthsion
The convenlional vig
headquarters, office (oy
arcnas. o this paper,
development list shoul
investment from carly
working public schools,
(o create the Minnesola
way toward ensuring th
time they reach kéndcl'ga§
Granted thal in G
sum, which may mean v
able to fully fund the o
impact on the guality of

such an mvestment are ju

woof economic  devclopment  typically includes company

ers, entertaiment centers, and professional sports stadiums and

we have argued thal in the futwre any proposed ceonomic

i have carly childhood devefopment at the lop, The return on

childhood development s extraordinary, resulting in beller
more educatad workers and less erime. A $1.5 billion invesimeni

Foundation for Ealy Childhood Development would go a fong

al children from low-income familics are ready to leam by the

rlen.
day’s ight fiscal covironment, $1.5 billion is a particularly large
e can'l fully fund the program immedistely. But we should be
dowment over the next five years. Afler measuring the public

fifee that such a foundation can provide, the costs of not making

80 100 great 1o 1gnore.
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