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Executive Summary

Legislationpasseddui ng Mi nnesotads 2007 |l egislative sessic
Agreements (SRSASs) that provided funds to pay child care providers higher rates than had previously been
allowed under Minnesota Statutes, section 119B.13. The SRSAs alsodcallawdinnesota Department of

Human Services (DHS) to suspend some administrative policiekifdren being cared for under these
agreements. The goal of tBehool Readiness Connections (SRC) project was to create incentives for child care
programs witthigh concentrations @hild Care Assistance Progra@QAP) children to provide services that
support school readiness and incentives for families receiving subsidies from the child care assistance progrz
to choose these child care programs for theidoém.

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 recommestiatiorniag from it.
The findingsin this reportof the evaluation of the SRC project implementation from July 2007 through June
2009includedata on the following:

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

e Familiesd experience with CCoprgranishe SRC proj e

e SRC project policies and practices

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

e Impacts on providers/programs and children/families

e School readiness skills and abilities of the presclgel children who participatén the SRC project

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

Among the key findingare the following:

e Fourteen early care and education programs were selected to receive SRC funds for some of their
enrolled children. Offtese programs, 9 were licensed child care centers, and 5 were licensed family
child care programs

e A total of 364children who participated in the SR@oject were enrolled on a rolling basis starting in
December 2007. According to the SRC program reports,

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

9 months).
i Childrends enroll ment ranged from 1 week to
T Atthe time they started participating in thRG project, children ranged in age from infants to 5
years old.
e On average, the familiesd annual houte@dA@0L.d i n

The size of participating families rangEdm two to eight persons, with about half havingethor four
family members in the household (49%).

e According to the CCAP administrative datayrh February 1 through July 31, 2008, the SiRGject
cost aradditional $242,112 for child care services for a total of 253 childrehis total expenditure is
33% more than what would have been authorized if the children were receiving only CCAP.

i Of this total, $140,588 spent was from Minnesota Family Investment Program)(RIfilE Care
funds (which pay for the child care of families receiving MFIP or DWPtlanske who have recently
left the program)s and $100,931 was from Basic Sliding Fee (BSF) funds.

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 participgtchildren).
Y



T The majority of children (%) received CCAP through MFIP Child Care fundsidg the SRC
project.

The SRC project funding enabled child care programsharece the services and supports they
provided children and families. The impacts, appreciated by parents and providers, included the
following:

T Increasing the amount and continuity of care

T I mproving child care cent erprporva gdrearns 6s taabfifl i st
follow through on referrals to other services and supports for children and families

I Supporting communication between child care
learning

T Supporting the implementation of hassessment and progress monitoring.

In the program surveys, chiléie programs repatl that they had implemented the followigges of
guality improvement activities using the SRC funds

I All the child care progran{200%) (detailed in the report) essome SRC funds fdamily
partnerships andteaching materials and strategies.

T Almost twothirds of the child care programs (64%) used some SRC funtsééing learning.

T Almost threefourthsof the child care programg1%) usedsome SRC funds faeacher training
and education.

T Almost all of the child care programs (93%) used some SRC fundshfer activities (e.g.,
substitute teachers, additional staff hours, and other quality improvements).

The parent survey responses indicated that pareneswsey pleased with the SRC project and its
benefits for them and their children.

T Parents reported satisfaction that the child care programs provided a safe and educational place fc
their children to be while they needed to work, go to school, or takeo€aaily needs.

I Parents reported a high degree of satisfaction about their experiences with their SRC providers an
referrals facilitated by the providers.

SRC providers reported a high degreeatistaction with the use of th&ork Sampling SystemA\SS)
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:

Observing the children more effectively

Eval uati ng c¢ hndedelopnerdasmilgstoregr e ss o0

Communicating this information to the parents

Creating custom goals for the child

Integrating the WSS results into the classroom and playground daily activities

Of fering parents opportuni topnrestathame.hel p f ost e

Data from detailed interviews with DHS staff and providers indicated that the administration of the SR(
project went smoothly, and the report contains suggestions for improvements in any future replications
or expansion of the SRC project.

Theresults of the evaluation indicate that 8fRC projectvassuccessful in meeting its goaéndwell
managed by DHS staffhe report concludes with a set of additional questions and issues for DHS to consider
in any replication or expansion of the SRroject.

These totals include only those families fdroman income sourceasdesignatedT hree familiedid not have an income source
designatedwhich is why these two totals are $593 less than the total SRC cost of $242,112.
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Overview

Legislation passed during Minnesotads 2007 |
Service Agreements (SRSASs) that provided funds to pay child care providers higher rates than
had previously been allowed under Minnesota Statséction 119B.13The 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 SRSAsaihgh the School Readiness Connections (SRC) pilot
project® The goals of the SRC project were (1) to provide incentives for selected imdjty

child care programs (both child care center and family child care) to partner with counties and
parents to mmote the skills and abilities that children (ag&S) served by the Child Care

Assistance ProgranCCAP) need to succeed inschool #2dit o addr ess sever al
barriers and opportunities encountered by many of the parents of the 23,000 Minhéd@a c

who now receivé subsidized care. o

DHS contracted with SRI Inteational to conduct an evaluation of the SRC pilot projEais
final reportpresents background on and the findings from the evaluation, as well as
recommendations stemming fron? ithe reporcontaingfive sections

e Introduction. The rationale, goals, and eligibility requirements for the SRC praject
described

e Evaluation Questions. The five evaluation questions digted

e Methodology. The data collection approaches and redpats are described.

e Findings. The findingsof our evaluation othe SRC project implementation from
July2007throughJune20( are presented. This section inclufieal dataonthe

following:
i Children, families, and child care programs thatticipatedn the SRC project
I Familiesd experience with CCAP, the SRC

|
I SRC project policies and practices

I Howthe SRC funds are being used and their interaction with other funding
I Impacts on providers/programs and children/faesili

|

School readiness skills and abilities of the presclgel children whearticipatedn
the SRC project
T Process of implementation and ongoing administraifdthe SRC project.
e Summary and Recommendations. Theprojectachievements related to the ealan
guestionsandfactors that promoted and inhibited the implementadiotiadministration
of the SRC project are described. Recommendations from the project evaluation and
additional questions to be addressed are presented.

®  Legislation in D09 extended funding of the SRC pilot through June 2011.

TheMinnesotaDHS websiteis at www.dhs.state.mn.us

An interim report wasubmittedto DHS on November 10, 2008, summarizthg data collected from July 2007
through July2008.
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Introduction

Minnesota Child Care Assistance Program

The purpose of th®linnesota Child Care Assistance Progrd&@@AP) program is to provide
financial subsidies to help lemcome families pay for child care so that parents may pursue
employment or education leading to employnmemd children are well cared for and prepared to
enter school ready to learfihe CCAP is funded through the federal Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF), Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) transfer funds, state
appropriations, and county matchifugnds. The CCAP is administered at the county leaeld
county child care staffr county contracted agency stafbrk with families to determine child
care assistance eligibility. The program is supervised at the state level by the Minnesota
Department bHuman Services (DHSPHS and he statdegislatureset 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)
arecash assistance programs that help families work toward economic stability. The state fully
funds child care assistance for families who participate in MFIPWP or who haveecently

moved off MFIPor DWP. In addition, as funds allow the Basic SlidingekBSF) program

assists lonincome working families who are not participating in MEIFDWP with child care

costs Families earning 7% of the Standard Median Income (SMi)ess are eligible to enter
theBSFprogram. Families leave the program whenrtkarnings arabove 6% 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 eligille for CCAP may receive a child care subsidy. The amount of child care the state
willpayfori s determined by the parentsdo weedfar and/ o
care Families may select aggally operating licensed or unlicensguld careprogram or

provider

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

be paid tachild care programearing for childrerparticipating inCCAP. Maximum rates are set

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

three units of timéhourly, daily, and weeklyThe subsi dy is the child c
charge minus the family copayment or the CCAP county maximum rate minus the family

copayment, whicheves 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 prografs.child care prograd licensed or unlicensédholding 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.

®  The percentag of child care program rates covered is calculated by dividing the number of child care program

rates reported on the 2@Rate Survey of licensed Minnesota child care programs that are at or below the
applicable maximum rate by the total number of atigpam 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 thiaestablished the School Readiness Connections (SRC) pilot project was
introduced soon after the Minnesota Governor 6
July 2006. The goal of the summit was to i mpr
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 educatieratrisk with regard to school
readines$.The two specific objectives of the summit were

¢ To identify the researchased program practices and features critical to the effectiveness
of early childhood programs that serve children at risk of enteringigacden

unprepared
e Toincorporatehosepr ogr am practices and features 1int
programs and system.
As a result of the summit, several themes wer
Mi nnesot ads ear | thatsugportithe kirnerghrtep prepayedress ©f children
most at risk for not being fully prepared forech | s § andtleesesare the themes that

directly relate to the SRC project:

¢ Intensity and duration. Provide publiclyfunded early childhood eduman programs
that are of sufficient duration or intensity to meet the needs of children determined not to
be fully prepared for kindergarten

e Embedded educational instruction. Provide compensatory literacy and language and
math instruction and activities all early childhood setting®er children who may be at
risk and create a child assessment system for children participating in publicly funded
early childhood programs

e Professional development. Provideteachers and caregiveraining in child
observéion and assessment and curriculum planning as fundamental to effective school
readiness programs.

e Program transparency. Provide parents with eagg-understand information about their
chil drenbés devel opment .

A key recommendati on frelatethto CBARwWaSto oreate maemtives S u mm
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 chodkese child care programs for their children.

” Minnesota Department of Education (200@)nnesota school readiness study: Developmental assessment at

kindergarten entranceThis report andhe reports of previous study years are available at
http://education.state.mn.us/mdeprod/groups/EarlyLearning/documents/Report/013941.pdf

Mi nnesota Governords Summit on School Readiness 2006,
ElementsAvailable at http://education.state.mn.us/mdeprod/groups/EarlyLearning/documents/

Report/031188.pdf.

Department of Education and Department of Human Services Staff. (By@ékout session notdginnesota
Governords Summit on School Readiness 2006
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Goals of the SRC Project

On the basis of di scussions at the Governor ds
DHS established four goals for the SRC project:

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

2. Improve the quality of the child cafer children served by CCAP

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

4. Continue to support parentsoO emménoyment an

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 inént was to select child care programs that were already deliveringindjty

services and supports to children and families and to sugipitdren agesi® in developing the

skills and abilities needed to begin kindergarten. Thergetoedegislatiodimited 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. Exiigbsthe main

differences between CCAP and the SRC ptojec

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:
e Be eligible for child care assistance payments under Minnesota Stah#pter 1198
e Have at least 25%of the children enrolled subsidized through the child care assistance
program
e Provide fulttime, full-year child care services

e Serve at leasinechild who is subsidized through the child care assistance program and
expectedo 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 Awareand obtain a-3or 4-star rating. Three SRC programs havstar

ratings as of Bvember 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:

e Be eligible (and maintain eligibility) to ceive child care assistance under any provision
in Minnesota Statutes, chapter 119B, except Minnesota Statutes, section 119B.035

19 Thecommissioner 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.

1 parent Aware is a voluntary quality rating system for early care and estupatigrams including licensed
family child care programs, child care centers, Head Start, and deheed prék programs. Pilot communities
wereNorth Minneapolis, the City of Saint Paul, the Wayzata school district, and Blue Earth and Nicollet
Counties Accredited programs in treevencounty metro area are also eligible to participate.
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e Bein an authorized activity for an average of at least 35 Hqesweek when initial
eligibility is determined
e Have a chill who hadot yet entered kindergarten

e Keep their child in child careith the SRSA providéf 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 fundfogthe 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 Program charges are
reimbursed up to the county reimbursed up to 25% higher
maximums, which are capped than the usual county maximum.
based on legislative direction.

Payment rates Program cannot charge CCAP Program can request a higher
families more than they charge rate than charged to families if
non-CCAP families. services provided for SRC

children and families are
different from those provided for
all families.

Absent days?® Absent days are limited to 10 Absent days are not counted.
consecutive days and 25 Child must attend an average of
cumulative days per year, 25 hours per week.
unless medical exemption
applies.

Care authorized The number of hours of care SRC children are authorized for
aut horized i s t [|weeklycare.Ifaparentwas
schedule of participation in an initially in an authorized activity
aut horized act i |atleast35hoursperweek and
hours change, the amount of the schedule changes
care authorized may change. (e.g., hours at work decrease),

care continues to be authorized
for full-time weekly care for up to
12 months.”

Ages of eligible children 0i 12 years or through age 14 if | 07 5 years (or until child enters

child has a disability kindergarten)

#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.

°DHS changed this requirement in the legislative language for the FY2009 session. Specifically, DHS removed the
Il imitation of fAdBecausewfthe require2nt imtbenotignal language, about five families lost their
SRC eligibility in January through April 2009.

12 For the 12 months after initial eligibiliyasd et er mi ned, a decrease in the fami/]l
average ofess than 35 hours per week wounlntaffectt he chi | dds el i tpiadloangasthg f or t h.
family remaineceligible for the CCAP progranMinnesota Statutes 2008, Section 119B.23, subdivision 3

CCAP and the SRC project refer to the programs theyefiasiproviders To simplify terninology 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 fonat becausthe language is taken directly from the SRC legislation.

13
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SRC Project Foundations and Timeline

In planning the design of the SRC project, including the applicatiofRagdest for Proposals
(RFP process, DHS stafhiembersvere ablea build oncurrentearly childhood research, other
projects and evaluations in Minnesota, and the existing DHS infrastrugimit 2 illustrates
the pilot project timeline.

DHS worked with stafmembersvho were developing the Parent Aware ratingesysto align
the SRC provider application with the rating systamder constructioand to develop criteria to
evaluate portions of the SRC project applicati@idS staff also leveragehe existing CCAP
authorization and payment processes that all thecjpating child care programs and counties
already use regularly.



Exhibit 2. Timeline of School Readiness Connections Project

Julyi Sep, 2007
DHS notified all
licensed providers,
hosted a conference,
provided materials

for SRSA RFP

Nov. 2007
SRC
providers
chosen by
committee

Dec 2007
SRSA
agreements
in place
child
enrollment
in SRC
began

Jan 2008
SRC
evaluation
data
collection
begn

July 2009
SRSA renewal
agreements in
place

A

Junei July| May 2007

‘ Julyi Dec. 2007

Jan.i Dec. 2008

Jan.i June 2009 ‘ July 20091 June 2011

2006
upeuly |y 2007 Nov. 2008 May 2009 Dec 2009 June 30, 2011
MN SRSA SRC interim Legislation Evaluation SRC pilot
i report passed to report ends
Go v er n| Legislation | d . SRC
Summit passed release C(_)ntlnue completed
pilot through (2007 09)
June2011




Evaluation Questions

DHS hired SRI Internationab evaluate the SRfllot project(contract period from July 1,
2008,through December 20p90n the basis afiscussionsvith DHS from Februaryto June
2008, SRI developed an evaluation plan that DHS approved in July208&valuation
questiond® were identified for the SRC project.

1. How are SRC funds begrused (for how manghildrenandfor 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 presagol
children?®

5. What program policies, trainingnd administrative practices should be retained or
changed if the program were fully ingohented?

Methodology

Data are summarized in this final report for the period from December 2007 through June 2009
The SRQproject evaluation plan includede collection and analysis of both qualitative and
guantitative data.

Specifically, for the purpose of tlii@al report, SRI collected and analyzed the followtiaga

e Program Surveysi\eb-based survey&of 14 child care ppgram directors and providers
about their experiences with the SRC prgjeonducted twicAugusi September 2008
and April May 2009.

e Program InterviewsTelephone interviews with 14 child care progrdinectors and
providers about how they used thadis from the SRC, conducted twice (September
2008 and AprilMay 2009).

e Administrative Staff Interview3elephone interviews with key staffembersat 17
counties and one administering agency about their experiences with the SRC project,
conducted twiceSeptember 2008 and Apray 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 evaluationtipmss these data were analyzed to
develop a profile of the familigzarticipating in the SRC project.
> The evaluationlid not aim to directly address the effects of CCAP SRC on child developmental or school
readiness outcomes during therh®nth periodn which the SRC fundsereavailable. However, assessments
of participating preschoed ge chi |l drenbés progress in | anguage and | i
and social developmentereaggregated and reported.
® The Minnesota Early LearninFoundation provided SRI with a dataset from the Parent Aware
(www. parentawareratings.org) evalwuation that included
guestions included in the SRC director/provider sBaled survey. These data were Usedomparison with
the SRC survey data, shown in Appendix B.



e DHS Staff Interviewslelephonenterviews with four key DHS staff members about their
experiences with the SRC project, conducted twice (September 2008 arid April
May 2009).

e Parent SurveySurvey that solicited infornteon from parents of childrgmarticipating in
SRC regarding their experiences with CCAP and with the SRC prifjettperceptions
aboutt heir chil dbés experiences with ,thdre SRC p
c h i tegefopment, home litecy practicesand family demographics, conducted once
(JanuaryApril 2009). Surveys were completed by 145 parents representing 190 children
(a response rate of 52% of all the 364 participating childrémeilSRC projegt*

o CCAP Administrative DataAdministrative data on children collected by DHS from
county servicing agencies in fall 2008. Information analyzed for this report includes
family-l evel data on parent i ncome and author.i
through August 2008 and childvel data on payments and authorized care for Feliruary
July 2008. Data were collected on 74% of 364 participating children. Final data were
collected once from DHS.

e SRC Program Report€hild care program and provider reports to DHS from January 7
to June30, 2009, regarding chillbvel data on attendance, referrals provided, Work
Sampling System® (WSS) (Meisels, Marsden, Dichtelmiller, & Dorfman, 2001).
assessment data, referrals, and uses of SRC ar8R©Grfunds to help subsidize the
chi |l dr e ne& Binald&ta were cotteated once from DHS.

Findings

Ourfindings arepresentedn the following fivesulsections

e Participants in the SRC project. Characteristics of the children and famijiaad
characteristics of the child care programs are described

e Uses of SRC funds and other sources of funds. This section describes how SRC
project funds were usedndthe rates of participating programs.

e Impact of SRC project on children/families and child care programs. This section
summarizes data abouhow funds were used to improve the quality of programming for
participating children and familieg ami | i es 6 experiences with t
attendance, and familiesd perceptions of t
c hi |l doé s baped ateipadeatsurveyand chi |l d care programs?o
projectis impact on their activities.

e School readiness skills of the participating children. In this section, datare
presentedoh he participati ng c¢ hsatassesedbstaskc h o o | r
Sampling System checklist

e 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 SRCamtojvas administered and implemented.

" In theparentsurvey, response rates variéy question becausmme parents did not answer all the questions.
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Participants in the SRC Project

Child care providers

Child care providerg applied for one of the SRC agreements by submitting an application that
the DHS evaluated on the following factors:

e The qualifications of therovider and the providés staff®

e The provideds staffchild ratios

e The provideds curriculunt®

e The provideds current or planned parent education activities

e TheprovideGs current or planned social service and employment linkages

e The provideds child development assessment plan

e The geographic distribution needed forSproviders(statewide, metro and nonmetro)

e Theinclusion of a variety of child care delivery mod@dsg., child care centers and
family child care programs)

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

The legislation and the provider application form also speatfiedr key features of th@oject.
For example, aBRC agreement was requiredriolude assessment, evaluation, and reporting
requirements that promote the goals of improved school readiness and movement toward
appropriate child developmentilestones® A provider who entereihto an SRSAhad 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, 14leaare 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 thiproject since its inception.

Exhibit 3 shows the number of childr&@verenrolled in the SRC project from January 7, 2008
through June 30, 2008 each of the participating child care programs and the counties where
the children live. Estimated costerchild 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 eligiblefor the project The available funds were then allotted to other eligible children
enrolled with the same or a different CCAP SRC child care provitherchildren who

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

18 CCAP and the SRC project refer to the programs they fund as providers. lifysienminology 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 requireusestshe term
providerbecausehat was théanguageused inthe SRC legislation.

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

Mi nnesotabs pi |l oforchildaileprogeams ati ng system

In the RFP comlpted 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, 2008n&30, 20Q According to the
SRC program reports,

e Across all 364 children, the averdgeagth of timeenrolledin the SRC projectvas
36 weeks @bout 9months).

e Childrendés enr ol | me nweeks (aetwgen dbodt 1 andi20 nonthg).e k

Seventeerountes one administering agencgnd one contracted agenegrked with the
providers and DHS on the SRC project to
for services provided

e There were 14 child care prograngxfibit 3) that provided chd care service®r the
364 children who participatétin the SRC project.

e The participating programs were locate®icounties across the state of Minnesota
(Exhibit 4), with participating childrefiving in 16 counties (Exhibit 6

T About half the cHdren (48%) attended a chitédre center program fareater
Minnesota

ver.i

T Another twofifths (43%)attendedh child care center program in a metropolitan area.
T The remaining 9% of the childreaceivedcare from a licensed family care program,

located in bothmetro andGreater Minnesotaounties.

2L When werefer tofic 0 u n tLinoels-Ly@n Murray is the adinistrative agency for children in Lyon County.

The contracted agency served some children in Hennepin County.
# In the data export SRI received from DHS, start dates indieated for 394hildren, but attettance records

were available foonly 364 of tlose childrenTherefore for the purpose of this report, SRI used only the data

from the 364 children who had attendance records.

12
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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)

Number
County of residence of Percentage

Program type and geographic location?® of SRC children children = of children
Metro family child care program (n = 1) 2 1
Family child care program 1 ‘ Ramsey 2 1
?r/:e:trz)center-based child care programs 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
Srr(;a;t:rrn I;/I?:}c:eg;er based child care 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 ggzsr,ngrow Wing. Morrison, 24 6
Child care center program 9 S\i ?g;ﬁ'? MilleLacs, Stearns, 43 12
Total 364 100

#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.

® 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.

13



Exhibit 4. County Location of SRC Providers by Type of Child Care Program
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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)
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Participating children and families

Participating families had a range of backgrounarabteristics. At the time they started
participating in the SRC project, children ranged in agmfinfants to 5 years oldExhibit 6).

e Not surprisingly, at the end of the SRC projeaterof the participating children were
infants (21%) and more of threwere 4 and 5/ears old41%) (Exhibit6).

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

Age At SRC start date At SRC end date®

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,

20009.

@ 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.

e According to the parent survey, most of the parents (74%) reported having only one child
in their household who was atteng the SRC program, offéth of the parents (21%)
had two participating children, and only a few parents (5%) had three participating
children.

e According to the program surveyspst of the childrenvho participaedin the SRC
project spokerimarily English (8%). Only a few children2%) hada language other
than English as their primary language, including Spanish, Somali, and other African
languages.

e 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)

: . Other
Hlszfozmc 20
Multiracial \
8%

Alaskan Native

or American
Indian
11% White, non-
Hispanic
47%

African-

American

28%

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 albachéls degr e e
higher (4%).

T Almost all of the mother93%) who completed the parent sunhagd at least a high

school diploma or GEDRExhibit 8), with about half the mothers (54%) attending or
had attended either a vocational tech program or some college.

or

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

Bachelor's Lessthan high
degreeor school

higher 7%
4% .

_High school
Vocationaltech | d|P|0n;g;r GED
program/some b
college
54%

Source: Parent surveys.
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Family income

The CCAP administrative data on household income and required CCAP eligibility activities of
participating parents arbased on information collected B¥1S from county servicing agencies
(for N =192 families and\ = 260 children).

e On average, the familiesd annual househol d
to $47,601. According to the ME@ata system, thez 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%).

e According to the CCAP administrative data, families had multiple sources of income that
included the folloing®:

T Aboutfour-fifths of thefamilies 84%) had income from employment

T About onethird of the families (3%) had income fronchild supporipayments. Of
those families,

A None received child support for 100% of the time they participated in the SRC
projed.

A Twofifths (39%) received child support 50% or more of the time.

T Atotal of 24% of familieseceived MFIP/DWP or some other form of public

assistance (e.g., disabilipayments). Of those families,

A Only a few (5%) received MFIP or public assistancelfad% of the time they
participated in the SRC project.

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

T The remainind.9% of familieshad income sources that included tribal payments,
unemployment payments, and other soufegs, 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, employmgottonities, and family
self sufficiency.
e A majority of parents (8%) wereworking at a paid job. Of those families,

T More than ongguarter (28%) worked 100% time while participating in the SRC
project.

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

e About onefifth of parents (2%) were attending classes to further their education toward
a GED or higher education. Of those families

i Onetenth (10%) attended training other education 100% of the time they
participated in the SRC project.

T About twofifths (43% attended training or other education 50% or more of the time.
e About onefifth of families (19%) wereonducting a job searchf@ose families

% These categories are not mutually exclusive and do add up to more than 100%.
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T Onetenth (9%) conducted a job search 100% of the tiragparticipaedin the SRC
project.

T More than ongyuarter (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 weréhe difference betweehe cost of providing care for a child under the general

CCAP programand the additionatostsof higher rates and more days of child care authorized

than a typical CCAP cas&he data used for this calculation were the actual paymeatle for

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

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 agti@nd payments that would have

been made under general CCAP policies.

e According to the CCAP administrative datarh February 1 through July 31, 2008, the
SRCproject cost aadditional $242,112 for child care services for a total of 253
children?* This total expenditure is 33% more than what would have been authorized if
the children were receiving only CCAP.

i Of this total, $140,588 spent was from Minnesota Family Investment Program
(MFIP) Child Carefunds (which pay for the child care of familiese®tng MFIP or
DWP and those who have recently left the prog)aersl $100,931 was from Basic
Sliding Fee (BSF) funds.

I The majority of children (%) received CCAP through MFIP Child Care funds
during the SRC project.

A On average, the cost of child caer week for these children wa34®, which is
anadditional $56 than the children would have been authorized for under CCAP.

T More than twefifths of participating children (41%¥ceived CCAP througBSF
fundsduring the SRC project.
A On average, theost of child care per week for these children was5pwhich is
anadditional $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 thadejvas
noincrease beyonahat would have been paid under the general CCAP program.

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

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

These totals include only those families fd¢roman income sourcerasdesignatedT hree familiedid not have

an income source designatechich is why these two totals are $593 less than the total SRC cost of $242,112.
There were 14 children whose families received both MFIP and BSF at some point during their enrollment in the
SRCproject, and there were 5 otifen whose families did not have any funding source program designation.

25
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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. Thate wadiscussedetween DHS and each child care

provider and wabased oh h e p r mtesithe additolal servicésthat they would provide,
andthe existing CCAP maximum rate relative to the 25% higher maximum for SRC.

Exhibit9 shows the partipiat i ng chil d care pr ogrSameslild week| vy
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 apgl#eer child care programs

were albwed to request up to a 25% increéd$mm theapplicableCCAP maximumrate ifthe

higher rate reflectethe cost of services provided thghuthe CCAP SRC agreement thateve

not provided when charging the standard rateifatite rate @ not exceed theate that the child

care program wdd charge a privatpay family for the samservices provided under the CCAP

SRC agreement.

According to the SRC program reports,

e Over half thechild care program&7%)had rates above CCAP maximum rates when the
SRC poject begantwo of five family child care programs and six of nine child care
center programs.

e In 2009, more than threguarters of th child care programs (79%) heates above the
nonSRCCCAP maximumall five of the family child care programs and sif the nine
child care center programs.

¢ Most of the child care progran(89%) wee receivig the maximum SRC rates, which
were capped at 25% over the CCAP rate.

e On average, the remaining three child care program SRC rates were between 92% and
99% of themaximum SRC rate.

According to the progranusveys of thechild care programs,

e 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.

e Child carecenter programs alseere more likely to have a greater variety of funding
sources.

T About threefourths ofchild care programé71%)receivel funding from the Child
and Adult Care FooBrogram and from cash grants or cash donations from
foundations (79%)

T About half the child care programs recelyanding through fund raising and
individual donations (57%) or through federal funds such as Head Start (50%).

2 Half (n = 7) of theselectecthild care programs described their SRC applicatioa variety ofquality
enhancement activitighat they would undertake using SRC funds (@gtancing their curriculum or
learning/environment activities, implementing a child assessment and progress monitorfigiteel Scale
with O- to 2-yearolds).

Those cHd care programs that alreadyetrihe standard for accreditation or credentiada CCAP rate that
was 15% higher thathat ofnoncredentialed or accredited prografiisis increased ratwasused when
calculating the increased rate for the SRC project.
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Many more child care center prograthan family child care prograngseven out of
nine versus omout of five) receive funding through fund raising and individual
donations.

Similarly, more child care center prograthsn family child care prograngBve out

of nine versus two out of five) recetvéunding from federal sources such as Head
Start.

Only onefifth of child care programs (21%) received funding from the state or local
department okducation or school l@rd, and all those programs neechild care
centers.
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Exhibit 9. Weekly Provider Rates of Child Care Programs Participating in the SRC Project

CCAP SRC SRC
Programs 2009 rate maximum maximum payment

1175.00 1173.65 1217.06 1 217.06

Family child care program 1? T 160.00 T 161.25 T 201.57 T 193.80
P 150.00 P155.04 P 193.80 P 193.80

1174.43 | 155.04 1193.80 1 193.80

Family child care program 22 T 174.43 T 139.54 T 174.43 T 174.43
P 174.43 P139.54 P 174.43 P 174.43

| 180.00 | 155.04 1193.80 1 193.80

Family child care program 3% T 180.00 T 155.04 T 193.80 T 193.80
P 180.00 P 155.04 P 193.80 P 193.80

| 137.50 | 139.54 1174.43 1174.43

Family child care program 4° T 137.50 T 137.14 T171.42 T 171.42
P 137.50 P 137.14 P 171.42 P 171.42

| 154.50 | 154.04 1193.80 1 190.00

Family child care program 5% T 154.50 T 152.38 T 190.47 T 190.00
P 154.50 P 152.38 P 190.47 P 190.00

| 404.54 | 306.36 | 382.95 | 382.95

Child care center program 1% T 385.28 T 251.78 T 314.73 T 314.73
P 308.22 P 228.22 P 285.27 P 285.27

| 404.54 | 306.36 | 382.95 | 382.95

Child care center program 22 T 385.28 T 251.78 T 314.73 T 314.73
P 308.22 P 228.22 P 285.27 P 285.27

| 312.00 | 306.36 | 382.95 1 375.00

Child care center program 3% T 260.00 T 251.78 T 314.73 T 310.00
P 229.00 P 228.22 P 285.27 P 280.00

| 266.40 | 266.40 | 333.00 1 333.00

Child care center program 4 T 218.94 T 218.94 T 273.68 T 273.68
P 198.45 P 198.45 P 248.06 P 248.06

1176.25 1 182.85 | 228.56 1211.25

Child care center program 5% T 171.25 T173.71 T 217.13 T 206.25
P 161.25 P 167.61 P 209.52 P 196.25

1176.25 1 159.00 1198.75 1198.75

Child care center program 6 T171.25 T 151.05 T 188.81 T 188.81
P 161.25 P 145.75 P 182.19 P 182.19

| 230.00 1 146.28 | 182.85 1182.85

Child care center program 7 T 200.00 T 128.26 T 160.33 T 160.33
P 170.00 P 107.06 P 133.83 P 133.83

1 160.00 1121.34 1151.68 1151.68

Child care center program 8 T 150.00 T121.34 T 151.68 T 151.68
P 143.00 P 118.65 P 148.31 P 148.31

| 187.00 1 198.46 | 248.07 1 248.07

Child care center program 9% T 165.00 T 167.44 T 209.30 T 209.30
P 155.00 P 159.39 P 199.24 P 199.24

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

®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

Quiality improvement activities by child care programs

During the application process, DHS purpofigfselected child care programs to participate in
the SRC project based on the services and activitiethibyavere alreadyleliveringto children
and families (e.guse ofan evidencédased curriculum, referrals for children and families to
needed community resources, parent engageactinities. The increased reimbursemeate
from the SRC project vgaexpeatd to help pay for such coststhe following

Training to use th&/ork Sampling SysteriNSS)checklistsand conduct child
assessments

Making referrals for developmental screening and other services and assessments
Implementing prent engagement effert
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, chilée programs repatl that theyhad implemented the following
types of quality improvement activities using the SRC funds

All the child care program4@() usedsome SRC funds fdamily partnerships. Most
child care programs 83%0) usedSRC funds for materials to support stpffrent
interactions and home learning (e.g., newsletters, food for meetings, handouts, home
learning activities, and books for families to read at homle)ost fourfifths of the child
careprograms usetlinds to increase staff time to communicate with familf€84) and

to allow staff time for family suppor?7©%). More thanhalf the programs5(%o)

dedicated timédor staff trainingin working with families.

All 14 of the child cargprograms usedome SRC funds faeaching materials and
strategies. Almost all thechild care programs us&RC funds for trainingn use of
curriculum or other early learning approaches for use with the children (93%grand
consultation on curriculum. Almost thréeurthsof child care programs (%) usedSRC
funds to purchase teadg materials, predominantly curricula, supplies, early literacy
tools, and miscellaneous toys and activitiéalf the child care programs (50%) used
SRC funds for consultation on teaching materials and stratedieseasabout ondfifth
(14%) provided ogoing monthly coaching sessions with classroom teachers.

Almost twathirdsof the child care programé4%) usedome SRC funds faracking
learning. Half the child care programssedSRC funds for training50%) on such topics
as staff coaching and trang on curriculumAbout onefifth of child care programs
(14%)usedSRC funds for materials, including assessment tools and classroom items,
such as paper and glue; and aboutftftte of child care programs (14%ijsedSRC funds
for consultation on the BS assessments.

Almost threefourthsof the child care programg1%) usedsome SRC funds faeacher
training and education. Overhalf thechild care program${%) usedSRC funds for
college tuition or other professional development training for thaif. #1ore than oe-
third usedSRC funds for fees for special licenses or creden®&k%) or for books or
other materials needed for coursew@&%p).
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e Almost all of the child care programs (93%gedsome SRC funds farther activities.
Nearly twothirds (64%) use@®RC 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 fundingnablecchild care programs to enhance the services and supipeyts
providel children and families. The impacts incladéne following:

¢ Increasing the amount and continuity of care

e Improvingchildcarec e nt er pr ongdr afma nsitlayf fcohsi dalitytec ar e pr o
make and follow through on referrals to other services andsigpipr children and

families
e Supporting communication between child care providers and parents to support
chil dr eleaiing ear | vy

e Supporting the implementation of chédsessmerand progress monitoring.

I n this section, data about the authorization
eligibility for CCAP and attendance with SRC providers are summarized.dbaut provider
referrals and parentds perceptions of referra
Results about parentsé perceptions of the SRC
last.

Continuity of care

For children partipating in SRC, care was authorized on a weekly basis for up to 12 Alonths

as long as the family retained eligibility for the general CCAP prog&R funds could be

used to pay foup to a full week of care minus the cost of care Wwaild have been ahorized

under the general CCAP program. From the CCAP administrative data for children participating
in SRC fromFebruaryto July 2008(N = 252), the following care differentials were found:

e The majority of the children @%6) were not authorized for mocare than they would
have been under the general CCAP program.

e The 13% of children who received more hours of child care (1 ®t#rs, less thah
day through 2.5 months) are distributed in the following way:

T 8% received an addition&lor more days peweek of child care.
T 5% received less thahday per week of additional child care.

Ongoing eligibility for CCAP SRC

SRC project participation ends when a child begins kindergaeires care with a selected

SRC child care progranthie childmay contimue to participate in the geraé CCAP program), or
the family loses eligibility for the general CCAP prograrhil@en 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, pacental noncompliance
with their employment plan (MFIP and DWP child care only).

% DHS made changes to this requirement in the legislative language for the FY26i09 sk thisupdate, DHS
removed the |limitatbon of Afor up to 12 months
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According to the program survey$iaut twefifths of the 14 child care programs (43%) reported
that some families had di€ulty maintaining their SRC eligibilityOf the children who left the
SRC project,

¢ Almost onethird (32%)left because they lo&CAP eligibility.

e More than ongjuarter (27%)eft because they went to kindergarten

¢ Almost onefifth (18%) left becauseéhe 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 loaPG&ligibility. 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@@#HP 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 onethird of the families participatg in the SRC project (30%) lost CCAP
eligibility at least once in the past year. Of these families,

T 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.

i The most comon reasons for losing CCAP eligibility included the followthg
A Thepaperwork was not completed or late, 60%

A Stopped working or going to school the necessary hours, 43%
A Job search hours ran out, 10%
A Income was tohigh, 10%
A Other, 7% (e.g., medical leavapved out of the county).
T Almost half the parents (45%) who lost CCAP eligibility in the past year were able to

resolvethe issue withir? weeks.

T Otherparentsvho lost CCAP eligibilityhad a longer wait for the issue toresohed,
with almost onehird of them(30%) waitingl month and onguarter (25%) waiting
more than a month.

T About threefifths of the parents (60%) who had difficulty maintaining CCAP
eligibility in the past year resolved the issue themselves by either submitting the
necessary pap&ork or going back to school or work.
T 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.
T Only a small number of parents (17%) saieitihad never received help from the
SRC child care program for issues related to their CCAP eligibility.
According to the SRC program reportse tchildren who participated in the SRC project were
enrolled on a rolling basis startimpcember 2007. The @ateported here include the period
from January 7, 2008, ttune 30, 2009.

30 The categories for why families lost eligibility are not mutually exclusive and thus total more than 100%.
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e Across all 364 children, the averagegth of timeenrolled in the SRC projecivas36
weeks about9 months).

e Chi | denrellméntranged from 1 week to @@eks? (between lesthan 1 month and
21 months) (ExhibitL0).

The duration of participation in the SRC project varite 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)

1-19weeks
22%

20-35weeks

36-62 weeks_, 27%

25%
Source: SRC program reports.

Almost all the childrerf99%) participating in the SRC project were already enrolled in CCAP
before the beginning of the SRC projechellength of timeéhey had beem CCAPprior to SRC
varied fromless tharl month to 63 months (Exhibitl).

e About onethird of children (33%) had been enrolled in CCAP before the SRC project for
less than 6 monthsvith about ondifth (18%) enrolled for Y12 months.

e About onefourth (26%) had been previously enrolledd@AP for 13 24 months, and
almost ondourth for 25 months or longer (23%).

3L In this section, we report on enrollment, which is the length a time child was eligible for the SRC projdot
the next section, we report on attendance, which is the number of weeks the child actually attended the SRC
child car e prfaatiease2b lfoarsipaweekr a m

32 According to provider reparsone 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)

More than 36
months, 10%

25-36
months, 13%

0-6
months, 33%

13-24

months, 26% 7-12
months, 18%

Source: SRC program reports.

Chi | dattendabce

The available attendance d&tam the SRC program repoffter the period of Januarg, 2008,
through June 30, 200@ere reviewed and summarizeéchildren wee expected to attend their
child care program foan average d@5 hours per week for every week that they met CCAP
eligibility requirementsThe attendance data show, out of the numbereaks that the child was
eligible for the SRC project how many weeks the child actually agténd

e Children were reported to lagtendinghe SRC project from betwedrand76 weeks(<1
to 19 months§?

T Alittle more than half of thehildren (51%) attended the SRC project for 82nore
weeks (8 months or more).

T Onequarter of the children (25%) attended the SRC project for 55 or more weeks
(14 months or more).

Exhibitl1 2 shows the childrenbés attendance rates
eligible for the SRC projéc

e Mostof the children (85%) attended for at least 25 hours per week for most of the weeks
(75 to 100%) tht they were eligible (Exhibit2).
T Onequarter of children (25%) attended the SRC project for at least 25 hours per
week for every week that they veeeligible.

T Another thredifths of the children (60%) attended for at least 25 hours per week for
75% to 99% of the weeks that they were eligible.

T Another 12% of the children attended for at least 25 hours per week for betviéen 50
and74% of the weekshtatthey were eligible.

e Less than 1% were in attendancedbleas5 hours per week for% to 24%of the
weeks thg were eligible.

3 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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e As of June 30, 2009, about half of the children who ever participated in the SRC project
(51%) were no longer participagnn it.

Exhibit 12. Childrends Child Care Program Attenda
of CCAP Eligibility (N = 364)

Childrends attendance rates are based on the total number of
Source: SRC program reports.

According to the program surveys,

Almost threequarters of the child care programs (7 X#orted that some of their
SRGfunded childrerwereroutinely late or absent from child caedl the programs
addressed this with parentdost of those child¢dare programs (8f 10) were child care
center programs.

e A few of the childrereligible for SRC lost eligibility because of the -Bur attendance
requirement.

Referrals for children and families

According to the provider surveys and interviews,3RC programapplicationcriteria included
how well the child care program was connected to other sencEsipports within the
community. All the child care programs selected for the SRC project had experience with
facilitating referrals that help meetthei f ami | i es 6 needs.

e About onethird of thechild care programs36%) had a desigated staff person whose
primaryresponsibility wa to work with the families to discuss any needs they might
have, review any relevant program observations, and make retsna¢eded. In the
other programs, regular staffembersconducedthese activities.

e Child care programs facilitadeeferrals for children and families in several different
ways.
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