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Executive Summary 

Legislation passed during Minnesotaôs 2007 legislative session established School Readiness Service 

Agreements (SRSAs) that provided funds to pay child care providers higher rates than had previously been 

allowed under Minnesota Statutes, section 119B.13. The SRSAs also allowed the Minnesota Department of 

Human Services (DHS) to suspend some administrative policies for children being cared for under these 

agreements. The goal of the School Readiness Connections (SRC) project was to create incentives for child care 

programs with high concentrations of Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP) children to provide services that 

support school readiness and incentives for families receiving subsidies from the child care assistance program 

to choose these child care programs for their children. 

DHS contracted with SRI International to conduct an evaluation of the SRC pilot project. This final report 

presents background on and the findings from the evaluation, as well as recommendations stemming from it. 

The findings in this report of the evaluation of the SRC project implementation from July 2007 through June 

2009 include data on the following: 

 Children, families, and child care programs that participated in the SRC project 

 Familiesô experience with CCAP, the SRC project, and their providers/programs 

 SRC project policies and practices 

 How the SRC funds are being used and their interaction with other funding 

 Impacts on providers/programs and children/families  

 School readiness skills and abilities of the preschool-age children who participated in the SRC project  

 Process of implementation and ongoing administration of the SRC project. 

Among the key findings are the following: 

 Fourteen early care and education programs were selected to receive SRC funds for some of their 

enrolled children. Of these programs, 9 were licensed child care centers, and 5 were licensed family 

child care programs. 

 A total of 364 children who participated in the SRC project were enrolled on a rolling basis starting in 

December 2007. According to the SRC program reports,  

ï Across all 364 children, the average length of time enrolled in the SRC project was 36 weeks (about 

9 months). 

ï Childrenôs enrollment ranged from 1 week to 80 weeks (between less than 1month and 21 months).  

ï At the time they started participating in the SRC project, children ranged in age from infants to 5 

years old. 

 On average, the familiesô annual household incomes were $18,138, with a range from $0 to $47,601. 

The size of participating families ranged from two to eight persons, with about half having three or four 

family members in the household (49%). 

 According to the CCAP administrative data, from February 1 through July 31, 2008, the SRC project 

cost an additional $242,112 for child care services for a total of 253 children.
1
 This total expenditure is 

33% more than what would have been authorized if the children were receiving only CCAP.  

ï Of this total, $140,588 spent was from Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) Child Care 

funds (which pay for the child care of families receiving MFIP or DWP and those who have recently 

left the programs), and $100,931 was from Basic Sliding Fee (BSF) funds.
2
  

                                            
1
 This estimate accounts for only the 253 children for whom DHS provided payment information. No payment information was 

available for 111 children (31% of the 364 participating children). 
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ï The majority of children (62%) received CCAP through MFIP Child Care funds during the SRC 

project.  

 The SRC project funding enabled child care programs to enhance the services and supports they 

provided children and families. The impacts, appreciated by parents and providers, included the 

following: 

ï Increasing the amount and continuity of care 

ï Improving child care center program staffôs and family child care providersô ability to make and 

follow through on referrals to other services and supports for children and families 

ï Supporting communication between child care providers and parents to support childrenôs early 
learning  

ï Supporting the implementation of child assessment and progress monitoring.  

 In the program surveys, child care programs reported that they had implemented the following types of 

quality improvement activities using the SRC funds: 

ï All the child care programs (100%) (detailed in the report) used some SRC funds for family 

partnerships and teaching materials and strategies.  

ï Almost two-thirds of the child care programs (64%) used some SRC funds for tracking learning.  

ï Almost three-fourths of the child care programs (71%) used some SRC funds for teacher training 

and education.  

ï Almost all of the child care programs (93%) used some SRC funds for other activities (e.g., 

substitute teachers, additional staff hours, and other quality improvements). 

 The parent survey responses indicated that parents were very pleased with the SRC project and its 

benefits for them and their children.  

ï Parents reported satisfaction that the child care programs provided a safe and educational place for 

their children to be while they needed to work, go to school, or take care of daily needs.  

ï Parents reported a high degree of satisfaction about their experiences with their SRC providers and 

referrals facilitated by the providers.  

 SRC providers reported a high degree of satisfaction with the use of the Work Sampling System (WSS) 

as a tool for child assessment and progress monitoring for children. Providers noted that the WSS 

assessments helped their teachers in a variety of ways, including the following: 

ï Observing the children more effectively 

ï Evaluating childrenôs progress on developmental milestones 

ï Communicating this information to the parents 

ï Creating custom goals for the child 

ï Integrating the WSS results into the classroom and playground daily activities 

ï Offering parents opportunities to help foster their childrenôs development at home. 

 Data from detailed interviews with DHS staff and providers indicated that the administration of the SRC 

project went smoothly, and the report contains suggestions for improvements in any future replications 

or expansion of the SRC project. 

The results of the evaluation indicate that the SRC project was successful in meeting its goals, and well 

managed by DHS staff. The report concludes with a set of additional questions and issues for DHS to consider 

in any replication or expansion of the SRC project. 

                                                                                                                                                                  
2
 These totals include only those families for whom an income source was designated. Three families did not have an income source 

designated, which is why these two totals are $593 less than the total SRC cost of $242,112.  
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Overview 

Legislation passed during Minnesotaôs 2007 legislative session established School Readiness 

Service Agreements (SRSAs) that provided funds to pay child care providers higher rates than 

had previously been allowed under Minnesota Statutes, section 119B.13. The SRSAs also 

allowed the Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS) to suspend some administrative 

policies for children being cared for under these agreements. The Minnesota DHS administered 

and provided oversight for the SRSAs through the School Readiness Connections (SRC) pilot 

project.
3
 The goals of the SRC project were (1) to provide incentives for selected high-quality 

child care programs (both child care center and family child care) to partner with counties and 

parents to promote the skills and abilities that children (ages 0ï5) served by the Child Care 

Assistance Program (CCAP) need to succeed in school and (2) ñto address several related 

barriers and opportunities encountered by many of the parents of the 23,000 Minnesota children 

who now receive subsidized care.ò
4
  

DHS contracted with SRI International to conduct an evaluation of the SRC pilot project. This 

final report presents background on and the findings from the evaluation, as well as 

recommendations stemming from it.
5
 The report contains five sections.  

 Introduction. The rationale, goals, and eligibility requirements for the SRC project are 

described. 

 Evaluation Questions. The five evaluation questions are listed. 

 Methodology. The data collection approaches and respondents are described. 

 Findings. The findings of our evaluation of the SRC project implementation from 

July 2007 through June 2009 are presented. This section includes final data on the 

following: 

ï Children, families, and child care programs that participated in the SRC project 

ï Familiesô experience with CCAP, the SRC project, and their providers/programs 

ï SRC project policies and practices 

ï How the SRC funds are being used and their interaction with other funding 

ï Impacts on providers/programs and children/families  

ï School readiness skills and abilities of the preschool-age children who participated in 

the SRC project  

ï Process of implementation and ongoing administration of the SRC project. 

 Summary and Recommendations. The project achievements related to the evaluation 

questions and factors that promoted and inhibited the implementation and administration 

of the SRC project are described. Recommendations from the project evaluation and 

additional questions to be addressed are presented.  

                                            
3
 Legislation in 2009 extended funding of the SRC pilot through June 2011.  

4
 The Minnesota DHS website is at www.dhs.state.mn.us. 

5
 An interim report was submitted to DHS on November 10, 2008, summarizing the data collected from July 2007 

through July 2008. 
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Introduction 

Minnesota Child Care Assistance Program 

The purpose of the Minnesota Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP) program is to provide 

financial subsidies to help low-income families pay for child care so that parents may pursue 

employment or education leading to employment and children are well cared for and prepared to 

enter school ready to learn. The CCAP is funded through the federal Child Care Development 

Fund (CCDF), Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) transfer funds, state 

appropriations, and county matching funds. The CCAP is administered at the county level, and 

county child care staff or county contracted agency staff work with families to determine child 

care assistance eligibility. The program is supervised at the state level by the Minnesota 

Department of Human Services (DHS). DHS and the state legislature set many of the eligibility 

requirements for the program within parameters identified in federal regulations.  

The Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) and the Diversionary Work Program (DWP) 

are cash assistance programs that help families work toward economic stability. The state fully 

funds child care assistance for families who participate in MFIP or DWP or who have recently 

moved off MFIP or DWP. In addition, as funds allow the Basic Sliding Fee (BSF) program 

assists low-income working families who are not participating in MFIP or DWP with child care 

costs. Families earning 47% of the Standard Median Income (SMI) or less are eligible to enter 

the BSF program. Families leave the program when their earnings are above 67% of the SMI. 

Families with incomes above 75% of the federal poverty level are required to contribute funds 

toward their child care expenses. The amount of this copayment is based on household income 

and family size.  

Families eligible for CCAP may receive a child care subsidy. The amount of child care the state 

will pay for is determined by the parentsô work and/or school schedules and the childôs need for 

care. Families may select any legally operating licensed or unlicensed child care program or 

provider. 

The legislature has established maximum rates (Minnesota Statutes, section 119B.13) that may 

be paid to child care programs caring for children participating in CCAP. Maximum rates are set 

for each county in four different age groups (infant, toddler, preschool, and school age) and in 

three units of time (hourly, daily, and weekly). The subsidy is the child care programôs typical 

charge minus the family copayment or the CCAP county maximum rate minus the family 

copayment, whichever is less. Current CCAP maximums cover rates charged by 51.6% of rural 

and 43.5% of urban licensed family child care providers and 39.5% of rural and 38.4% of urban 

licensed child care center programs.
6
 A child care programðlicensed or unlicensedðholding a 

current early childhood development credential or accreditation may be paid an additional 15% 

differential rate above the CCAP maximum rate, up to its actual provider charge.  

                                            
6
 The percentage of child care program rates covered is calculated by dividing the number of child care program 

rates reported on the 2009 Rate Survey of licensed Minnesota child care programs that are at or below the 

applicable maximum rate by the total number of all program rates reported. The applicable maximum rates used 

for this calculation are the standard maximum rates.  
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Background on the School Readiness Connections Pilot Project  

The legislation that established the School Readiness Connections (SRC) pilot project was 

introduced soon after the Minnesota Governorôs Summit on School Readiness held in June and 

July 2006. The goal of the summit was to improve and coordinate Minnesotaôs early childhood 

programs so as to increase the school readiness of children at risk of not being fully prepared for 

kindergarten. The Minnesota School Readiness Studies have identified that children in families 

with low incomes and children of mothers with less education are at risk with regard to school 

readiness.
7
 The two specific objectives of the summit were 

 To identify the research-based program practices and features critical to the effectiveness 

of early childhood programs that serve children at risk of entering kindergarten 

unprepared 

 To incorporate those program practices and features into Minnesotaôs early childhood 

programs and system.  

As a result of the summit, several themes were submitted to the governor for ñimprovements to 

Minnesotaôs early childhood programs that support the kindergarten preparedness of children 

most at risk for not being fully prepared for school success,ò
8
 and these are the themes that 

directly relate to the SRC project:  

 Intensity and duration. Provide publicly funded early childhood education programs 

that are of sufficient duration or intensity to meet the needs of children determined not to 

be fully prepared for kindergarten. 

 Embedded educational instruction. Provide compensatory literacy and language and 

math instruction and activities in all early childhood settings for children who may be at 

risk and create a child assessment system for children participating in publicly funded 

early childhood programs. 

 Professional development. Provide teachers and caregivers training in child 

observation and assessment and curriculum planning as fundamental to effective school 

readiness programs.  

 Program transparency. Provide parents with easy-to-understand information about their 

childrenôs development. 

A key recommendation from the Governorôs Summit related to CCAP
9
 was to create incentives 

for child care programs with high concentrations of CCAP children to provide services that 

support school readiness and incentives for families receiving subsidies from the child care 

assistance program to choose these child care programs for their children.  

                                            
7
  Minnesota Department of Education (2008). Minnesota school readiness study: Developmental assessment at 

kindergarten entrance. This report and the reports of previous study years are available at 

http://education.state.mn.us/mdeprod/groups/EarlyLearning/documents/Report/013941.pdf 
8 Minnesota Governorôs Summit on School Readiness 2006, Combined Report and Program Analysis by Research 

Elements. Available at http://education.state.mn.us/mdeprod/groups/EarlyLearning/documents/ 

Report/031188.pdf. 
9
 Department of Education and Department of Human Services Staff. (2006). Breakout session notes. Minnesota 

Governorôs Summit on School Readiness 2006. 
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Goals of the SRC Project 

On the basis of discussions at the Governorôs Summit in 2006 and the SRC legislation of 2007, 

DHS established four goals for the SRC project: 

1. Promote the skills and abilities that children served by CCAP need to succeed in school 

2. Improve the quality of the child care for children served by CCAP  

3. Improve the continuity of child care for children served by CCAP 

4. Continue to support parentsô employment and/or schooling leading to employment. 

Eligibility Requirements for the SRC Project  

The 2007 SRC legislation included eligibility requirements for child care programs that wanted 

to apply to participate in the SRC project and for families who wanted to participate in the 

project. The intent was to select child care programs that were already delivering high-quality 

services and supports to children and families and to support children ages 0ï5 in developing the 

skills and abilities needed to begin kindergarten. Therefore, the legislation limited eligibility for 

the project to children who had not yet entered kindergarten and included nine factors that DHS 

used to evaluate the applications submitted by child care programs. Exhibit 1 lists the main 

differences between CCAP and the SRC project.  

Eligible providers and programs 

To be eligible to apply for a School Readiness Service Agreement (SRSA), a child care program 

was required to fulfill the following requirements:  

 Be eligible for child care assistance payments under Minnesota Statutes, chapter 119B 

 Have at least 25%
10

 of the children enrolled subsidized through the child care assistance 

program 

 Provide full-time, full-year child care services 

 Serve at least one child who is subsidized through the child care assistance program and 

expected to enter kindergarten within the next 30 months. 

In 2009, the legislation passed to extend the SRC project for 2 years required that SRC programs 

participate in Parent Aware
11

 and obtain a 3- or 4-star rating. Three SRC programs have 4-star 

ratings as of November 2009. The other 11 programs will participate in Parent Aware over the 

next 18 months. 

Eligible children and families 

To be eligible for SRC project services, families had to meet the following criteria:  

 Be eligible (and maintain eligibility) to receive child care assistance under any provision 

in Minnesota Statutes, chapter 119B, except Minnesota Statutes, section 119B.035  

                                            
10

 The commissioner was able to waive the 25% requirement if necessary to achieve geographic distribution of 

SRSA providers and diversity of types of care provided by SRSA providers.  
11

 Parent Aware is a voluntary quality rating system for early care and education programs including licensed 

family child care programs, child care centers, Head Start, and school-based pre-K programs. Pilot communities 

were North Minneapolis, the City of Saint Paul, the Wayzata school district, and Blue Earth and Nicollet 

Counties. Accredited programs in the seven-county metro area are also eligible to participate. 
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 Be in an authorized activity for an average of at least 35 hours
12

 per week when initial 

eligibility is determined  

 Have a child who had not yet entered kindergarten 

 Keep their child in child care with the SRSA provider
13

 a minimum of 25 hours per week, 

on average. A family who moved between counties but continued to use the same SRSA 

provider would continue to receive SRSA funding for the increased payments. 

Exhibit 1. Main Differences Between the Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP) and 
the School Readiness (SRC) Project 

Policy CCAP SRC 

Maximum rates Program charges are 
reimbursed up to the county 
maximums, which are capped 
based on legislative direction. 

Program charges are 
reimbursed up to 25% higher 
than the usual county maximum. 

Payment rates Program cannot charge CCAP 
families more than they charge 
non-CCAP families. 

Program can request a higher 
rate than charged to families if 
services provided for SRC 
children and families are 
different from those provided for 
all families.  

Absent days
a
 Absent days are limited to 10 

consecutive days and 25 
cumulative days per year, 
unless medical exemption 
applies. 

Absent days are not counted. 
Child must attend an average of 
25 hours per week.  

Care authorized The number of hours of care 
authorized is tied to parentsô 
schedule of participation in an 
authorized activity. If parentsô 
hours change, the amount of 
care authorized may change. 

SRC children are authorized for 
weekly care. If a parent was 
initially in an authorized activity 
at least 35 hours per week and 
the schedule changes 
(e.g., hours at work decrease), 
care continues to be authorized 
for full-time weekly care for up to 
12 months.

b
 

Ages of eligible children 0ï12 years or through age 14 if 
child has a disability 

0ï5 years (or until child enters 
kindergarten) 

a
Absent days refer to the days on which a child is scheduled to attend a child care program but does not attend and 

for which the child care provider submits a bill for care.  
b
DHS changed this requirement in the legislative language for the FY2009 session. Specifically, DHS removed the 
limitation of ñfor up to 12 months.ò Because of the requirement in the original language, about five families lost their 
SRC eligibility in January through April 2009. 

 

                                            
12

 For the 12 months after initial eligibility was determined, a decrease in the familyôs authorized activities to an 

average of less than 35 hours per week would not affect the childôs eligibility for the SRSA rate as long as the 

family remained eligible for the CCAP program; Minnesota Statutes 2008, Section 119B.23, subdivision 3.  
13

 CCAP and the SRC project refer to the programs they funded as providers. To simplify terminology in this 

report, we refer to child care center and family child care programs as child care programs and, in most cases, 

use the term provider to mean the family child care program staff. This list of provider requirements is an 

exception to that format because the language is taken directly from the SRC legislation. 
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SRC Project Foundations and Timeline  

In planning the design of the SRC project, including the application and Request for Proposals 

(RFP) process, DHS staff members were able to build on current early childhood research, other 

projects and evaluations in Minnesota, and the existing DHS infrastructure. Exhibit 2 illustrates 

the pilot project timeline.  

DHS worked with staff members who were developing the Parent Aware rating system to align 

the SRC provider application with the rating system under construction and to develop criteria to 

evaluate portions of the SRC project applications. DHS staff also leveraged the existing CCAP 

authorization and payment processes that all the participating child care programs and counties 

already use regularly.  
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Exhibit 2. Timeline of School Readiness Connections Project 

JuneïJuly 
2006 

May 2007 JulyïDec. 2007 Jan.ïDec. 2008  Jan.ïJune 2009 July 2009ïJune 2011 

 

Nov. 2007 

SRC 

providers 

chosen by 

committee 

Dec. 2007 

SRSA 

agreements 

in place, 

child 

enrollment 

in SRC 

began 

 

July 2009 

SRSA renewal 

agreements in 

place 

May 2009 

Legislation 

passed to 

continue SRC 

pilot through 

June 2011 

June-July 

2006 

MN 

Governorôs 

Summit 

 

May 2007 

Minnesota 

SRSA 

Legislation 

passed 

 

JulyïSep., 2007 

DHS notified all 

licensed providers, 

hosted a conference, 

provided materials 

for SRSA RFP 

 

Jan. 2008 

SRC 

evaluation 

data 

collection 

began 
 

Dec. 2009 

Evaluation 

report 

completed 

(2007ï09) 

June 30, 2011 

SRC pilot 

ends 

 

Nov. 2008 

SRC interim 

report 

released 
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Evaluation Questions 

DHS hired SRI International to evaluate the SRC pilot project (contract period from July 1, 

2008, through December 2009). On the basis of discussions with DHS from February to June 

2008, SRI developed an evaluation plan that DHS approved in July 2008. Five evaluation 

questions
14

 were identified for the SRC project. 

1. How are SRC funds being used (for how many children and for which children and child 

care programs)? 

2. How do SRC funds interact with other sources of funding? 

3. What is the impact of the CCAP SRC project on the quality of care received by 

participating children and families? 

4. What are the school readiness skills and abilities of participating preschool-age 

children?
15

 

5. What program policies, training, and administrative practices should be retained or 

changed if the program were fully implemented? 

Methodology 

Data are summarized in this final report for the period from December 2007 through June 2009. 

The SRC project evaluation plan included the collection and analysis of both qualitative and 

quantitative data. 

Specifically, for the purpose of the final report, SRI collected and analyzed the following data: 

 Program Surveys. Web-based surveys
16

 of 14 child care program directors and providers 

about their experiences with the SRC project, conducted twice (AugustïSeptember 2008 

and AprilïMay 2009).  

 Program Interviews. Telephone interviews with 14 child care program directors and 

providers about how they used the funds from the SRC, conducted twice (September 

2008 and AprilïMay 2009).  

 Administrative Staff Interviews. Telephone interviews with key staff members at 17 

counties and one administering agency about their experiences with the SRC project, 

conducted twice (September 2008 and AprilïMay 2009).  

                                            
14

 During the evaluation, DHS conducted a case file review to obtain parent income and activity information for a 

sample of SRC families. Although not part of the original evaluation questions, these data were analyzed to 

develop a profile of the families participating in the SRC project.  
15

 The evaluation did not aim to directly address the effects of CCAP SRC on child developmental or school 

readiness outcomes during the 19-month period in which the SRC funds were available. However, assessments 

of participating preschool-age childrenôs progress in language and literacy, mathematical thinking, and physical 

and social development were aggregated and reported.  
16

 The Minnesota Early Learning Foundation provided SRI with a dataset from the Parent Aware 

(www.parentawareratings.org) evaluation that included Parent Aware directorsô responses to a subset of the 

questions included in the SRC director/provider web-based survey. These data were used for comparison with 

the SRC survey data, shown in Appendix B. 



 

10 

 DHS Staff Interviews. Telephone interviews with four key DHS staff members about their 

experiences with the SRC project, conducted twice (September 2008 and Aprilï

May 2009).  

 Parent Survey. Survey that solicited information from parents of children
 
participating in 

SRC regarding their experiences with CCAP and with the SRC project, their perceptions 

about their childôs experiences with the SRC project and their child care providers, their 

childôs development, home literacy practices, and family demographics, conducted once 

(JanuaryïApril 2009). Surveys were completed by 145 parents representing 190 children 

(a response rate of 52% of all the 364 participating children in the SRC project).
17

  

 CCAP Administrative Data. Administrative data on children collected by DHS from 

county servicing agencies in fall 2008. Information analyzed for this report includes 

family-level data on parent income and authorized activity from the childôs start in SRC 

through August 2008 and child-level data on payments and authorized care for Februaryï

July 2008. Data were collected on 74% of 364 participating children. Final data were 

collected once from DHS.  

 SRC Program Reports. Child care program and provider reports to DHS from January 7 

to June 30, 2009, regarding child-level data on attendance, referrals provided, Work 

Sampling System® (WSS) (Meisels, Marsden, Dichtelmiller, & Dorfman, 2001). 

assessment data, referrals, and uses of SRC and non-SRC funds to help subsidize the 

childrenôs child care. Final data were collected once from DHS.  

Findings 

Our findings are presented in the following five subsections:  

 Participants in the SRC project. Characteristics of the children and families, and 

characteristics of the child care programs are described. 

 Uses of SRC funds and other sources of funds. This section describes how SRC 

project funds were used, and the rates of participating programs.  

 Impact of SRC project on children/families and child care programs. This section 

summarizes data about , how funds were used to improve the quality of programming for 

participating children and families, familiesô experiences with the SRC project, childrenôs 

attendance, and familiesô perceptions of their experiences with the SRC project and their 

childôs provider, based on the parent survey and child care programsô descriptions of the 

projectôs impact on their activities. 

 School readiness skills of the participating children. In this section, data are 

presented on the participating childrenôs school readiness skills as assessed by the Work 

Sampling System checklist. 

 Administration and implementation of the SRC project. This section summarizes 

findings from interviews about the perceptions of participating DHS, county, and 

program staff members about how the SRC project was administered and implemented. 

                                            
17

 In the parent survey, response rates varied by question because some parents did not answer all the questions.  
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Participants in the SRC Project 

Child care providers 

Child care providers
18

 applied for one of the SRC agreements by submitting an application that 

the DHS evaluated on the following factors:  

 The qualifications of the provider and the providerôs staff
19

 

 The providerôs staff-child ratios 

 The providerôs curriculum
19

 

 The providerôs current or planned parent education activities
19

 

 The providerôs current or planned social service and employment linkages 

 The providerôs child development assessment plan
19

 

 The geographic distribution needed for SRC providers (statewide, metro and nonmetro) 

 The inclusion of a variety of child care delivery models (e.g., child care centers and 

family child care programs) 

 Other related factors determined by the commissioner (e.g., licensing records). 

The legislation and the provider application form also specified other key features of the project. 

For example, an SRC agreement was required to include assessment, evaluation, and reporting 

requirements that promote the goals of improved school readiness and movement toward 

appropriate child development milestones.
20

 A provider who entered into an SRSA had to 

comply with the assessment, evaluation, and reporting requirements in the SRSA. 

Numbers of participating children and families and types and locations  
of child care programs 

Of the 41 programs that applied, 14 early care and education programs were selected to receive 

SRC funds for some of their enrolled children. Of these programs, 9 were licensed child care 

centers, and 5 were licensed family child care programs. All these child care programs 

participated in this project since its inception.  

Exhibit 3 shows the number of children ever enrolled in the SRC project from January 7, 2008, 

through June 30, 2009, in each of the participating child care programs and the counties where 

the children live. Estimated costs per child were used to determine the initial number of children 

who could participate in the SRC project. As the project moved forward, some children were no 

longer eligible for the project. The available funds were then allotted to other eligible children 

enrolled with the same or a different CCAP SRC child care provider. The children who 

participated in the SRC project were enrolled on a rolling basis starting in December 2007. The 

                                            
18

 CCAP and the SRC project refer to the programs they fund as providers. To simplify terminology in this report, 

we refer to child care center and family child care programs as child care programs and, in most cases, use the 

term provider to mean the family child care program staff. This list of provider requirements uses the term 

provider because that was the language used in the SRC legislation.  
19

 The factors used to evaluate School Readiness Connections provider applications align with Parent Aware, 

Minnesotaôs pilot quality rating system for child care programs. 
20

 In the RFP completed by all providers who applied to participate in the SRC project, DHS listed all the tasks and 

deliverables required of programs that are awarded an SRSA. The complete list is in Appendix A. 
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data reported here include the period from January 7, 2008, to June 30, 2009. According to the 

SRC program reports,  

 Across all 364 children, the average length of time enrolled in the SRC project was 

36 weeks (about 9 months). 

 Childrenôs enrollment ranged from 1 week to 80 weeks (between about 1 and 20 months).  

Seventeen counties, one administering agency, and one contracted agency worked with the 

providers and DHS on the SRC project to verify childrenôs eligibility and to facilitate payment 

for services provided.
21

  

 There were 14 child care programs (Exhibit 3) that provided child care services for the 

364 children who participated
22

 in the SRC project.  

 The participating programs were located in 9 counties across the state of Minnesota 

(Exhibit 4), with participating children living in 16 counties (Exhibit 5).  

ï About half the children (48%) attended a child care center program in Greater 

Minnesota. 

ï Another two-fifths (43%) attended a child care center program in a metropolitan area. 

ï The remaining 9% of the children received care from a licensed family care program, 

located in both metro and Greater Minnesota counties. 

                                            
21

 When we refer to ñcounties,ò Lincoln-Lyon Murray is the administrative agency for children in Lyon County. 

The contracted agency served some children in Hennepin County. 
22

 In the data export SRI received from DHS, start dates were indicated for 394 children, but attendance records 

were available for only 364 of those children. Therefore, for the purpose of this report, SRI used only the data 

from the 364 children who had attendance records. 
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Exhibit 3. Number of Children Who Participated in the SRC Project from 1/07/08 to 6/30/09 by  
Child Care Program, Program Type, and Geographic Location (N = 364)  

Program type and geographic location
a
 

County of residence 
of SRC children 

Number 
of 

children 
Percentage 
of children 

Metro family child care program (n = 1)  2 1 

Family child care program 1 Ramsey 2 1 

Metro center-based child care programs 
(n = 4) 

 155 43 

Child care center program 1 Hennepin 37 10 

Child care center program 2 Hennepin 43 12 

Child care center program 3 Dakota, Hennepin 45 12 

Child care center program 4 Hennepin 30 8 

Greater MN family child care programs 
(n = 4) 

 31 8 

Family child care program 2 St. Louis 10 3 

Family child care program 3 Cook 7 2 

Family child care program 4 Lincoln-Lyon Murray 5 1 

Family child care program 5 Pine, Sherburne 9 2 

Greater MN center-based child care 
programs (n = 5) 

 176 48 

Child care center program 5 St. Louis 33 9 

Child care center program 6 St. Louis 40 11 

Child care center program 7 Freeborn 36 10 

Child care center program 8 
Cass, Crow Wing. Morrison, 
Stearns 

24 6 

Child care center program 9 
Benton, MilleLacs, Stearns, 
Wright 

43 12 

Total  364 100 

a 
During the application review process DHS selected at least one provider in each of the four categories to ensure 

diversity in program type and geography.  
b 

Programs participating in the SRC project were required to submit monthly attendance reports to DHS for each child 
participating in SRC. Only information about children with at least one attendance record is included in this report.  

Source: SRC program reports. 
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Exhibit 4. County Location of SRC Providers by Type of Child Care Program 

 

Note. The two children who resided in Ramsey County attended a child care program in Washington County. 

Source: SRC program reports. 
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Exhibit 5. Counties Where Participating Children Lived (N = 364) 

 

Source: SRC program reports.
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Participating children and families 

Participating families had a range of background characteristics. At the time they started 

participating in the SRC project, children ranged in age from infants to 5 years old (Exhibit 6). 

 Not surprisingly, at the end of the SRC project fewer of the participating children were 

infants (21%) and more of them were 4 and 5 years old (41%) (Exhibit 6). 

 
Exhibit 6. Ages of Children Participating in the SRC Project (N = 364) 

Age  At SRC start date At SRC end date
a
 

 n % n % 

Under 12 months 63 17 15 4 

One year  74 20 61 17 

Two years  68 19 71 20 

Three years  74 20 67 18 

Four years  58 16 61 17 

Five years  27 7 89 24 

Total  364 100 364 100 

Note. The attendance reporting periods spanned from January 7, 2008, through June 28, 

2009.  
a 

For 178 of the 364 children, a derived end date of 06/30/2009 was used because these 
children were still attending the child care program in which the SRC project was 
implemented.  

Source: SRC program reports. 

 According to the parent survey, most of the parents (74%) reported having only one child 

in their household who was attending the SRC program, one-fifth of the parents (21%) 

had two participating children, and only a few parents (5%) had three participating 

children.  

 According to the program surveys, most of the children who participated in the SRC 

project spoke primarily English (98%). Only a few children (2%) had a language other 

than English as their primary language, including Spanish, Somali, and other African 

languages.  

 Children who participated in the SRC project represented a range of ethnicities 

(Exhibit 7). 
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Exhibit 7. Ethnicities of Children Participating in the SRC Project (N = 323)  

 

 

Source: Program surveys. 

 

 According to the parent survey, education levels of mothers of participating children 

ranged from less than high school completion (7%) to having a bachelorôs degree or 

higher (4%). 

ï Almost all of the mothers (93%) who completed the parent survey had at least a high 

school diploma or GED (Exhibit 8), with about half the mothers (54%) attending or 

had attended either a vocational tech program or some college. 

 
Exhibit 8. Education Levels of Mothers of Children Participating in the SRC Project (N = 140) 

 
Source: Parent surveys. 
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Family income 

The CCAP administrative data on household income and required CCAP eligibility activities of 

participating parents are based on information collected by DHS from county servicing agencies 

(for N = 192 families and N = 260 children).  

 On average, the familiesô annual household incomes were $18,138, with a range from $0 
to $47,601. According to the MEC

2
 data system, the size of participating families ranged 

from two persons to a high of eight, with about half having three or four family members 

in the household (49%). 

 According to the CCAP administrative data, families had multiple sources of income that 

included the following
23

: 

ï About four-fifths of the families (84%) had income from employment.  

ï About one-third of the families (35%) had income from child support payments. Of 

those families, 

Á None received child support for 100% of the time they participated in the SRC 

project. 

Á Two-fifths (39%) received child support 50% or more of the time. 

ï A total of 24% of families received MFIP/DWP or some other form of public 

assistance (e.g., disability payments). Of those families, 

Á Only a few (5%) received MFIP or public assistance for 100% of the time they 

participated in the SRC project.  

Á Two-fifths (41%) received MFIP or public assistance 50% or more of the time. 

ï The remaining 19% of families had income sources that included tribal payments, 

unemployment payments, and other sources (e.g., Retirement Survivors Disability 

Insurance [RSDI]).  

CCAP required family activity 

According to the CCAP administrative data, programs reported that all participating parents were 

engaging in required activities to advance their education, employment opportunities, and family 

self sufficiency.  

 A majority of parents (83%) were working at a paid job. Of those families,  

ï More than one-quarter (28%) worked 100% time while participating in the SRC 

project. 

ï Two-thirds (65%) worked 50% or more time. 

 About one-fifth of parents (21%) were attending classes to further their education toward 

a GED or higher education. Of those families, 

ï One-tenth (10%) attended training or other education 100% of the time they 

participated in the SRC project. 

ï About two-fifths (43%) attended training or other education 50% or more of the time. 

 About one-fifth of families (19%) were conducting a job search. Of those families, 

                                            
23

 These categories are not mutually exclusive and do add up to more than 100%. 



 

19 

ï One-tenth (9%) conducted a job search 100% of the time they participated in the SRC 

project. 

ï More than one-quarter (28%) conducted a job search 50% or more of the time. 

 The remaining 5% of families either volunteered or participated in another activity (e.g., 

medical leave). 

Uses of SRC Funds and Other Sources of Funding 

Costs of the SRC project  

SRC costs were the difference between the cost of providing care for a child under the general 

CCAP program and the additional costs of higher rates and more days of child care authorized 

than a typical CCAP case. The data used for this calculation were the actual payments made for 

all children (N = 253) participating during 6 months of the SRC project (i.e., FebruaryïJuly 

2008). The costs that would have been accrued under the general CCAP program were calculated 

based on an estimation of care that would have been authorized and payments that would have 

been made under general CCAP policies.  

 According to the CCAP administrative data, from February 1 through July 31, 2008, the 

SRC project cost an additional $242,112 for child care services for a total of 253 

children.
24

 This total expenditure is 33% more than what would have been authorized if 

the children were receiving only CCAP.  

ï Of this total, $140,588 spent was from Minnesota Family Investment Program 

(MFIP) Child Care funds (which pay for the child care of families receiving MFIP or 

DWP and those who have recently left the programs), and $100,931 was from Basic 

Sliding Fee (BSF) funds.
25

  

ï The majority of children (62%) received CCAP through MFIP Child Care funds 

during the SRC project.  

Á On average, the cost of child care per week for these children was $242, which is 

an additional $56 than the children would have been authorized for under CCAP.  

ï More than two-fifths of participating children (41%) received CCAP through BSF 

funds during the SRC project.
26

  

Á On average, the cost of child care per week for these children was $215, which is 

an additional $54 than the children would have been authorized for under CCAP. 

For a portion of the payment data included in this analysis (10% of payments made), there was 

no increase beyond what would have been paid under the general CCAP program.  

                                            
24

 This estimate accounts for only the 253 children for whom DHS provided payment information. No payment 

information was available for 111 children (31% of the 364 participating children). 
25

 These totals include only those families for whom an income source was designated. Three families did not have 

an income source designated, which is why these two totals are $593 less than the total SRC cost of $242,112.  
26

 There were 14 children whose families received both MFIP and BSF at some point during their enrollment in the 

SRC project, and there were 5 children whose families did not have any funding source program designation.  
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Increase of maximum rates paid for participating children  

In the provider SRC project application, each child care program proposed a rate for the children 

participating in the SRC project. The rate was discussed between DHS and each child care 

provider and was based on the providersô rates, the additional services
27

 that they would provide, 

and the existing CCAP maximum rate relative to the 25% higher maximum for SRC.  

Exhibit 9 shows the participating child care programsô weekly rates for child care. Some child 

care programs had private pay rates that were above the CCAP SRC maximum at the time of 

application, and therefore the CCAP SRC maximum rate was applied. Other child care programs 

were allowed to request up to a 25% increase
28

 from the applicable CCAP maximum rate if the 

higher rate reflected the cost of services provided through the CCAP SRC agreement that were 

not provided when charging the standard rate and if  the rate did not exceed the rate that the child 

care program would charge a private-pay family for the same services provided under the CCAP 

SRC agreement.  

According to the SRC program reports, 

 Over half the child care programs (57%) had rates above CCAP maximum rates when the 

SRC project began, two of five family child care programs and six of nine child care 

center programs.  

 In 2009, more than three-quarters of the child care programs (79%) had rates above the 

non-SRC CCAP maximum, all five of the family child care programs and six of the nine 

child care center programs. 

 Most of the child care programs (79%) were receiving the maximum SRC rates, which 

were capped at 25% over the CCAP rate.  

 On average, the remaining three child care program SRC rates were between 92% and 

99% of the maximum SRC rate.  

According to the program surveys of the child care programs,  

 Child care center programs were more likely than the family child care programs to have 

a larger portion of their budget from other additional sources of funding.  

 Child care center programs also were more likely to have a greater variety of funding 

sources.  

ï About three-fourths of child care programs (71%) received funding from the Child 

and Adult Care Food Program and from cash grants or cash donations from 

foundations (79%).  

ï About half the child care programs received funding through fund raising and 

individual donations (57%) or through federal funds such as Head Start (50%).  

                                            
27

 Half (n = 7) of the selected child care programs described on their SRC application a variety of quality 

enhancement activities that they would undertake using SRC funds (e.g., enhancing their curriculum or 

learning/environment activities, implementing a child assessment and progress monitoring tool [Ounce Scale] 

with 0- to 2-year-olds).  
28

 Those child care programs that already met the standard for accreditation or credentials had a CCAP rate that 

was 15% higher than that of noncredentialed or accredited programs. This increased rate was used when 

calculating the increased rate for the SRC project.  
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ï Many more child care center programs than family child care programs (seven out of 

nine versus one out of five) received funding through fund raising and individual 

donations.  

ï Similarly, more child care center programs than family child care programs (five out 

of nine versus two out of five) received funding from federal sources such as Head 

Start.  

ï Only one-fifth of child care programs (21%) received funding from the state or local 

department of education or school board, and all those programs were child care 

centers.  
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Exhibit 9. Weekly Provider Rates of Child Care Programs Participating in the SRC Project 

Programs 2009 rate 
CCAP 

maximum  
SRC 

maximum  
SRC 

payment  

Family child care program 1
a
 

I 175.00 

T 160.00 

P 150.00 

I 173.65 

T 161.25 

P155.04 

I 217.06 

T 201.57 

P 193.80 

I 217.06 

T 193.80 

P 193.80 

Family child care program 2
a
 

I 174.43 

T 174.43 

P 174.43 

I 155.04 

T 139.54 

P139.54 

I 193.80 

T 174.43 

P 174.43 

I 193.80 

T 174.43 

P 174.43 

Family child care program 3
a
 

I 180.00 

T 180.00 

P 180.00 

I 155.04 

T 155.04 

P 155.04 

I 193.80 

T 193.80 

P 193.80 

I 193.80 

T 193.80 

P 193.80 

Family child care program 4
a
 

I 137.50 

T 137.50 

P 137.50 

I 139.54 

T 137.14 

P 137.14 

I 174.43 

T 171.42 

P 171.42 

I 174.43 

T 171.42 

P 171.42 

Family child care program 5
a
 

I 154.50 

T 154.50 

P 154.50 

I 154.04 

T 152.38 

P 152.38 

I 193.80 

T 190.47 

P 190.47 

I 190.00 

T 190.00 

P 190.00 

Child care center program 1
a
 

I 404.54 

T 385.28 

P 308.22 

I 306.36 

T 251.78 

P 228.22 

I 382.95 

T 314.73 

P 285.27 

I 382.95 

T 314.73 

P 285.27 

Child care center program 2
a
 

I 404.54 

T 385.28 

P 308.22 

I 306.36 

T 251.78 

P 228.22 

I 382.95 

T 314.73 

P 285.27 

I 382.95 

T 314.73 

P 285.27 

Child care center program 3
a
 

I 312.00 

T 260.00 

P 229.00 

I 306.36 

T 251.78 

P 228.22 

I 382.95 

T 314.73 

P 285.27 

I 375.00 

T 310.00 

P 280.00 

Child care center program 4 

I 266.40 

T 218.94 

P 198.45 

I 266.40 

T 218.94 

P 198.45 

I 333.00 

T 273.68 

P 248.06 

I 333.00 

T 273.68 

P 248.06 

Child care center program 5
a
 

I 176.25 

T 171.25 

P 161.25 

I 182.85 

T 173.71 

P 167.61 

I 228.56 

T 217.13 

P 209.52 

I 211.25 

T 206.25 

P 196.25 

Child care center program 6 

I 176.25 

T 171.25 

P 161.25 

I 159.00 

T 151.05 

P 145.75 

I 198.75 

T 188.81 

P 182.19 

I 198.75 

T 188.81 

P 182.19 

Child care center program 7 

I 230.00 

T 200.00 

P 170.00 

I 146.28 

T 128.26 

P 107.06 

I 182.85 

T 160.33 

P 133.83 

I 182.85 

T 160.33 

P 133.83 

Child care center program 8 

I 160.00 

T 150.00 

P 143.00 

I 121.34 

T 121.34 

P 118.65 

I 151.68 

T 151.68 

P 148.31 

I 151.68 

T 151.68 

P 148.31 

Child care center program 9
a
 

I 187.00 

T 165.00 

P 155.00 

I 198.46 

T 167.44 

P 159.39 

I 248.07 

T 209.30 

P 199.24 

I 248.07 

T 209.30 

P 199.24 

Note: I = Infant, T = Toddler, P = Preschool. Source: SRC program reports. 
a 

These child care providers had a 15% higher CCAP maximum rate and a 15% higher SRC maximum rate 
because they were accredited or had the required credentials. The entire rate is reflected in this exhibit. 
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Impact of the SRC Project on Child Care Programs  
and Children/Families 

Quality improvement activities by child care programs 

During the application process, DHS purposefully selected child care programs to participate in 

the SRC project based on the services and activities that they were already delivering to children 

and families (e.g., use of an evidence-based curriculum, referrals for children and families to 

needed community resources, parent engagement activities). The increased reimbursement rate 

from the SRC project was expected to help pay for such costs as the following:  

 Training to use the Work Sampling System (WSS) checklists and conduct child 

assessments  

 Making referrals for developmental screening and other services and assessments  

 Implementing parent engagement efforts 

 Helping to improve the overall quality of the services and supports offered  

 Paying for administrative time for conducting the project and complying with the SRC 

requirements and reporting.  

In the program surveys, child care programs reported that they had implemented the following 

types of quality improvement activities using the SRC funds: 

 All the child care programs (100%) used some SRC funds for family partnerships. Most 

child care programs (93%) used SRC funds for materials to support staff-parent 

interactions and home learning (e.g., newsletters, food for meetings, handouts, home 

learning activities, and books for families to read at home). Almost four-fifths of the child 

care programs used funds to increase staff time to communicate with families (79%) and 

to allow staff time for family support (79%). More than half the programs (57%) 

dedicated time for staff training in working with families. 

 All 14 of the child care programs used some SRC funds for teaching materials and 

strategies. Almost all the child care programs used SRC funds for training in use of 

curriculum or other early learning approaches for use with the children (93%) and for 

consultation on curriculum. Almost three-fourths of child care programs (71%) used SRC 

funds to purchase teaching materials, predominantly curricula, supplies, early literacy 

tools, and miscellaneous toys and activities. Half the child care programs (50%) used 

SRC funds for consultation on teaching materials and strategies, whereas about one-fifth  

(14%) provided ongoing monthly coaching sessions with classroom teachers.  

 Almost two-thirds of the child care programs (64%) used some SRC funds for tracking 

learning. Half the child care programs used SRC funds for training (50%) on such topics 

as staff coaching and training on curriculum. About one-fifth of child care programs 

(14%) used SRC funds for materials, including assessment tools and classroom items, 

such as paper and glue; and about one-fifth of child care programs (14%) used SRC funds 

for consultation on the WSS assessments.  

 Almost three-fourths of the child care programs (71%) used some SRC funds for teacher 

training and education. Over half the child care programs (57%) used SRC funds for 

college tuition or other professional development training for their staff. More than one-

third used SRC funds for fees for special licenses or credentials (36%) or for books or 

other materials needed for coursework (36%).  
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 Almost all of the child care programs (93%) used some SRC funds for other activities. 

Nearly two-thirds (64%) used SRC funds to pay for substitute teachers. Other uses of the 

SRC funds included increased salary/benefits for staff (36%), additional staff or 

additional staff hours (36%), and improvement to the daycare facility/home (29%). 

Impact of the SRC project on children/families  

The SRC project funding enabled child care programs to enhance the services and supports they 

provided children and families. The impacts included the following: 

 Increasing the amount and continuity of care 

 Improving child care center program staffôs and family child care providersô ability to 

make and follow through on referrals to other services and supports for children and 

families 

 Supporting communication between child care providers and parents to support 

childrenôs early learning  

 Supporting the implementation of child assessment and progress monitoring.  

In this section, data about the authorization of additional care under SRC policies, childrenôs 

eligibility for CCAP and attendance with SRC providers are summarized. Data about provider 

referrals and parentôs perceptions of referrals and attendance requirements are summarized next. 

Results about parentsô perceptions of the SRC project and their child care provider are presented 

last. 

Continuity of care  

For children participating in SRC, care was authorized on a weekly basis for up to 12 months
29

 

as long as the family retained eligibility for the general CCAP program. SRC funds could be 

used to pay for up to a full week of care minus the cost of care that would have been authorized 

under the general CCAP program. From the CCAP administrative data for children participating 

in SRC from February to July 2008 (N = 252), the following care differentials were found: 

 The majority of the children (87%) were not authorized for more care than they would 

have been under the general CCAP program. 

 The 13% of children who received more hours of child care (1 to 342 hours, less than 1 

day through 2.5 months) are distributed in the following way: 

ï 8% received an additional 1 or more days per week of child care. 

ï 5% received less than 1 day per week of additional child care.  

Ongoing eligibility for CCAP SRC  

SRC project participation ends when a child begins kindergarten, leaves care with a selected 

SRC child care program (the child may continue to participate in the general CCAP program), or 

the family loses eligibility for the general CCAP program. Children and families may lose 

eligibility for the general CCAP program for a number of reasons including exceeding income 

eligibility limits, reduction in work hours below 20 hours per week, and parental noncompliance 

with their employment plan (MFIP and DWP child care only).  

                                            
29

 DHS made changes to this requirement in the legislative language for the FY2009 session. In this update, DHS 

removed the limitation of ñfor up to 12 months.ò  



 

25 

According to the program surveys, about two-fifths of the 14 child care programs (43%) reported 

that some families had difficulty maintaining their SRC eligibility. Of the children who left the 

SRC project, 

 Almost one-third (32%) left because they lost CCAP eligibility.  

 More than one-quarter (27%) left because they went to kindergarten. 

 Almost one-fifth (18%) left because the family moved. 

In addition to those children whose participation in the SRC project ended when the family lost 

CCAP eligibility, SRC providers also reported instances when a child was temporarily not 

attending the SRC program because the family had lost CCAP eligibility. These children were 

ineligible for care for short periods of time or were later retroactively authorized for care during 

the time in question and returned to care with the SRC provider.  

In the parent survey, parents were asked about their CCAP eligibility experiences during the 

previous 12 months. (For most responding parents, children were participating in SRC for only a 

portion of that period.) On the basis of the responses to the parent survey, 

 Almost one-third of the families participating in the SRC project (30%) lost CCAP 

eligibility at least once in the past year. Of these families,  

ï Most (85%) lost it only once or twice, but the remaining 15% of parents lost CCAP 

eligibility between three and six times in the past year.  

ï The most common reasons for losing CCAP eligibility included the following
30

: 

Á The paperwork was not completed or late, 60% 

Á Stopped working or going to school the necessary hours, 43% 

Á Job search hours ran out, 10% 

Á Income was too high, 10% 

Á Other, 7% (e.g., medical leave, moved out of the county). 

ï Almost half the parents (45%) who lost CCAP eligibility in the past year were able to 

resolve the issue within 2 weeks.  

ï Other parents who lost CCAP eligibility had a longer wait for the issue to be resolved, 

with almost one-third of them (30%) waiting 1 month and one-quarter (25%) waiting 

more than a month.  

ï About three-fifths of the parents (60%) who had difficulty maintaining CCAP 

eligibility in the past year resolved the issue themselves by either submitting the 

necessary paperwork or going back to school or work.  

ï More than half the parents (55%) reported that they sometimes or often received help 

from their SRC child care program staff for issues related to their CCAP eligibility.  

ï Only a small number of parents (17%) said they had never received help from the 

SRC child care program for issues related to their CCAP eligibility. 

According to the SRC program reports, the children who participated in the SRC project were 

enrolled on a rolling basis starting December 2007. The data reported here include the period 

from January 7, 2008, to June 30, 2009.  
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 The categories for why families lost eligibility are not mutually exclusive and thus total more than 100%. 
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 Across all 364 children, the average length of time enrolled
31

 in the SRC project was 36 

weeks (about 9 months). 

 Childrenôs enrollment ranged from 1 week to 80 weeks
32

 (between less than 1 month and 

21 months) (Exhibit 10). 

The duration of participation in the SRC project varied. The maximum number of weeks a child 

could have participated in the SRC project during the evaluation period included in this report 

was 84 weeks (21 months).  

 
Exhibit 10. Number of Weeks Children Were Enrolled in the SRC Project (N = 363)  

(Between January 7, 2008, and June 30, 2009) 

 

Source: SRC program reports. 

 
Almost all the children (99%) participating in the SRC project were already enrolled in CCAP 

before the beginning of the SRC project. The length of time they had been in CCAP prior to SRC 

varied from less than 1 month to 63 months (Exhibit 11).  

 About one-third of children (33%) had been enrolled in CCAP before the SRC project for 

less than 6 months, with about one-fifth (18%) enrolled for 7ï12 months. 

 About one-fourth (26%) had been previously enrolled in CCAP for 13ï24 months, and 

almost one-fourth for 25 months or longer (23%). 

                                            
31

 In this section, we report on enrollment, which is the length of time the child was eligible for the SRC project; in 

the next section, we report on attendance, which is the number of weeks the child actually attended the SRC 

child care providerôs program, for at least 25 hours in a week. 
32

 According to provider report, some children were temporarily ineligible for SRC for short periods of time, this 

data does not reflect those periods of temporary ineligibility. 
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Exhibit 11. Number of Weeks Children Were Enrolled in CCAP Before Participating in the SRC 
Project (N = 245) (Between January 7, 2008, and June 30, 2009) 

 
Source: SRC program reports. 

 

Childrenôs attendance 

The available attendance data from the SRC program reports for the period of January 7, 2008, 

through June 30, 2009, were reviewed and summarized. Children were expected to attend their 

child care program for an average of 25 hours per week for every week that they met CCAP 

eligibility requirements. The attendance data show, out of the number of weeks that the child was 

eligible for the SRC project how many weeks the child actually attended. 

 Children were reported to be attending the SRC project from between 1 and 76 weeks (<1 

to 19 months).
33

  

ï A little more than half of the children (51%) attended the SRC project for 32 or more 

weeks (8 months or more).  

ï One-quarter of the children (25%) attended the SRC project for 55 or more weeks 

(14 months or more). 

Exhibit 12 shows the childrenôs attendance rates based on the total number of weeks they were 

eligible for the SRC project. 

 Most of the children (85%) attended for at least 25 hours per week for most of the weeks 

(75 to 100%) that they were eligible (Exhibit 12). 

ï One-quarter of children (25%) attended the SRC project for at least 25 hours per 

week for every week that they were eligible. 

ï Another three-fifths of the children (60%) attended for at least 25 hours per week for 

75% to 99% of the weeks that they were eligible.  

ï Another 12% of the children attended for at least 25 hours per week for between 50% 

and 74% of the weeks that they were eligible. 

 Less than 1% were in attendance for at least 25 hours per week for 1% to 24% of the 

weeks they were eligible. 

                                            
33

 The total number of weeks children attended (76) is less than the total number of weeks children were enrolled 

(80) because not all children attended for all the weeks they were eligible.  
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 As of June 30, 2009, about half of the children who ever participated in the SRC project 

(51%) were no longer participating in it.  

Exhibit 12. Childrenôs Child Care Program Attendance, Based on Total Weeks  
of CCAP Eligibility (N = 364) 

 
a
 Childrenôs attendance rates are based on the total number of weeks that they were eligible for the SRC project. 

Source: SRC program reports. 

 
According to the program surveys, 

 Almost three-quarters of the child care programs (71%) reported that some of their 

SRC-funded children were routinely late or absent from child care; all the programs 

addressed this with parents. Most of those child care programs (8 of 10) were child care 

center programs.  

 A few of the children eligible for SRC lost eligibility because of the 25-hour attendance 

requirement. 

Referrals for children and families  

According to the provider surveys and interviews, the SRC program application criteria included 

how well the child care program was connected to other services and supports within the 

community. All the child care programs selected for the SRC project had experience with 

facilitating referrals that help meet their familiesô needs.  

 About one-third of the child care programs (36%) had a designated staff person whose 

primary responsibility was to work with the families to discuss any needs they might 

have, review any relevant program observations, and make referrals as needed. In the 

other programs, regular staff members conducted these activities.  

 Child care programs facilitated referrals for children and families in several different 

ways.  


