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STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMBSEY COUNTY

FILED
Court Administrator
Sy 2

DISTRICT COURT
By_&!. Deputy

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

In re Special Master Hearir
Temporary Funding of Cor

LAV 1 5303

g on .
The Honorable Kathleen Blatz

_p Functions of

the Executive Branch of the State of

Minnesota,

MEMORANDUM OF THE
COALITION OF CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS AND SUPPORTERS

The members of the Coalition of Child Care Providers and Supporters'—

(collectively, the “Coalition™)

-—-respectfully urge the Special Master to determine that all

child care assistance programg funded in part by federal dollars be continued, as was done in

The Court’s arder Toun

Assistance for Needy Families

tdown,
d that child care assistance funded under the Temporary

(“TANF") program should continue to be funded, to avoid

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

agsistance is not a core funcliq

programs in the state use fede

"The Coalition consists of filteen nos
Association, The Minnesota Licensed

n of government, all three government child care assistance

-al funds ~TANF and Child Care Development Fund

profit organizations, including Child Care Works, The Minnesota Child Care
Family Child Care Association, The Minneapolis Foundation, Greater Twin

Cities United Way, Sheltering Arms Eoundation, Blandin Foundation, The St. Paul Foundation and Minnesota

Community Foundation, Social Vent
Famity Foundation Of Minnesota, M
United Ways of Grealer Minnesota

e Partners, Women’s Foundation Of Minnesota, The Jay And Rese Phillips
tKnight Foundation, Grofto Foundation, West Central Initiative Fund and




(“CCDF™) * 1n addition, since

the state,

2005, all three programs have been adminisiered solely by

The Coalition finally requests that the Special Master ensure continued funding for

those slate workers necessary |

o operate the state system used to administer and coordinate

all federal, state, and local chil]d care subsidy eligibility authorizations and payments.

1.
ARE FEDERALLY F

ALL THREE GOVERNMENT CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

UNDED AND SHOULD CONTINUE.

There are three child care assistance programs in Minnesota: (1) Minnesota Family

Investment Program (“MIIP”

#(2) Transition Year Child Care Assistance Program;’ and (3)

Basic Sliding Fee (“BSIF™) Program.’

Minnesota has made commitments regarding these programs to the federal

government in the TANF and
care iﬁcludcs both TANF and!
just as the state has obligation
CCDT Because all three smte1

no finding of non-TANFE or n

CCDT block grant agreements, The State’s budget for child
CCD¥ funds in all three child care assistance programs. So,
5 &5 to TANFE programs, it likewise has obligations under

programs are funded by both TANF and CCDF there can be

hn-CCDFE programs.

? Minnesota State Plan for Temporar
availuble at hitp:ifwww.dhs.state.mn
Development Fand Plan for Minnes
hitp:/fwww, dhs. state. mn, us/main/ gr%

¢ Assistance for Needy Families 3 (effective Jun, 1, 2009 - Dec. 2011)
us/main/groupsicounty_access/documents/pub/dhsi6 150104 pdfy Child Care

ta (effective Oct. 1, 2009-Sept,, 2011} available ai:
ups/children/documents/pubidhsia 147429 pdf

* Child Care Assistance Program and the Diversionary Work Program (“DWP”) - provide cash assistance to very
noor families ang their children. Thgse are the state’s “welfare-to-work™ programs under TANF, MFIP and DWP

provide, for up to sixiy months, gran

s including child care assistance.

¥ This is a ope-year enlitlement fo families afler MFIP assistance ends. When families are on the verge of emerging

from the deepest poverty, this program provides critical support toward the achievement of self-sufficiency

® a first-come, first-served program f{pr low-income families, Families who are not poor enough 1o qualify for MFIP

the so-called working poor, may qua
ability 1o pay for child care rather th

3

ify for shiding fee child care assistance. This assistance supplements their

in stop work at low-paying jobs.



II.  THE STATE IS SOLE

LY RESPONSIBLE FOR DISTRIBUTING ALL

FEDERAL CHILD CARE FUNDS AND MUST CONTINUE THE
MINNESOTA ELEC{'RONIC CHILD CARE SYSTEM.

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

The state’s administrati
Care (“MEC27),% is used by c
they can receive. The counties

care providers submit bills aga

Furthermore, child care
an essential function of govern

work program. The welfare v

from welfare to work by provi
continuing to fund this dimens
federal/state governments and
III. LOSING CHILD CA

As described in further

ponsible for making child care assistance payments frem all
ue to make available the payment and eligibility system used
ed by counties to approve families for assistance,

/e infrastructure-—known as the Minnesota Electronic Child
unties to determine who is eligible and how much assistance
enter this information into MIC2 as an authorization, child
[nst these authorizations, and the state pays these bills.
assistance to those who are employed should be considered
ment because, in fact, it i3 the continuation of the welfare to
form laws of the late 1990s were constructed to move people
Ping the supports that would make work possible, By not

ion of the program, the social contract between the
individuals is broken,

RE SUPPORT WILL DEVASTATE FAMILIES,

detail in the Memorandum of Law of the Amici Coalition of

Child Care Providers and Supporters in Support of Temporary Funding and the supporting

affidavits, attached as Exhibit

A, stopping child care assistance — even temporarily - forces

poor familics to make devastating decisions with long-term impacts, and could result in

® Minn. Dep’t of Human Servs., Infort
http/iwww leg.state. mn.us/docs/2005

mation Technology, 2005 Report o the Legislature 20, available at
mandated/030155.pdf,




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

beyond the duration of any goyernment shutdown,

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: July 1, 2011 FAEGRE & BENSON LLT

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

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

Facsimile 612.766.1600

Attorneys for the Coalition of
Child Care Providers and Supporters

fh.us.6994239.01 ‘




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

In Re Temporary Funding
Funciions of the Executive
State of Minnesota,

. FILED
Court Administrator

JUN 22 2011 DISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Case Type: Civil
of Core
Branch of the
File No., 62-cv-11-5203
The Honorable Kathleen R, Gearin

MEMORANDUM OF LAW OF THE
AMICT COALITION OF CHILD
CARE PROVIDERS AND
SUPPORTERS IN SUPPORT OF
TEMPORARY FUNDING

The members of the 4
Care Works, The Minnesota
Care Association, The Minng

Arms Foundation, Blandin I

Foundation, Social Venture ]T

Phillips FFamily Foundation (

INTRODUCTION

mici Coalition of Child Care Providers and Supporters---Child

Child Care Associé[ion, The Minnesota Licensed Family Child

apolis Foundation, Greater Twin Citics United Way, Sheltering
sundation, Minnesota Commiunity Foundation, The St. Paul
artners, Women's Foundation Of Minnesota, The Jay And Rose

f Minnesota, McKnight Foundation, Grotto Foundation, and

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

proposed memorandum of |a

‘These Amici urge the
with respect to continuation ¢
of and for the duration of any
federal funding for core prog

Court order the continued pa

g

v as amicl curiae in support of Petitioner and Respondent.
Court 1o grant the Petition of Attorney General Lori Swansqn
' the administration of core governument functions in the event
stale government shutdown-—including the distribution of
rams provided to the state-—and specifically request that the

ments of child care assistance for poor childrer. Funded by the




federal, state, and local .appr( priations, these child care assistance programs are designed to
assure the safety and welfare of vulnerable children. These Amici further urge the Court to
approve the Governor’s deteyminatien in his First Supplemental Response that he will
cantinue payments to sewicg@s vendars and providers under the Minncsota Family Investment
Program (“MFIP”) and Diversionary Work Program (“"DWP™), and request greater
specificity regarding contin\fng payments lo child caré, service providers under these and
relﬁted child care assistance programs for poor children——namely, the Tl'ansitliam Year, and
Basic Sliding Fee Child Carg Assistance programs-—in the event of a state government
shutdown,
These Amici finally request (hat the Court arder the state to retain and continue 10
fund state workers necessary 1o operate the systems used to administer and coordinate
federal, state, and iocal child care subsidy cligibility authorizations and payments.

INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE

The Amici vepresent the interests of child care providers throughout Minnesota,

[amilies receiving child carg through state-admi nist_crcd child care assistance programs, and
philanthiropic organizationséproviding private financial suppert for early child care and
education programs setving the poor. Among the early child care and education programs
receiving financial support from some members of the Amici are The Alliance of Early
Childhood Professionals, lgyce Preschool, May{lower Prescheol, the Parenting Resource
Center, People Serving I"co:&)lc, St. Anne’s Place, Southside Family Nurturing Center, Way 1o
Grow, and the Amherst Witder Foundation, (See Mayotte A{fL 47.)

Although the members of the Amici vary in the services and assistance they provide,

they alf support Minnesotals children and families, and the State’s statutory goal that every

.




Minnesota child is ready for

kindergarten by 2020, (See Mayotie AL §3 & n.] (ciling

Minn. Stat. § 1241.141, subd. 2(4)-(6)).} Coliectively, the philanthropic members contribute

approximately $20 million annually 1o carly child care and education programs. (See id. ¥

4.) Thig amount is believed ¢

o represent the bulk of private contributions to early childhood

programs for Minnesota’s pgorest families. {(See id) Although the amount of the

philanthropic contributions j

state expenditure in fiscal ye

significant, it pales in comparison to the projected $222 million

ar 2011 10 subsidize such programs. (See id. 4 5.)

ARGUMENT

Minnesota’s poorest %‘ami]ies spend 20 1o 29 percent of their income to cover child

care expenses. (See Child Care WORKS Aff. Ex. B, Key Trends: Highlights from the 2009

Statewide Houschold Child Care Survey, at 2.} For these families, the availability of

subsidized child care allows

parents to seek employment, to avoid requesting public

assistance, and to provide their children with higher quality care with a focus on supporting

education, (See, e.g., id BEx
to employment lor low-inco
Families with Low Incomes

Studies and extensiv
programs arc the hest possib

Readiness Funders Cealitior

A (noting that the cost of child care can be a significant basrier

e workers with children); see afso id 14, 13, Child Care for

al2.)

research have shown that early child care and education

le investment in & thriving Minnesota fiture. (See School

ATf. Y4 8.) 1f a child receives support for growth in cognition,

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

years, that child is more like

society. (See i) Without ¢

ty to succeed in school and become a productive member of

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



difficult inancial decisions 4

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

also Minnesota Child Care A
Asthe threat of a gov

Child Care Providers and Su

care programs due to the inc
for their children at the risk

AfT, 4 &; Minnesota License

ssociation Aff. § 10.)

ernment shutdown nears, members of the Amici Coelition of
pporters have learned that low-income families forced to make
re considering whether they must stop taking advantage of child
reased cost, and sacrifice one parent’s income in order to care

I losing their homes. (See Minne-sota Child Care Association

| Family Child Care Association Aff. § 4; School Readiness

Funders Coalition Aff. § 9; Rowe Aff. 4 5; Ross Aff. 4 5; Hosea AT, §5.) Indeed, this

decision making may becom
close——perhaps permanently|
Association AL Y 7.¢; Minn

The child care indust

e moot if child care programs are unable {o stay afloal and must
—afler the toss of revenue. (See Minnesota Child Care
esola Licensed Family Child Care Association Af1, §4.)

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

significant loss of margins t]‘zat would result from a government shutdown, (See Minnesota

Child Care Association AfT,]
stopped providing subsidies
School Readiness Funders {0
as a primary source of incou

Minnesota Chitd Care Assoq

4 6.) The funding gap that would result H {he government
for child care simply cannot be bridged by private sources. (See
calition A{l. 4 10.) Providers who rely on child care assistance
e will be forced (o stop serving low-income children. (See

iation A1 9§ 7.a.)




L THE COURT SHOULD ORDER-—WITH SPECIFICITY—THE
CONTINUATION OF CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE AS A CORE
GOVERNMENT FUNCTION IN THE EVENT OF A GOVERNMENT
SHUTDOWN,
There are three child kare assistance programs in Minnesota: (1) the Minnésota

Family Investment Program (“MFIP”) child care assistance program; (2} the Transition Year

Child Care Assistance Pfog,ram, which is a one-year entitfernent (o {families afler MFIP

assistance ends; and (3) the Basic Sliding Fee Program, which is a first-come, first-served

program for low-inconme fanpilies.

This array nfprograms, available as families work toward independence, provides
crucial, stabilizing environmients for thousands of Minnesota's youngest, poorest, and most
vulnerable citizens. The pragrams often enable parents to work, and énsures that children are
safe, fed, and in an enriching environment that will ensure their long-term well-being,

Programs providing such basic needs are essential services for these children and must be

continued in the event of and for the duration of any government shutdown.

A Child Care Assistance Through Minnesota Family Investinent Program and
Diversionary Work Program

METP and the Diversﬁonary Work Program ("DWP") provide cash assistance 1o very
poor families and their children. These are the state’s “welfare-to-work” programs under the

federal Temporary Assistanee for Needy Families program (“TANF?).' MFIP and DWP

' Minnesota State Plan for Temporary Assistance for Needy Iamilics 3 (effective Jan. 1,
2009 - Dec. 20110,




provide, for up to sixly months, grants that supplement family income, assist with c¢hild care

costs, and offer employment|services.”

Becavse “[c]hild care/is a key component in Minnesota’s strategy to help families

3

leave and remain off wellare

assistance benefits that many

“ MFIP provides child care assistance as part of the public

families on MFIP and DWP receive. This assistance is

contingent on those families complying with work activities outlined in mandated

employment plans, and, without the child care assistance, some families would be unable to

comply with those plans. ’i‘hTus, child care assistance must be understood as a key component

of public assistance.

The Governor has recommended that public assistance benefits should continue if a

government shutdown oceurg
[

General argues that, pursuan]

. (See First Supp. Resp. §3.B.) Similarly, the Attorney

to the Supremacy Clause, the state’s performance ol core

administrative functions on behalf of the {ederal government—including payments of public

assistance designed to assure

government and should be ¢

]

the safely and welfare of ¢itizens—are core functions of

nlinued in the event of and for the duration of a government

shutdown. {See Pet. §21.) Neither party, however, makes if clear that these directives

include the continuation of f'l:

the Court adopts, 1t should dis

2 .
See id

S 1d

deral and state assistance for child care. Whichever position

el (he continuation of these critical servicas.

o



B
Transition Year child
MFIP assisiance for child ca

deepest poverty, this progra:

sufficiency, Ior purposes of

programs differently than ot
example food stamps or Me

C. Basic Sliding

Families who are nol

may quali@ for sliding fee ¢

0 pay for child care rather {

funded as a core governmen

1L THE COURT SHO,

THE MINNESOTA

Becausce the State s

- sources of funds, it must co

federal funds, and eligibility
to receive such support.

All child care assisty

commingled federal block g

* See id.

SSee id al 4.

Transition Yed

r Child Care

care assistence is available to familics for one year after of

re ends.” When families are on the verge of emerging from the
nprovides critical support toward the achievement of self-

this hearing, there ié 110 1eason tolh'eat child care assistance

her programs providing for the minimum needs for families—for
lical Assistance,

Fee Program

poor engugh to qualify for MFIP, the so-called working poor,
hild care assistance.” This assistance supplements their ability
han stop work at low-paying jobs, and should also be specifically
t function.

ULD DIRECT THE STATE TO CONTINUE FUNDING
\ ELECTRONIC CHILD CARE SYSTEM.
respongible for making child care assistance payments from all

htinue to make available critical payment systems used to pay out

: systems used by local governments to approve families in need

ince programs administercd by the State are comprised of

=

ranted funds, state appropriations, and local government funding.




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

“assistance, and the approximate breakdown is as follows:®

Federal Junding ‘@E'f'}ercent
State finding 35 percent
County funding ) 1 percent

For ¢hild care assistance (o continue through any shutdown, the state needs 1o maintain the
administrative infrastructure—known as the Minnesota Electronic Child Care (“MEC2™)
systenn.” MEC2 works in a coordinated fashion with local governments, as the counties

determine who is eligible fo:} child care and how much assistance they can receive. The

counties enter this information into MEC2 as an authorization and child care providers
submit bills against these au%horizations. While counties autharize care and processing the
bills, MEC2 is the mpositorj for this infermation and so it must be maintained in order for
child care to be authorized apd, ultimately, for provider bills 10 be pzzid‘. Thus. the Court
should [ind that MEC2 is a dore government function, entitled (o receive continued funding
in the event of and for the duration of any government shutdown.

1. RESPECTED SOURCES AGREE THAT QUALITY CHILD CARE 1S VITAL
TO MINNESOTA’T FUTCRE,

Without continued child care assistance, poor familics will suffer and the impact will
i
last far beyond the duration jof any govermment shutdown. (See, e.g., School Readiness

Funders Coalition Aff. §¢ 8:9; Child Care WORKS Aff. § 6; Minnesota Chiid Care

!

 Minn. Dep’t of Human Sefvs., Family Self-Sufficiency and Health Care Program Statistics
20 (Apr. 2011).

" Minn, Dep’t of Yuman Sepvs., Information Technology, 2003 Report 1o the Legislature 20,
avarlable ar hupfwww. leglstate. mrus/docs/2005/mandated/C50155 pdf .




Association Aff ¥ 8; Minnesota Licensed Family Child Care Association ¥ 4; Hosea Aff. 4] S;
Rowe Aff. § 5.) These familjes do not have good aiternative options: parents must otten

choose between quitting theif jobs in order to directly care for their children, or leaving their

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

!

1

immediate well-being and safety concerns and long-term instability, and the State will incur
additional costs.
Private sources cannot “backfill” the gap that will be created by stopping .chiid care
subsidy payments in the evept of a shutdown. (See School Readiness Funders Coalition AT
9 10.) The effect of 2 shutdgwn will simply be that the poorest, most vulnerable children will
lose a safe purturing place 10 be while their parents work. (See Child Care WORKS A 94
5-6.) . :
Most child care providers cannot absorb the impact of not receiving state payments

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

i

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

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

children. (Child Care WORKS AfT, § 5; Minnesota Child Care Association Aff, % 6-7;
.

Minnesota Licensed Family Child Care Association AfT, §4.)

{
i

Without continued funding of child care assistance programs, poor families will lose
child care that has become an integral part of their routine and necessary for their survival,
providers—many of whon already function paycheck-to-paycheck—will go oui of business;
and Minnesota’s most vulqcyable chiidren will suffer the lingering effects of instability well

| ,

beyond the duration of any government shutdown,

i
1
1

9.




CONCLUSION

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

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

Dated; June 22, 2011

flws 695421 102

Respectiulty submitted,

FAEGRE & BENSON LLP

42:/,/(\/ OM“‘N"‘*‘%

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

90 South Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN  55402-3901
612.766.7000

Facsimile 612.766.1600

Attorneys for the Amici Coalition of
Child Care Providers and Supporters




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

FILED
C_uurt Administrator

JUN 22 2011

By_;hJL_,. Deputy

DISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

In Re Temporary Funding 6f Core

Functions ¢f the Execative 1
State of Minnesota,

Case Type: Civil
sranch of the

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

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

State of Minnesgta )
) 88,
County of Ramsey )

I, Katherine Chase, b

1. I am the execy
Association, a 501-¢3,

- I make this Af

Amici Coalition of Childcare

ing first duly sworn, depase under cath and state as follows;

tive director ol Minnesota Licensed Family Child Care

Didavil in support of the Memorandum of Law submitted by the

Providers and Supporters.

3 The Minneso

a Licensed Family Child Care Association (MLFCCA)is a

professional family child carg organization of licensed family child care providers serving
H

|

children and family child carg providers. Its missien is o support the highest standard of care for

!
,
|

i

children in Minnesowa’s dive
recognition, and advocacy, |

a4, In 1973 Ij

rse ficensed family child care homes through education, resources.

TLFCCA was establisbed as a nonprofit organization. MLFCCA is a



4.

statewide network of family child care providers, provider associations, suppoyt
aroups. neighborheod groups, and advocates. Over thivty county associations are
member organizations.

b. Minnesota hag 12,000 licensed thmily elild care providers serving 187000
children, Fanfily providers are small business owners. Some cither serve only
children on Child Care Assistance or depend on a significant portion of fee

income from families receiving Child Care Assistance. Over 18,000 of

Minnesota's ehildren receive Child Care Agsistance in licensed Tamily ehild care
homes.
If child Child Care Assistance payments cease:
|

Providers will be faced with closing their business doors due to no or little income,
Families will have np ¢hild care and be vnabte fo work
Tax revenue from family child care businesses and working families will cease

Recovering from sugh 2 business revenue Joss will malke it impessible for many child
care Programs o reapen

The most valnerable children (those front low income families) will be affected

The most vulnerable businesses (these i fow neome netphborheads) wil] be affected




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: -’i [ poin

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 2l b day ol June . 2001

I? - ra \.19 . - -
Hore (o Felhesoe Kol o
Notary Pubhe

[ENTRRUARDI R H]

k% LORI AN LEMIEUX SCHAOY

Noiary Pubii




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

. FILED
Court Adminigirator

SN 20 2011 |
DISTRICT COURT

e & e DDLU
SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

In Re Temporary Funding
Functions of the Executive
State of Minnesotn,

of Core Case Type: Civil
Branch of the

IFile No, 62-cv-1 1-5203
The Honorable Kathleen R, Gearin

AFFIDAVIT OF TERRI FOSS

IN SUPPORT OF THE AMICI

COALITION OF CHILDCARE
PROVIDERS AND SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota )
Y 83,

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

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

1M,

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

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

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

sing child care assistance formy one child as T am employed full-

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

approximately 7 years, 6 m

5. 17 do not ¢g

nihs.

atinue 1o receive Child Care Assistance during a government

shutdown, 1 will not be able

(0 work which will significantly impact my employment.



FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: & l 2 ad

Subqu;hcd and 5w01n {0 befmc me

this ay of, {,m
Q / N ?71 AQA e

it

’%01211 y ’uh

1b.us.6955942.01

\DI:B{}HAH A L2045 DAY

&1 Notary Public-Minnesota
“* My Commission Expires Jan 31,20

Ao i

it




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

FILED
Court Administrator

JUN 22 2011
By,,,;_tjl('.......mpuw

DISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

In Re Temporary Fundin
I ¥ Y

Tunctions of the Exeentive
State of Minnesnia,

of Core
Branch of the

Case Type: Civil

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

AFFIDAVIT OF CHILD CARE
WORKS IN SUPPORT OF THE AMICY
COALITION OF CHILDCARE
PROVIDERS AND SUPFPORTERS

State of Minnesota

)
} ss.
County of Hennepin )
1, Mary Nienow, bein
T,
charitable arpanization whos
care options for families an
advocacy organization wor
choices.
2. I male this A
Amici Coahition of Childeare
3, Child Care
care providers and children’

oplions for familics and com

sustaining policies that supp

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

I am the Execiitive Divector of Child Care WORKS, a Minnesota S01(¢)3)

b mission is (o achieve and sustain affordable, high-quality child
d communities. Child Tare WORKS is a statewide chiid care

dng with child care providers and parents who male child care

Tidavit in support of the Memoranduny of Law submitted by the
Providers and Supporters.
ORKS was established 13 1983 by a coalition of Minnesota chifd

advocates (o achieve and sustain alfordable, high-quality ¢hild care

munitics. We consistently prioritize our resources on creating and

wrl children iy low-income familics, as these families Tace the




steepest challenges in finding

families are more likely to fac

child care programs can amel
4.
update (o our network of ¢hil
June 21, 2011 at 5:00 am., sq
Program {CCAP) 1'cimbus'se.1‘1
famities, and child care progs
over 140 responses from chil
summarized below:
Aceess {o chi
all families,
Many

be abi

in preparation]

2

and affording quality child care services, Childsen in low-income
¢ challenges 1o their healthy development that access o quality
iovate,

or providing this affidavit, Child Care WORKS sent an e-mai!

( care providers, parents, and children’s advocates on Tuesday,
cking feedback on how any suspension of Child Care Assistance
wents during a government shutdown would affect children,

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

1 care providers and parents, The impacts they anticipate are
d care services across the state will be significantly reduced for

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

e o continue serving the CCAP families evvolled in their program if

CCA]

Woulci
!

payments are discontinged, but also that the loss of this revenue

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

families they serve.

In 501
enrell
mérgi‘i
reimt
diver

L,
"’

Care §

ne cases, 1his is because the majority of the children they serve are

ed in CCAP; but the smal scale of the business und thin profit

v it family chitd care, combined wath the sudden Joss of CCAP

grsements, mean that even family child care programs serving more

¢ income levels may close (several stories were from family child

rograms with enrellments of one-third lo one-half of their total

N



d.

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

of famjly child care businesses, several responses bighlighted how the loss

of CC
overal
Child
would

Servin

AP reimbursements for a single family or child will impact the

| business viability,

Yarc centers which sent responses indicated that their businesses
be alfected by suspension of CCAP reimbursements, Centers

) a high proportion of CCAP famities indicated they may close.

Centers serving more diverse economic levels indicaled they are Hikely to

reduce staff hours and/or lay of T staff in response to CCAP suspension,

Very few centers anticipated that CCAP families would be able Lo pay the

full cdst of child care services during a government shutdown and are

planning staf! reductions as a first response.

We anticipate loss of CCAP reimbursements wil reduce access to center-

based
clagsr
huma
can a
the shy
A sec

reimby

child care services for families at all income lovels, since closing a
OO I & center reduces open slots overall, Because child care iy

-capital intensive business, building back up [rom reduced staifing
ke a significant amount of time, so impacts could be felt well afier

utdown period,

mdary impact providers identified is that suspension of CCAP

ursements will make providers less likely to continue or envoll as

CCAYP participating child care providers. CCAP families have access (o

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




{ederal government reconumends that [amilics on CCAP be able (o aceess
75 pergent of the market. Minnesota has already been cited by the federal
government for its low child care access {or families.

b, The health and safety of young children will be compromised,

-

Stable) long-(erm, consistent relationships with caring, responsive aduls
are the foundation of children's development into successful adults, so
disruplions in a child's relationships wath lis child cave prov‘iders/lf:'cmhers:
and the other children 6 his child care program are stressful. Althougly
children are restiient and can handle short disruptions, chiidren in low- .
incomg families may already be experiencing disruptions or multiple
transifions——for example, in housing, access o food/meals, and parenis’
work schedules—and their eld care program may be the most consistent

envirdnment they experience day to day,

b Sus;aegsion of the CCAP program is Tikely to result in children
experi?mwing abrupt and possibly muliiple changes in their care providers
and environments, as parents struggle 1o cobble together care
arrangements o they can conlinue working,

. /\lmo:x‘l all providers indicated they would not be able 1o continue serving
CCA]; children 1f they will not be reimbursed {or their services and voiced
concgrns that (1) childven will be "bounced around” at best, and at worst,
inun 'al_'e situations, such as very young children being cared for by elder

siblirlgs; and (1) parents will have to quit working Lo care for their

4.




childrgn and thus reduce their ability to provide stable housing and food
for thejr children.

. These Jmpacts will be folt not onty within the families served by a
particular program, but by the child care providess’ family or staffs
familigs as well. Many family ¢child care providers noted that the
reduction or elimination of their income due to CCAP reimbursement
suspensions and/or closing their child cave business will mewn they will
have difficulty providing for their own families’ basic needs, or more
seriously, that they may not be able to pay their mortgages. Several
pointerl out that they do not quality for unemployment benefits if their
busingss closes. In child care centers, reducing staff hours or laying off

stafl due to reduced revenues is the most common response reported,

whichpwill impact staff members’ families as well,

e Some providers nofed that, becavse schools have closed for the summer,

i

xchoo!‘--ugc children are also impacted by CCAP suspension, many,
particylarly younger clementary-school-aped children, are in child care
programs during the summer months.
7. In closing, Child Care WORKS respectfully submits that chifd care assistance is
an essential service for the State of Minnesota and must be maintained in the event of a
government shutdown for the reasons Tisted above and within in the amici briel.

8. Attached as hxhibit A is a true and correct excespted copy of Marcie Jeffreys, ot

al., Minn. Child Care Policy Research Partnership, Working in Minnesota: Parents Employment




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

hitpsffedocs.dhs.state. mn.us/I fserver/Lepacy/DIS-4046-1ENG,

9. Attached as Fhhibit B 1s a true and correet excerpted copy of Wilder Research,

Facty About Child Care Use in Minnesota: Highlights from the 2009 Statewide Household Child

Care Survey (Nov, 2010), (?Pﬁz’ffﬂfﬂ(ﬁ at hapsifwww.wilder.org/downioad.Q.him?report=2352.

10, Adached as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the Minnesota Department of

Human Services Transition 10 Economic Stability Child Care Assistance Program Family Profile

(April, 2011), available at

v

httyn/www dhs state, mnusfodhaind/prouns/economic suppori/documents/mub/dhs id_ 057781 ndd

_{3-




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: June 22, 2011, CHILD CARE WORKS

Mary Niengy
Executive 17
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Celor
Subseribed and sworn (o befgre me
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Working in Minnesota: y
Parents’ Employment and Earnings
in|the Child Care Assistance Program

July 2004

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

University of Minnesot(a

EXHIBIT A
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Project Baclkgrou
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The cost of child care

support parents who ftherwise mighis not e able Lo work, the Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP)

provides financial suly
employment.

The primary ohjectiv
on the lahor loree iy

patterny of COAR working parensls in four Minnesola countics --Anoka, Becker, Brown and Hernepin,

Analyzing the types o

Bty andd eausdn ods

srovicddes inlornalos ghout the irpact of Bl care assistance on local economies by showing which ser-
}

lors cmplioy dispropo
parenls were compir
The Minnesola Bepan
(CCAPY in Minnesots
ed {rom the administ
and from the Minnes
analyzed data on ean
assistance in the four

Working wn Ry

()

can be a major barrier 1o enmtoymaeny far fow-income warkers with children. To

sidies {ov low-income working parents and for those in transiion from wellare Lo

of this sludy is o increase our underslanding of the impact of child care subsidivs
slverment of low-tncome famihes, This sludy examined the indastry employment

erplayment common Lo thewe faeilioy helps policymiakers understand Lhe candi

Ty ety alue

aocd Do ey ol sy

foarest i ek o Dailie

tiopately mare COAP working parenls. Toe emiptoyment pattesns of CCAP working
a0 the rest of the worktorce, jol growlh projeciions and job vacancy data,

tment of Huaman Services {DHS) oversees the Child Care Assislance Program

. which i administered at the county level. The data used in this study were colect-
ative recards of the four counties in the study (Anoka, Becker, Brown and Hennppin)
ta Department of Employment and Economic Developmenl {DEED). The study
ings and Lype of emiployer (by industry sector)? tor alf parents receiving child care
courtics during the time period January through March 2061,

wene!i Varey” Smployment g Eanongs o tbe Shild Care Assistance Program paye 1
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Major Findings

v CCAP johs are concentraged in the health care and social assistance sector, retail trade, accomme-

dation and fond services
of CCAP jobs are in thes
the worldorce,

Iriquent COAP emplayers
conveiencl s1ares, restar

and the administrative and support services industries. Sixty-twe percant
¢ four industries compared te 33 percent of the jobs heid Dy the rest of

are doctors” oifice, hospilals and aursing homes, lemporary heto agencies,
ity angl hoteds, The nealth care induslry is the most common CCAP gmployer,

Top Four ESAP Employing Industries in Angla, Bechier, Brown, and Heanepin Lounties
Toial Percent of Total Total

t Worliferee Wariferce CCAP Percent of Total
NAICS Category Jobs Johs Jubs CCAP Jobs
Hezlth Coe & S_:ocial Assistance 101,140° 10,1% 7 1,888 23.1%

utimmisirmive & Support Serviceh 62,191 0.2 % 1,341 16.4%

F Retadl Trade 103,002 10.2% 1188 13.7%
Accommadation & Foud Services Gha3y 6.6% 14 B.A%

ecnne of son-disclosure rl

+ The industries in which {
pay relativply Jow wayes
reyional hasis,

Statewide Job Vacancie

Py, thesn waeklorce surhers crriade Bocker Gounly.

CAP working parents are concendrated have high job vacancy rates and
These industries account for the most job apenings on a statewide and

Compared te CCAP Jobs and Total Worldfyrce Employment

0% - : "
Itipercent of Job Vacanties .
]
B rercent of CCAR Jobs b
W Percent of Total Workloree Jobs | ¢
a6, e I VS T T 4
j
i
'
200, e - . e o]
n
Fel
°
i3
o189 5
E i
[ !
v
b4
&4
10% -
5%
% -
“eatth Carg & Gouial Retal Tiade Accominctation & Food
Assistgnce Survices

Pth ey Ghs S 1as o gLfin

ainsproupscidorcordoumenrsnul S d_GQ87idhesn
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COAP parents are mogl Bkely 1o be filling jobs in 1hose industries thal ave experiencing chronig
lahor chortages. More finan haif of the state’s vacant positions during e sludy period were in healln care

and social assistance,

detail syrade, and accommodation and food services, Fifty-Tive percent of COAR jobs
, Y i

were in these same indbisteies, while only 29 percent of the 1otal wovidoree is fourd in jobs in these sec-
lors. Even ducing an edonomic dowrturn, these industrics may experience labor shortages. {(Note: state

joby vacancy data do n
included o the Tigure

= These industries are

i include temporary el agencies s he admiustrative and suppart industry is nol
Helow.

also projecied by the Minnesola Department of Employment and Economic

Developiment to need the most new workers over the course of the next decade.

Aenong the industries

projecied to add the most jobs are eating and drinking establishments (inihe

accommaodaiion and f(lod services mdustey ), personnel supply services U the administrative and support

industry) and medical

[-or instance, among L
food services industry

doctors” otiices and clinics Un the health core and social assistance industry).

+ CCAP joh patterns ate related to local econamic needs,

lje four coumies, CCAP jobs are found at the highest rote in the accommodation and
le.q., restanrants and hotels) in Becker County, which has a miajor tourist industiy.

In Heanepin County, ajaaier {inancial and business center Tor the region, CCAP jobs are found at a higher
vale bn Lhe admitistrative and sopport seelon especially temporary help agencies, In the two raral coun-

fies, manulaciuring pl
- Live and support servi

iys it impartant rele in providing emplayent 10 CCAP parents, while administra-
o5 do nol. The hieaith care and sotiat aysistance secior also employs larger percent-

ages of COAPR working parents in e bwo urban counlies compared to the wo rural ones.

Congentration of Employment of CLAP Parents {Percent of CCAP Jols by Secter in Each County)

20

10

Percen: of CCAP Jobs
o

o

Bl diake
Foalln ¢
Soninl s

|rancks
£ Booker
13 Brown
L e naEin

10 &
RIS & Foud Sorvies Services

» Tho mdusines in WTDI' CCAP jobs are contentraled are those that pay among 1he lowest wages

Lo the rost of the w
wages compared to

Far mstiance, the aver
wmsurance industry,
The averaqe weekly o
indusiry, are 3166,

Woeking o i

ricfarce. Howover, when CCAP parents wurk in industries that pay higher
the rest of the workforce, they also tend 1o earn higher wages,

a8 weekly earnings for 2 CCAR b m Henpepin County in the {inance antd
industey that genaratly pays high wages 10 the rest of the workforce, are $394.
waings for o GUAP job ia the adminislrative and support industry, o fow wage

aesotar Parenty Emplayment and Larsiags in the Child Care Adssstance Frogram

pate 3



Conclusions and Policy

Compared 1o Whe rest of the
adminislrative and support |
sional, scientific, techmical, ¢
Most of the GCAP jobs dq
quarter) or an income abo

This is especiadly true foy jo

indnsirios.

« A dollar invested i child
than in others.

COAP jobs in wholesale tra
earmings than do jobs in the
For inslance, the gslimated
ent working in the manufac
administrative and supporl

the otiter counlics, primarily

The industry employment
those in other states that
Fogelher, relad tragle and su
states studied.

Adthough the stady methodolr
iMmpacts, the similarities helwe
raplications for aimployers an
gae way 1o help those industr
more concentraled o a few s

workforce, CCAP jobs are cspecially over-represented in the health care and
wdustries, They are particlarly under-represented in manufacturing, profes-
onstruction and management industries.

not equate to a fulltime job {i.c.a 40«hour week for o full eatendar
ve the poverty lavel for a family of four,

s 1 bhe accormmodation and feod serviges and administrative and support
are assistance is associaied with higher earnings in seme industries

fe, construction and manutactining have a higher payhack in terms of parerts’
administrative and support and accommodation and food services industries,
average “payback’ i earnings) on & dollar spent for the child care of & par-
pring industry in Becker Gounty is $6.00, compared ta $2.10 for jobs in the
ndustry. CCAP jcbs in Hennepin Counly have a lower average pavhack thap in
due 10 the ligher cost of cild care in the metro area,

patterns of Minnesota child care assistance recipients are similar to
have conducted similar studins,

Irvices accounled tor more than hall the subsidized c¥td care jobs o all of the

Implications

gy does not permit canclusions aboul causal relationships or braader economic
en COAP indastry employmanl patierns and job vacancy dala have imporiant
1 poticymakers, [ tight labor markets, expanding child care assistance may be
o5 thal @ve constrained by fabor shoriages, CCAP working parenis are nmch
dustries tian is the totad worklorce, angd are working in jobs thal meel the

apeds of the local econemy CLAR working pacents alse ave Concentraled in some f Lhe industries projected

Lo add the most johs in the ng
and fond services indusiryd, p:
cal dectors’ olfices and clivic
averfookad rofe for CCAR in

AL ihe samie Llime, the concent
cerns for these families and f

ar future, Inchuding cating and drinking establishments {in the accommodation

Crsonnet Suppiy seevices Tin the adminisweative and suppor indusieyd and maedi-

tin the health care and social assistance indusivy). These resulls suggest an
ne overal! heallh and growlh of the Minnesolz econemy.

ratinn of empioyment of COAPR working parents in @ few industres raises con-
r policymakers, CCAP working paremts are over-represented in industries thid

pay lewer averags wages to the 1o1al workforce and, as a vesnit, thelr long-ter ecenomic selt-sofficiency

j
enay be in doubl. Increases ind

services, winod freguenily e/fés Senled opportumties far advancement, &

earnings for CCAR warking parenls may he lmived in sectors dke retail ard

secintly [or thase withou! 2 ool

{ege deyree, Anckwer irmporiadt Hading Js (he wide range i eamings by industry, Fhe resulls sutgest thal

the payhack to a dollar inves
ity higher v«exgés Lo the res
mobifily across industries, the
e fraining activities. Monll
reteation and advancement in
aronram aulcemes rather ll‘au1

The heatth care industey sta

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

[ the workfarce. Combined with other studies that find differences in upward
se resubs may help poheymakers and program adrinistrators larget jols search
ring e lypes of jobs obtained by CCAP worlking parents and the potential tor
these Industries shoutd e considered as importanl measures of successiul
vsimply Connling any job placement,

s out a5 an indostry thal is especially imporiant, employing CCAR parents al

more than wice the rate of iz rest of the warkforce, and atcounling for the grealest number of corrent jab

aayge a

Sy s dhe saieinn psin

aindyrauns/ehitdeensducunents/nub/ BHS d_ 0087 79.heep




vacancies in the state. [L also pays higher average wages to COAP working parents, compared Lo the other

income workisg lamilies ane Tor families makim the tansition fran veellare 1o work. COAP alse plays an
irapoirtant role in contrib iing (o o stable worktorce and supporting the state and local economy.

tiree major COAP-employing Industries, Qesearch examining career ladders within industries indicates that
health care is the only ong of the four major CCAP-employing industries that offers much potential for
upward mobility (usuafly with additional training) for its employegs.

The results of this study uggest that child car assislance supports working families, businesses and the
lneal econamies in whichjibey live and work. Chitd care assistance provides nuch neaded support for {aw

bnocatar Parents’ Fmpleyment angd barmngs in the Child Care Asslsiance Progrim nagge &
I




Myt o

The statewide survey
about child care will
| help inform, develop
A and assess Minnesota’s
| child care policies
L and programs, with
particular attention fo
3 child care use among
33 Louseholds with low
2 incomes, Similar
| surveys were complered
i 1999 and 2004,
The newest vepore is
available for download
1t Wilder Research ar
PN, I(r’l:/éjtf'?'f'é'.YC’r'f J'f"/). (; ré‘
or at the Minnesota
Department of

Hurnan Services ai

} . dbs. state. mnus.

Wilder
Research

Information. Insight. impact.

454 Legxinglon Parkway North
Saint Faul, MN 55104

(651) 280-2700
wwav.widerresearch.ong

T
e

o

Sun

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

oy trends

hitd cave bours and gpes of cre

K
C
¢

‘.

poily Lriend and neighbor FIND shild.care

hild care for Famihies with low incomes

At
of

raf

Jr

Hephone survey was conducted by Wilder Research for the Minnesota Deparement
Human Services between Aprid 2009 and March 2010 wich a stasistically valid
dom sample of 1,209 Minnesota houscholds wich childien ages 12 and younger

tha

use child care, Minnesora has an esriniated 908,000 children ages 12 and younger,

according 1o the U8, Census intercensal estimare of 2009, OF the nearly 500,000

howschiolds with o or more of these children, abour 375 000 heuscholds use some

wypr of child care arvaogement and aboue 140,000 have apnual incomes at or below

206

percent of the federal paverty level (sbout $44,000 for a family of four).

EXHIBIT B



Wilder

Research
Irformation. Insight. Impact.

451 Lexingion Parkway North
Saint Paul, MN 55704
{651} 280-2700

W WG BT EseBIch .o

Thig tacr sheer compares resules from
hougehatd child care surveys conducred
by Wilder Research for the Minnesora
Dephrement of Human Services ia
])9 2004, and 2009,

Aboyt three-quariers of houssholds with
children eqes 12 and younger use child
cure) similer to 2004,

o]

| percent reporied no regular use
“any child care (non-parental, non-

—~
fo]

hool care).

s

i 2004, 26 percent reporred no
regular child care use,

egular child cave use (but that survey
included parents of children up 1o

e 14),

Fewer households are vsing family, friend
ain} neighbor (FFN) core during early
mofnings und weekends, hut FFN is still
the|most common type of arrangewent.

PCI‘CC]H 1'{‘.[)01'03(! 1o

(=)

Of households thar use child care,
70 percent use some fovm of FFN
fave on a repular basis; 20 percent
e FIRN care exclusively, stasistically
?imiim' w0 24 pereent in 2004,
[uring the school year, FIN care

s the maost common type of child
care during all nen-standard dmes,
FEN providers care for 50 percem
'Jof"childmn during the early morning
hows before 7 aam., fewer than in
2004 when 65 percent were in FIFN
care at those times. On weekends
during the school year, 70 percent
}(down froot 77 percent in 2004)

of children are cared for by FFN

carcgivers,

Overall, 43 pereent use FFN care
Fas their primary arangement: in
I their aws home (29 percent) or in

semeone else’s home (14 pereent),
sirilar 1o 2004,

Households with low incomes
without a child care subsidy are
more likely than those with a subsidy
o use FEN care as their primary
arrangement (B0 percent versug 31
percent, compared with 37 percens
for houscholds with higher incomes).

Some purents still lack child core dioices,

29 percenc of al! parents and 39
PCI'CCHT (')r ]?'(H'L‘ﬂis WI‘[I'I i(‘)W Incomes
report taking whatever child care they
could ger, similar ro the percentages
in 2004,

30 percent of parents receiving Child
Care Assistance Program (CCADP)
support and 29 percent of parenis
not receiving CCAR say they take
whatever child care they can ger; in
2004 39 using CCAP and 29 percent
not using CCAP
had liede L.h()iuj.

)()lll’d said |hLv

Parents consider qualily inportant uad
wani infermation on it

Location, cost, quality and trust are
the most common reasons cited by
parenes for choosing o primary cue
arrangement.

From a list of impocant
considerations in choosing child care,
“a caregiver rated high qualiny” is a
top “very important” reason.

88 percent (similar wo 2004) say
they would find it helpful if theis
community hid a child care qualicy
rating system that would give them
information they could use for
selecring che highest quality care,

((. (szmu’rf)



Key trends am mued
m e _-v ! vt A

Child wore problems interfere with

omployment for some parents.
12 pereent say child care problems
have interfered with getting or
keeping a job in the past year, down
from 20 porcent in 2004,
Child care problems more
commonly alfect employment for
parenes of color (25 percent), parents
whao have a child with a special nead
(21 pereent) and parents with low
incomes (20 pereent) than other
parents by abour 2 o 1, This was
also the case in 2004

Fower fomilies ure using center-hused
cure for their presdwolers thii in 2004,
52 pereent of children ages 3 1o S
who use child care use center-based
care as thelr primary arvangement
ﬁﬂd MOSE CoOMTMon le'l'Z\ﬂgClﬂCnf

Fewer children uges 10 to 12 ure tuking
care of themselves during the summier,
but self care hus not decrensed during the
school yeur,

During ehe school year, 44 percent
of children ages 10 to 12 are in self
care, compared with 43 percent in
2004 and 26 percent in 1999,
Diaring the summer, 36 pereent of
childien ages 10 to 12 ke care of
themselves, down from 42 percent
in 2004 butsill highes than in 1999
{20 percent).

On average, children ages 10 to 12
are in seif care 4-5 hours per week,

compared with 10 howrs in 2004.

Child cure is stilt onaftordable
for low-income households,

In houscholds with the towest
artpual incomes (below $20,0003,

For higher-inceme familics {above
200 percent of poverty or above
abous $44,000 for a family of foun),
9 pereent of their income goes for
child care expenses.

For all familics, 12 percent of
income goes for child care expenses,
sinifar o 10 percent reported in

2004.

Among low-lncome hovscholds,
awareness of CCAP hos inuessed, hut
many ere nol receiving it

tir both 2009 and 2004, 72 percent
are aware of state subsidics to help
pay for child care, up from 57
poreent in 1999

14 percent reporred receiving CCAP,
statigtically similar to the 19 percem
reported in 2004,

Child care assistunce helps families
with low incomes gain wcess to center-
bused care.

during the school year, which is 29 percent of thely income goes for

down trom 60 percent in 2004, but child care expenses, similar ro 2004,

stithup from 41 peecent in 1999

T kouscholds with low incomes
(200 percent of poverty and below),
20 percent of their income goes For
child care expenses.

In 2009, 46 percent of houscholds
with fow incomes recciving
(“C‘AP use center-based cure

as their prisary srangement.
Thar compares with 22 perceny
of households with low incornes
without CCAP and 33 percenc for
higher income households. These
percentages are similar (o those
reported in 2004,




Research
inlormation. Insight. Impact,

467 Lexinglon Parkway Norh
Saind Paul, MN 55104
(6513 260-2700
www.wilderresearch.org

Alrout one i three tamilies with
<hildyen using child care ure families
withl [ow fncones.

A

w income is defined as ar or below
0 percent of the federal poverty

guideline for a household of their size
about $44,000 for a family of four,

About 31 percent of families in this
syrvey are considered low-income, up
from 22 percent in 2004,

[l

o

Abour 10 percent of families in this
sarvey have annual incomes below

520,000,

Famjlies with fow incomes have

fewpr child care choices thun families

with higher incomes.

35 percent of families with low
imcomes report they had o “rake
wharever child care arcangemenc they
chuld get,” compared with 26 percent
of prrents with higher incomes,

30 percent of familics with low
icomes use family, friend and
cighbor (FFEN) care exclugively.
(Ilhe overall rare is 20 percent.)

Families with low incomes huove more

child care challenges ond problems than
fumiilies with bigher incomes.

26 percent of parents wirth low
incomes have a child with special
needs requiring exera effort, compared
with 17 pereent for families with
higher incomes, an incicase from
2004,

20 percent of parents wich fow
ncomes report thar chitd care
sroblems have prevented them from
ceepting or keeping the kind of job
hey wanted in the pase 12 months,
compared with 9 percent of other
barents.

61 percent of parents with low
incomes say a quality rating sysrem
would be very helptul, higher than
for parents with higher incormes
{45 percent).

Houscholds with low incomes are
mote likely to report transportarion
prevents them from using the eype of
care they prefer (23 percent versus 12
percent of higher income families),

Child core is wnoHordahle for Fomilies with

low incomes.

60 pexcent of families with low-
incomes have out-of-pocket child
care expenses, compared with 73
percent of higher income familics,
20 percent of low-income familics
incorme s spenc on child care,
compared with 9 percent for families
with higher incomes,

14 percent of familics wirh low
incomes receive child care assistance,
compared with a saatistically similar
19 pereent in 2004,

Most hovseholds withlow incomes
do ot receive child cure assistunce.

14 percent of houscholds with low
incomes report currently receiving
a child care subsidy, compared with
a statistically similar 19 percent 5
years ago.

Most households with low incomes are
aware of child care ussistonce,
72 percent of households wich low
incomes are aware of stare subsidics
o help pay Tor child care, similar to
fve years ago and L from 57 wn
years ago.




Child cuve |

th

or families wi

TR X DG

(hild core assistonce helps fumilies
with low incomes gain uccess to center-
hased cire.

46 percent of houscholds with

low incomes receiving a child care

subsidy use center-based care as cheir

primary anangement.

22 percent of houscholds with low
incomes withour a subsicdy and 33
percent of houscholds with incomes
thove 200 percent of poverry (abowt
$44,100 for family of four) use
cemer-based care

Amang lamilies with low incomes
surveyed, 31 percent of those
partciparing in CCAP use FFN
care as their primary child care
arrangement, compared with 60
pereent for those without a child
care subsidy and 37 percent for
[amilies with higher incomes.

Cliild <ure nssistunce helps Fanilies
with fow incomes guin aceess to quality
child core, ‘
Families with Jow incomes and child
care subsidies, compared o families
with low incomes but lacking child
care subsidies:
Ase more likely ro rare the quality of
their child care arrangements higher
with respect o how often their child
care providers use a cunriculum,
rack their children's learning,
prepare chetr children for school and
have enough education or waining
10 work with young chitdven,
More often report selecting a
caregiver with special training in
caring for young children was an
important consideration in
choosing child care (92 percent).
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Minneson Departmen of Humon Services

Wilder
Research

Informalion. Insight. impact,
451 Lexinglen Parkway Norh
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Sowmg families lose work time or Income
hecufse of child cure problems.

=
o5

o
[}

A

are than one in three {35 percent)
milics say they fost wodk time
qinceme in the past six months
deause of a problem wich a child care
riangement (not including when a

child s sick).

]

]

arents using leensed family child

care and center-based care most

Q

i

b
it

(

T

commonly lose worle time due w
saheduled closings (29 percent).
Parents using informal arrangements
(FEN) most commonly lose work
tipne duc to illness of the caregiver or
uhspecified reasons the caregiver is
nbt available {32 percent).

i PL’.E'CL‘I!I' ofparcnts i’L‘P()i‘? i(' !‘:

Ahways™ or “usuaily” difficuit to deal

ith & child care problem that arises

during work hours.

! core problems redoce porticpation in
workforce for some purents.

2 pesuent o puiens say thacchild
we problems i vhe pase year kept
e from tiking or keeping a job,

down from 20 percent in 2004,

d

hild care problems dhat interfere
vith employment more commonly
ftect parents of color (25 percent),
arers who have a chitd with a

secial need (21 percear), and parents
bich low incomes (20 percent) than
ther parenis by abour 2 1o 1. This

as also the case in 2004,

Fomily sehedules commanly require child
care hefore and ofter stendard wark hours
{7 aan. to 6 p.m,) ond on weekends,

During the school year, 43 percemt
of children are regutatly in non-
parental care during weekday
evenings (6 p.m. o 10 pomod,

andd on weekends 33 percent are
regularly in nonparental care.

24 percent of working parents have
work schedules that vary from week
w0 week,

Family, friend and neighbor (FEN}
care is the most common type of
nonstandard kour care,




DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

TR

ANSITION TO ECONOMIC STABILITY

CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FAMILY PROFILE

TYPES OF CARE TO O
(Based o

BFY2010

HILDREN IN THE CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
3 fast provider paid during the state fiscal year)

|
TYPE OF CARE NUMBER QF CHILDREN | % QF CHILDREN
Legal Non Licensed 12,345 21.6%
License Exempt Cenler (Primarily schoo! o . T e,
License E: emp 't é Y 5C 3 586 6.3%
_age care in school districts.) I
Licensed Family (Family|& Group Famil |
cense y (Family & Group Family 18,306 32.1%
1.Child Care) — .
Licensed Center 22,869 40.0%
Source: MEGC® Data for SFY1D. Prior to SFY0Q this dala was reporled on a Federal Fiscal Year basis.
Note: Type of Care titles changed from previous year reports to reflect the tities used in the MEC? syslem,
i BSF Chitdren by Type of Care x R }
: -8 \ Legal Non i
: o {};\’ ;,L-i " & ® e licensed E
; 45.0% RN o~ g o + | sticunse Exempl |
L 40.0% no "8 - o @ Canter .
L 35.0% ] - ¥y {7 Ty | gticensed Family i
: . -. o 5 ¢ IR S ¢4 =
Po30.0% a8 B g £
; 25 0% C B s _‘.j e .j'.{ﬁ olicansed Cepler
! ' R e i ORI
i 2000/0 . ;;;. :{.?‘. &' :h !_ J t
18.0% | - oA - [
10.0% | |- bl 2 R
5.0% | ﬁ(_ - e B
0.0% I RN NN D A I NN 50 Y SEE N 1
F FEY07 FFY08 SEY0R 5FY10 ‘
§ Year
!
! MFIP Children by Type of Care L [ Elemalwen T
H ! .2 52 2 E; Ligensed !
! 50.0% § = 3 :fi 3’ i @license Exempt ]
45.0% 1 .o @ \2 hod < P . b Center |
40,10 EN & o - = ! Aliconsed Famlly |
0% | 2 e 5ol
35.0% | @ ; ‘i “ ¢ @ - o4 mlicensed Center
30.0% | Ry A : A A i
25.0% 4 N ik i . x
[ 20.0% - 1 W kH
15.0% - I A ;
10.0% - i B
5.0% o s A
0.0_% 4 NH i -
1 FFYO5 FFY08
! Year

April 1, 2011
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RANGE IN AGE OF CHILDREN RECEIVING CARE IN CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

Ade01 | Age23 | Ageds | Age612 | Age13-14 |

Fercentage of
Children

1

7. 1% 26.1% 22.2% 32.6%

0.1%

Source: MEC” dala for SEY10] Tolai nurmber of children secved during SEY10; based on payments made

on behall of families.

Range in Age of Children Receiving Care in Child Care
- 8 Assistance
40.0% - K
© o
B ® £
@ N & £
£ 35.0% - 1 @ o
E} 15 . o t7ges
L b & xen
o 30.0% - }E - Y
a L ® L
l}- T : {‘J ‘O\D ‘:--\ .
g 25 0% - ; - g :E HAge 0-1
& ' - O
L o (ST BAge 2-3
£ 20.0% - - AEan
g:é é:gg DAge 4-8
Eﬁ [T (VO » :
° 15.0% , it Y | BAge 6-12
£ B aan As1e
O Bty A
o 10.0% - iRk k i mAge 12-14
@ L jelt
[} A DR ; X
E o =] L p 5::]
C 50% - _ & B *.é: ®
o 4~ s I oy
[ . LY e ol @
a 0.0% +- Tl . A — e
SFY09 SEYH0
Year
Child Care Assistance Program Acronyms
BSF — Basic Sliding Fee Child Care Program
MEIP ~ Minnesota Famid Investment Program
TY ~ Transition Year Program
DWP ~ Diversionary Worx Program
MEC? — Minnesota Electronic Child Care Information System
SFY10 Family Profil

e Aprit 1, 2011
: Mage 2




BASIC SLIDING FEE FAMILY PROFILE

SFY10

Information gathered by the Department provides profile information on Basic Sliding
Fee (BSF) Child Care families. During state fiscal year 2010, there was an average of
9,483 families and 18,782 children per month receiving assistance through the BSF
program, This is an average of 1.77 children per family. In the month of December

2010, the BSF program served 10,049 families and 17,743 children.

'

AVERAGE ANNUAL D?FIECT SERVICE COST PER FAMILY - BSF (SFY10) = $3,314

FAMILIES RECEIVING BSF BY ACTIVITY

Activity Type Number of Cases % of Caseswwm
Students ** . 873 J., 7% S
Employed Families 12,568 82 2%
Employment & Training 1855 T

Sourcer MEC? data for SFY10] Total numper of BSF families served af.f"r'ing SFY10; based on Eé—)“/ments

made on hahalf of families.

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES IN BSF BY INCOME IN RELATION TO

POVERTYILEVEL AND STATE MEDIAN INCOME {SMI)

Year | < Poverty Levsl

=> Poverty Level

=> 39% SMI

=> 62% SMI and

. . and <39% SMI “and <52% SMI <= 67% SM!
SFY0% 28% 35% 27% 10%
SFY10 32% 34% 26% 8%

Source: MEC? Syslam data for SFY08 and SFY 6. Based on payments made on behalf of famiics.

SEYI10 Family Profilg

April 1, 2011
Page 3



STATE OF MINNLESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

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

FILED
Courl Administrator

JUN 22 201

o

fy __j&___ Daputy

DISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

of Core Case Type: Civil

Branch of the

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

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

PROVIDERS AND SUPPORTERS

State of Minnesota )
} 85,
County of Ramsey )

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

2. I make this A
Amici Coalition of Clnldearg

3 My name is §

v first duly sworn, depose under cath and state as {oilows:

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

ffidavit in support of the Memorandum of Law submitied by the

 Providers and Supporters.

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

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

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

shutdown, we will become

&

eceiving services from the Child Care Assistance Program for 10

ntinue to receive Child Care Assistance during a government

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




day to day. We live pay check to pay check and if Child Care Assistance were to end, one of us
would have to quit, staying home with the children. Without both our incemes we could not
make our housing payment, buy foods and other essentials. Qur cutrent provider has stated that
they are unsure our children could stay in childeare during the shutdown due to no guarantee of
full payment. Our lives could change as soon as two weeks if Basic Sliding Fee were to go away
or be suspended. Basic Sliding Fee has provided our family with the ability to prevent
homelessness i’mf our family, [allowing us both to work to provide for our family to the best of
our abitity, Basic Sliding Feg also allows us 1o feel safe in the providers we have chosen because

we have been given the choige as well.




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: Jx( pe Ll L2000,

Cap 7. R
q Gl SO
By: .

Suhseribed and swern (o before me
this 21 day of €, 2001

__,(_(,,{?"/‘-z_r..\, j‘f) i;(\'f EK’_(" @1-0-\.,....
7

Notary Public -

JOTRg— -

o ESTHER G. DELACRUZ
AT NOTARY PUBLIC

"N 1 MINNESOTA
W Ky Commission Expires Jan. 81,2018

-y

hous $9550942.01
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. FiLER
E Court Adminisfratgr
STATE OF 1\«11NNI€SDTA\" JUN 22 201 DISTRICT COURT
i .
RAMSEY COUNTY 2\ By E; peputy  SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT
In Re Temporary Fundin[l of Core Case Type:  Civil
Functions of the Exccutivel Branch of the

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

X AFFIDAVIT OF DENISECIA
HOSEA IN SUPPORT OF THE
AMICT COALYTION OF CHILD
CARE PROVIDERS AND
\ SUPPORTERS
- \

State of Minnesota ) !

J 88, \
County of Ramsey ) E

i
!

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

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

Child Care Assistance Prlgram.

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

3. F am the single mother 60 2 boys, ages 2 and 4. 1 currently receive MEFIP and
5

use Child Care Assistance 1&) help cover the cost of wmy child care af Children's First Early
i

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

ol MFIP and continue my beheftts under that program.
!

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

since October of 2018

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

\

E
'\
|




omq wublic {)Z(

shutdown, 1 will not have a safe place for my children while Twork, [ may need to leave my job
and thus imay lose my MI1P eligibility. | have worked very hard to get this job and work 10wards

becoming sell sufficient. IF [ have 1o leave my job, [won’t be able to support my family and wil

have 1o start all over to find ahother job

6. TFURTHER YOUR ARFIANT SAVETH NOT.

——r

i? By __:I)mde_n a_ Hosea

Subscribed and sworn o before me
thistlgrday ol 2011 T

s 693394201

|
|
|

SHARGN KAY LEBOEUF
% Notary Public-Mi
¥ Wy Cornmicalon Expires Jan 51, 2018

e




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

Court Adminlssratar
JUN 22 2011

By@.%\;._. Daputy

DISTRICT COURT

SECOND JUDICIAL BISTRICT

In Re Temporary Funding

Functions of the Exccutive
State of Minnesofa,

of Core
Branch of the

Case Type: Civil

File No. 62-¢v-11-5203
The Honorable Bruce W, Christopherson

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

)
) g8,
County of Mennepin . }

State of Minnesola

I, Chad Dunkley, bein
i. Fam the Presi
misston 1s 10 ensure that all fz
that vitai-role child care prov

2.
Law submilled by the Amici

3 The MCCA s
icensed child care centers in

and approximately 20 percen

Minnesota Child Care Asgsiste

by

g first duly sworn, depose under oath and state as follows:
lent of the Minnesota Child Care Association ("MCCA™), whose
mities have access to high quality earty learning opportunitics, and

ders have future prosperity in the State of Minnesota,

I make this Afffidavit on behalf of the MCCA in support of the Memorandum of

soalition of Child Care Providers and Supporters,
a stare-wide association of over 200 privately owned and operated

Minnesote, MCCA ceniers serve over 27,000 children every day,

of those children currently receive assistance through the

wnce Program (“CCAP™).




4, Child care 1s ¢

eritical service for many at-risk families. It provides family

stabilization, and allows parcnts o work and young children to thrive.

5. As a group of]

small business owners, MCCA members have grave coneeins

regarding the potential exclusion of the child care assistance programs from the defined areas of

essential services during a g

6. The child carg

significant loss ol revenue,

|
|
1

vernmenl shutdown in Minnesota,

industry operates on very small marging and cannot absorb a

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

1

forced w

a. . Stops

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

receiva child care assistance to pay for services;

b. Lay ol
largest

c. Close

“employees due 1o the toss of revenue and enroliment, which s the
controliable cost in a child care center; and/or

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

camotibe absorbed during a shutdewn peried.

8. Currently, fan

bring their children to child ¢

ilies supported by MCCA members are reporting that they will not

e centers without a guarantee thal payment will be made from the

state. 11 they are to lose child care assistance, these Tamilics have stated that they will be forced

10 make choices not i thair best intersst,

g, MCCA 15 also

deeply concerned that the most vulserable child care cenlers are

also the same ceniers that serye Minnesota’s most veinerable families. The loss of access o

these centers will pul the Stat

b in jeopardy of meeting the federal requirements of equal access




for all families,

10, The omission
during the govermment shuid
child care centers and parent
arrangements); the loss of siv

vulnerable children during a

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

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

critical time of development.




FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Dated: June 21, 2011,

“had Dunk]t;y
bubscs ibed and gworn to before me

his 2] da oinJ ne,2011.
\;Ub& [ : >

Notal Public iy, CAFKRIE L. FARGO
! W
: ¥ wOTARY PUBLIC - MINNESDTA

\.z

s Mycommssslonﬁxpues Jan. 31 2015

{hus 695594201




STATE OF MINNESOTA

RAMSEY COUNTY

FILED

In Re Temporary Fundin
Functions of the Exccutty
State of Minnesota,

Court Administragor
JUN 22 2011
DISTRICT COURT
gy____jim,.DﬁpUW
SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT
glof Core Case Type: Civil

¢ Branch of the
Iile No. 62-cv-11-5203
The Honorable Kathleen R. Gearin

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

State of Minnesote )
)58,
Counly of Hennepin 3

[, Denise Mayoite, beh

1,
member of the School Read
competent to testify (o the m

P

[ make this A
prominent phifanthropic orpe

o

Greater Minnesola, Minneso

Partners, Women's Foundati

i

undation, The Minneapolis

ng fivst duly sworn, depose under oath and state as follows:

I am the Exemﬂtive Director of the Sheltering Anms Foundation, which is a

f‘n,.ss Funders Coalition Chereinafier “Funders Coalition™), and am
jltcrs‘; in this Affidavit,

Tidavil on behail of the Funders Coalition, a group comprised of
nizalions serving Minnescta-—includig Shelternng Arms
I'eundation, Greater Twin Cities United Way, United Ways of

ta Communily Foundation, The St. Paul Foundation, Social Venture

on of Minnesota, West Central Initralive Foundation, The Grotio




IFoundatior, Blandin Foundatjon, McKnight Foundation, and The Jay and Rose Phillips Family

Foundation of Minnesota—in support of the Memorandum of Law submitted by the Amici

Coalition of Child Care Providers and Supporters.

3. The Funders Coalition has, for approximately three years, participated in policy.

work to ensure that the state dqehieve the statutory poal that every Minnesota child is ready for

. 1 . T - s o
kindergarten by 2020, and that Minnesota children and families are thriving.

4, In furtheranceiof this misston, Funders Coalition members contribuie

3

approximately $20 million annually 1o early child care and education programs.” This amount is

believed @ represent the bulld of private contributions to early childhood programs for

Minnesola’s poorest families

5. While the amqunt of SRIFC member contributions is significant, i pales in

comparison (o the forecasted $222 milhion state expenditure in fiscal year 2011 to subsidize such
: 1
child care programs.

6, The Funders Coalition members individually support a number of child care

programs serving the neediest children in Minnesota.
7. By way ol exdmple, Sheltering Anns Foundation provided financial support 1o the

b See Minn, Stat. § 124D,141
recommendations 1o improv
school-ready by 2020 and to

? Attached as Exhibit A ds a tb

b

L subd. 2(4)- (6) (tasking an advisory council to make
 early childhood care and education {0 ensure that a!l children are
pul in place measures indicaling stale progress toward this goal).

ue and correct excerpied copy of School Readiness Funders

Coalition, Agenda 10 Achieve Learning Readiness by 2020 (Nov. 10, 2010), available af

htlp://www,readyihrschnoInj

Learming Readiness by 20

reomfimages/docs/Apenda 1o Achieve
0. pdf,

b See Minn. Dep’t of Human|Servs., Reports & Forecasts Div., Family Seif-Sufficiency and
Vealth Care Program Statistigs (Apr. 200 1), availabie ai hitp:/Awww.dhs stateomn.us/main/

proupsfagencywide/documen

ts/pubddhs id_ 016338 pdf,



following carly child care and education programs serving poor children in the past fiscal year:

The Alhance of Farly Chitdh

wd Professionals, Jovee Preschool, Mayflower Preschool, the

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

Nurturing Center, Way to Gr

w, and the Amherst Wilder Foundation. Cther members of the

%

Funders Coalition support sinfjiit‘u' programs in communilies across the state.

8. Siudies und exfensive research have shown these programs 1o be the very best

, . .. . . 9 . ‘e .
possible mvestment to suppolt a thriving Minnesota future.” The quality of life for a child and

the contributions the chifd mz{kcs to society as an adult can be traced back to the first few years

R T N .
of fife.” I, from hirth untit a

language, motor skills, adapti

pout age 5, a chitd’s Hife includes support for growth in cognition,

ve skills, and social-emotional functioning, the child is mare likely

to succeed in school and becdme a productive member of society.” Without support during these

farmative years, however, a child is more likely to drop out of school, receive welfare benefits,

and commit erimes.”

9. As early child
aware of the sericus bardship
particutar, their youngest chil

care services are not deemed

carc and education funders, Funders Coalition members are keenly
that will be inflicted on vulnerable Minnesota families-—in
dren-—in the event of a government shut-down if subsidized child

essential core services, Child care providers serving children

. Attached as FExhibit B is a Glue and correet excerpled copy of Art Rolnick & Rob Grunewald,

Larly Childhood Developme:
Mar. 2003, aveilable ar hyp:

1o dsconomic Development with a High Public Zequrn, fedgazette,
www.romal org/files/rir/Robick . pd !

YSevid al S & nd {citing Martha Farrell Ervickson & Karen Kurz-Riemer, Infants, Toddlers and
Famifics: A Framework for Support and Intervention 19 (1999).

0 =~ .
' See Jd.

T o .
See id.




whaose families receive subsi:ﬁcs will be forced to close themr doors, parents will not be able (0
waork due to the lack of childicare for their children, and children will not be receiving the high
quality care that wiil altow tem 10 become contributing citizens themselves.

10, The funding gap that would result if the state stops providing subsidies for carly
chitd care simply cannot be f)lled by private sources. In gpite of the ongoing private support of
early education and child care for vuinerable families, the Minnesota philanthropic community is _
not able (o carry these programs through a period of shut-down. The gap between private
support and government support of these services is just {oo great,

1. The poor children served by subsidized care are highly vulnerable, voiceless
citizens of our state. Like vulnerable adults, these children depend on the safety net of early
education and child care programs funded, in large part, by the State. The disruption of the
safety net witl leave these chifdren and their families in untenable circumstances.

12, Therefore, the members of the Funders Coalition believe that subsidized child
care services should be deemed an essential core service that will be continued 1o be funded in

(he event o' a povernment shw(down.




FURTHER YOUR AR

Pyated: June 22, 2011,

FIANT SAYRTH NOT.

Subseribed and sworn to belore me

this ;1393’(1:;>-' of e, 2011,

Notary Pyblic
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1. Introductit

on and Overarching Policy

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

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

ready Tor kindergarien by |
childhood care and cduc
progress. Such an approa
accountability and finding

We acknowledge that therg
and philanthropic commun
of BCCE in Minnesota, O
and efforts currently unde

working on {his same issug,

o implement our recomm
reqdy for kindergarten by

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

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

Agenda o Achicve Learning
Mareh 203} revised Novemb

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

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

has been sighificant work undertaken by policy makers, the business
itics, advocacy orpanizalions and other nonprofils 1o address the issue
ur proposed framework endorses and builds on many of the programs
way and reflects the senfiment and recommendations of other groups
We ook forward to working in collaboration with a1l of our pariners
epdations for eritical ECCE injtiatives thay will ensure every child is
2021,

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

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

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

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

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

teadiness by 2020
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C. Funding

While we strongly believe
ECCE is necessary to ens

measurement principles m
climaie of acconmability
iunding for BCCE. There

suppott accountability witl

Funding carly childhood ¢
dilemma with no easy inn

for more than 70 percent
federal and state povernm
many families are not bei
that leaves some children
suppaorts these children in

same mdividuals when the

We recommend three ar

initiatives, and implements

that additional public funding for long-lerm, sustainable investment in
Lre every child is ready for kindergarten by 2020, accountability and
15t be established before additional funding is allocated. Establishing a
Will inforpt the necessary returmn on investment for effective, long-terns
ore, we helieve that the state should make immediate investments to
in ECCE.

ave and education 1s complex; and Minnesota faces an LCCE funding
ediate solutions. Today, financial confributions from famiiies accounl
of ECCE spending in the state, The remaining funds come from the
ni, a8 well as other private and non-profil organizetions, However, (oo
g served by any of these funding souwrces, resulling in a funding gap
without adequate ECCE. 11 we do not create a lunding system that
the early years, the state will face more costly expenditures on these
v are adulls.

i

¢as of funding: support of existing inttiatives, support Tor new funding

lion of fong-lerm funding principles,

1.
This systens must

sucl as Marent Awtr

Quality Rafing :nld Improvement System,

¢ implemented statewide and be fonded by the state. Pilof programs
¢ should be expanded statewide,

| . . v Il . N
2. Funder-sponsored programs. Phifanthropic organizations currently issue an estimated
520 million annually in gramts in the state for BOCE, The funder coalision members will

seek fo align ou
framework,

Recommendation 2

I oexisting grant making with the priorities of the preposed ECCE

s.Support NeW'Funding Initigtives

In addition 0 supporing
accountability nitiatives i
phitanthropic orpanization

will alse commit financial

and lavnch several initial 2

The following chart pro
discussion with legishtive
and funding of specific o
staleehoelders,

existing initiatives, the state needs 1o commil funding for critical
voorder for us 1o reach the goal of learning readiness by 2020, As
s commitied (o our children’s success, the members of this coalition
resources in parinership with state funding recommendations (o creale
stivities thal we believe are enitical 1o achieving this goal,

ides funcing estimates for specific iniliatives.  Through further
teaters and philanthrepic organization boards, pricrities for execulion

ditiatives can be refined W reflect the opinions and leadership of key

1 . .
Wark is underway commis

implementation of virious Qf
costing QRS, is preparing a b
be brought wgether and coon

Apenda to Achieve Leaming
March 2010 revised Novemh

sioned by the Legislature and Slale Ageneies 1o develop cost estimates for the
5 madels. The Alliance Tor Early Childhood Finance, nations! experts on
innesota-specific repost on QRS cost-estlimates, Investment decisions in QRS
inated al the appropriate Hme.

Leadlinegss by 2020
r 2010




1. Establish a Cebinet Level Office for Eavly Learning

The establishimen
cost neutral and fi

2. Statewide Report
it is estimated tha
report card would
and disseminatior
$200.000. {Richa

3. Statewide Sereen
The estimated inv
4 and 5 statewidy
assessment of 100

Existing and proposed i
Minnesota, but will sot ad
the cracks and confribute
Richard Chase, Arthur |
development of the whal
nulrition_and spegiafl neg

of a cabinet level office for carly learning should be cost minimal or
wilthin existing ECCE resources,

Card

initial investment for development and implementation of a statewide
reaquire o §1 million investment, Once established, ongeing production
of the statewide renorl card will requive an anpual investment of
d Chase, Wilder Rescarch 2009)

ng and Assessment of Child Development

catvient level for screening and assessment for SO% of children aged 3,
is $6.1 millien annually or $9.4 million annually for screening and
b0 of 3, 4 and § statewide, (Richard Chase, Wilder Research 2009)

itlatives listed above will help establish a system for ECCE in
equately address the funding pup that lets al-risk children slip through
o Minnesota’s Tagging school veadiness. Minnesola experts such as
eynolds and Art Rolnick estimale that 1o adequalely cover the
e-child throuph early learning meeds as well as the mental heplih,
f of families that do not bave adeguate resources will require an

additional §250-$290G mil
services that address all o

ion dollars annually. This invesiment level is necessary; providing
I these factors 1s esseatial o the successlul development of children.

Long-term funding decisigns need 1o be made by the Lepislature to ensure funding is available

for all children in Minneso

a 10 have aceess 1o qualily BECCE.

November 2010 npd

ate

Support for exisline initiaives: The 35060.000 in federal funds dedicated 1o QRIS expansion last

session i being used 1o Lakéc [ivs1 steps in assisting providers with preparation lor ratings,

With  oxisting  funding,

200 providers throughoui the stalc are ony

gaged in o ene-on-one

consultations and review of their operation using the “Envirommental Rating Seale™ to determing

arens peeding improvemen
e or face-io-face, {This

. These 200 providers agree Lo parlicipate in a two-hour training - on-
ratning could eventually be s part of credentialing process),

The funds dedicated last year will be distributed as $2,500 grants 1o these 200 providers to help

them make improvements,
assessment tools, ele.).

. . o
Supporl for new initialives:

in consultation with administrators (including, e.g., curricuium, toys,

The School Readiness Funders Coalivion Tully funded the work of

the Office Task lorce {$1(
(E538.000) w bring recomn
forecs will include cost est
and Starewide Report Card

Implementation of Jong-ter

0,0007 and the ECAC working group on the Statewide Report Cavd
wendations 10 the fegislature in early 200t The reports of the fask
mittes and Tunding recommendations for the Office of Barly Learning

n funding priortics: This is the most difficult issue 1o address, Much

conversation has gone on, |

ut formal action has not yet been taken to resolve long-term funding,

Agenda to Achieve Lesrning

March 2010 revised Novembe
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111. ECCE Co

alition Commitment

As one of the seclors
Kinderparten and life, we
recommendations outlined

|

BExecwtive branches of our

system, That is why we
fnvestiments in BCCE mus!
carly childhood care,

Consistent with these prin
address ECCE - specifical]
card, and to fund a statev
importance of investing i
respective missions and gra
priovities of the proposed B

To accomplish our 2020
kindergarten will be challes

November 2010 upd

The School Readiness Iy
reforming carly education
Foree and the HCAC™s wor

Apenda 1o Achieve Leaming

csponsible for ensuring thal Minnesata’s children are weady for
take our role very serjously, We believe the framework ang policy
in this document, prepared for consideration by the Legislative and
state povernmend, are eritical for developing a successful ECCE
are commilied 1o following the set of principles proposed herem,
t focus on the whele child and help families oblain access (o quality

iples, the School Readiness Funders Coalttion will support efforts 1o
y 1o contribute fo the inHial development of a stafewide ECCE report
ide public information campaign 10 educate Minnesotans about the
v BCCE for Minnesota’s future. I addition, consistent with our
nt guidetings we will seek to alipn our existing grant making wihth the
CCE Mramework,

poal ol havinp all children folly ready to fcam when they stan

ping. 1is doable il we all join in the 1ask and begin now,

nte

nders Coatition has assisted the state i taking first steps towards
y fully funding the interim work an the Office of Early Learning Task
k 10 bring Torward recommendations on a statewide report card,

it H

i{ eadiness by 2020

March 2010 revised Novembar 2010
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Maieh 2003

Early Childhood Devel

Art Rolniek
Senfjor Vice President a

Rob Grunewald
Regionol Beonomic Ana

Barly childhood develd
infiiatives, and we thin
bottom of the economic
at the top. Most of the
fund in the name of o
benefils,  In contrast,

development yield high

Wy the case for public
Over the last fow years
The resuliing debale |
underlic cconomic dev
ceonomy in the past, th

1o the deeline in corpa

of Minneapolis

opment: Feonomic Development with a High Public Return

d Divector of Research

'yt

pent programs are rarvely portrayed as economic development
that is a mistake. Such programs, if they appear ai all, are af the
development lists for state and local governments. They should be
merous projects and injvatives that state and local governments
gating hew privale businesses and new jobs result in few public
sludies find that well-focused investments in early childhood

sublic ay well us private rehums.

{y subsidizing private businesses is flawed and mispuided

the fulure of Minnesota’s cconomy has been called into question,
lustrates how Jittle is understood about the fundamentals that
clopment. While many recognize the success of the Minnesota
by see @ weakening in the foundations of that success, Some point

ate headquarters Jocated in Minnesota. Some point (o (he lack of

EXHIBIT B



funding for new starlup companices, particularly in the arcas of high-tech and biotech.

Some poini fo the possible loss of professional sperts teams. Some think the University of

Minnesota 15 not visib

le enough in the business community. And still others raise the

broader concern that Minnesota’s citizens and policymakers have become too complacent

and unwilling to make t

fie public commitment 10 be competitive in a global cconomy,

Those who raisqg these concerns conclude that Minnesota and local governments

need to take & wmore acli

¢ rele in promoting owr cconomy. Often thal implics that the stale

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

of this view argue that wilhout such subsidies, either well-deserving businesses will not get

funded or other stajes w

il Ture our businesses Lo greensr pastures,

State und focal sybsidics (o private businesses are not new, Tn the name of cconomic

development and creating new iobs, Minnesota, and virtually every other state in the anion,

has a long hustory of subsidizing private businesses. We have argued in previous studies

that the case for these| subsidies is short-sighted and fundamentally flawed.' Yrom 2

national perspeetive, jobs are nof ereated—they are only relocated. From a state and local

perspective, the cconomic gaing are suspect because many would have been realized

without the subsidics. Injsummary, what ofien passes for cconomic development and sound

public nvestment is neither.

b




{f subsidizing private busineyses is the wrong way to promote Minnesota’s econonty, then
witil is the righ.z wy?
To answer this question], we need 1o understand that upfeitered markets penerally allocate
starce resources to thgr most productive use. Consequently, governments should ouly
intervenc in markets when they fail.

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

too few cducated worlters and (0o fittle basic yescarch, This problem has long been

“higher education.”) Neye

understood in the Unileg States and it is why our government, at all levels, has supported

public funding Ter edug

ation, (According Lo the Organisation for Economic Cooperation

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

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

A convineing eot
years and is welt suppor
deserves more alienion,

Public funding o
of the oldest functioni

Commonweaith of Mass

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

nomic case for publicly subsidizing education has heen around for

ted. The cconomic case for investing in ECD is more recent and

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

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




“imvest limiled public res

of government {s to protide for cducation.” Publicly funded schools have been educating

children in the United

States ever since. Today over 85 percent of U.S children are

cducated in publicly funded schools. John Adams argued for public funding of education

beeause he realized (he importance of educated voters o the well-being of a democracy.

We suspecet that he also
Investment in hy

cducated, but also for (he

nderstood the economic henefits that flow. to the general public.
man capital breeds economic success nol only for those being

overat] economy. Clearly {oday, the market return to cducation is

sending a strong sipgnal. Prior to 1983, the wages of 4 worker with an undergraduate degree

exceeded a worker willy a high schoot degree by roughly 4C percent. Currenily, thal

difference is close o 60
even more. Prior 1o !985i
waorker with a high sehoc
pereent,

Minnesota repres

educaiion. Fvidence i cl

pereent. The wage premium for an advanced degree has grown
the wages of a worker with a graduate degree exceeded those of a

[ degree by roughly 60 pereent. Today, that difference is over 100

ents a good example of the economic benefits that Mlow from

ear Lthat our state has one of the most successful ccononties 1n the

country beeause i hms one of the most cducated waorkforees, T 2000, alimost 2 thid of

persans 25 and older in Minnesota held at least a bachelor’s degree, the sixth highest state

H
m (he nation. To ensuse

provide a highly educale

The economic case for p

Knowing that we necd a

he Tuture success of Minnesota’s cconomy, we musl continue (0

workfores.

blic funding of early childhood development
highly educated workforee, however, docs nol tell us where (o

urces.  Policymakers must identify the educational investiments




that yicid the highest public returns. Here the Biterature is clcar: Dollars invested in BCD

yield exirgordinary public refurns.

The quality of 1if

adult can be traced back

child undergoes tremend

growth in cognition,
functioning, the child is

However, without suppe

2
-

for a child and the contributions the child makes to socicly as an
to the st few years of hfe. From birth until about § years old a
ws growth and change. 1 this period of Bfe meludes support for
anguage, mofor skills, adaptive skills and  social-ermotional

more likely o succeed in schoal and later contribute to society.®

i during these carly years, a chitd is mare likely to drop out of

school, receive welfare b};nei’ns and commit erime.

A well-mangaed
provides such support,

programs (o supplement

thedr children. Some hay

Start, while other small-
with rehatively high level
The question we

We make the case (hat it

costs. Indeed, we find tha
are cusrently funded as od
N

Many of the it

found only short-term )

childhood programs wou

the 1Qs of nonparticipant

and well-fanded early childhood development program, or ECDP,
Current BECDPs include home visits as well as center-baged
and enhance the ability of parents to provide a solid foundation for
e been iniliated on a large scale, such as federally funded Head
seale model programs have been implemented locally, somelimes
$ of funding per participant.

address 1s whether the corrent funding of ECDPs i high enough.
s not, and that the benefitg achieved from ECIDPs far exceed their
t the return Lo ECDPs far exceeds the return on most projects that
onomic development,

41 studies of ECDPs found Htile improvement; in particular, fhey
provernents in cognitive (est scores. Often children n carly
l

1 post improvements in 1Q relative o nonparlicipanis, only to see

g cateh up within a few years?




However, Jater spudies found mere long-term effects of ECDPs. One often-cited
research project is the Hjgh/Scope study of the Pervy Preschool in Ypsilanti, Mich., which
demonstrates thal the returns available (o an investment in a high-quality ECDP are
significant. During the |1960s the Perry School program provided a daily 2 Ya-hour
classroom session [or 3- {o 4-year-old children on weekday mornings and a 1 %-hour home
visif (o each ma:}i-her and [ehild on weekday aflermoons, Teachers were ccrliﬁc_ci to teach in
clementary, early childhpod and special education, and were pard 10 percent above the
local public school distri¢t’s standard pay scale. During the annua) 30-week program, about
one leacher was on stalf for every gix childreﬂ.{‘.

Beginning v 1962, reseurchers tracked the performance of children from low-
income black families whe completed the Perry School progsam and compared the results
to & control group of children who did not participate, The research }S]'ojcci provided
seliable longitudinal datajon participants and members of the control group, At age 27, 117
of the original 123 subjects were located and interviewed.”

The vesults of thejrescarch weye significant despite the fact that, as in several other
studivs, program participanis lost their advantage in 10 scoves over nonparticipants within g
few years after completing the progsam. Therefore @ significant contribution o 1he
prograny’s success likely derived from growlh in noncognilive areas involving social-
emotional functioning. During elemenlary and sceondary school, Perry School participanis
were less hilely o be plaged in a special cducation program and had a sigmificantly higher
average achicvement scofe at age |4 Usan nonparticipants. Over 65 percent of program
participants  gradusted  {rom regular high school compared with 45 percent of

nonpartcipants. At age 27, four imes as many program participanis as nonparticipants

§




carned $2,000 or more
nonparticipants were ar

Other studies of
show improvements in s
Freschoel Program prov

age 5. Ten years later pr

among participants com

As the result of
from Jow-income famili
through ape 3, acadumic

participanls relative to n

fewer incidences of grad

The High/Scope

and costs found in the st

per month. And only one-fifth as many program participants as
ested five or more times by age 27.°

FCDPs, while not solely focused on 3- to 4-year-old ¢hildren, also
sholastic achievement and fess erime. For example, the Syracuse
ided support for disadvantaged children from prenatal care through
blems with probation and criminal offenscs were 70 porcent less
aved with a control group.”

1c Abecedasian Project in Nosth Caroling, which provided children
s a full-time, high-quality eciugutiona] experience from infancy
achievement in both reading and maih was bigher for program
ynparticipants info young adulthood. Furthermare, parficipants had
i retention and special cducalion placements by age 15,1

s(udy conducted & bencfit-cost analysis by converting the benefits

IJld}' into monetary values in constant 1992 dellars discounted

annually at 3 percenl, ’i'h]e researchers found that for every dollar invested in the program

during the carly 19605, ¢

sovicly as a whole (see

wer $8 in bene(its were returmed (o the program participants and

“%ablc IA).

While 8-10-1 i a}n mpressive benefit-lo-cost ratie, policymakers should place this

result in context with returns from other cconomic development projects. Peshaps another
|
cproject can boast a higher benefit-lo-cost ratio. Unfortunately, well-grounded benefi-to-

cost ratios are seldom copaputed for public projects. However, an alernative measyre—-




the nfernal rate of retu

privale, relurm (@ invesy

an investment consisting

To coleulule the int

the time perieds in whick

program parlicipants ang

return for the Perry Scho
is adjusted for inflation.

While program

camings and fringe beng
public. Based on presen

gencral public (studenld

crinies), vyiclding over

Compared with other pu

seems like @ good buy. This analysis sug

underfunded: otherwise, |

y i

olher public invesiments

As with virtually

m--can be used to more casily compare the public, as well as
wits, {The infernal rale of vefurn is the intercst rate received for
of payments and revenue that cccur al regular periods.)

arnal rate of return for the Perry School program, we estimated
costs and benefits in constant dollars were paid or received by
society (see Table 1B). We cstimate the veal inlernal rate of

bl program at 16 pereent. “Real” indicates that the rate of return

participants divectly benefited from their increase in afler-tax
fits, these benefits were smaller than those gained by the general
t value estinmates, about 80 percent of the benefiis went (o the
were less disruptive in class and wenl on o commit fewer
a 12 percent infernal rale of relurn for society in general.

biic investments, and cven those in the private sector, an ECDP

wpests that carl

ps

v childhood development is

he- internal rate of return on an ECDP would be comparable 1o

%nH studies, there are caveats 1o the High/Scope findings, On the

one hand, the High/Schc study may overstate the results we could achicve today.

Problems facing children 30 years ago were different from the problems facing children

today. Single parenthoo

i, parental drug use, ncighborhood crime are higher in many




areas of the country th

ECDP today may be low

an they were 30 years ago. Therefore, the rate of return of an

er than the Perry School program.

Furthermore, in reviewing our method of caleulating the internal rate of return,

one could argue that some of the payments and revenuc streams assigned should have

started or ended m difl

erent years, or thal assigning an cven distribution distorts the

actual payments and revpnue made. Nevertheless, we find that the final resuli holds, even

when payments and revd
On e other ha
achicve foday. First, the

bomn 1o participant fam

nue are adjusted to a more conservative distribution.

vd, the High/Scope study may understate the results we could

High/Scope study doesn™t measwre positive effects on childven

lies after the study period. The knowledpe gained by parents

participating in the program itkely transferred (o their vounger chitdren. Second, the

study may further unde
future generations. With
be less likely o commit

B

2

income than 1f thelr p

poverly may have been b

The returns Lo B4

governments made in th
as an economic develom

For example, tax
o Ipeate 4 discount rota

Lonaior

4

and 10 relocate

software finm Lo downtlov

state the effects because it doesn’t take into account effects on
mercased cducation and camings, participants” children would
crime and more Jikely fo achieve higher levels of education and
rents hadn’t altended the Perry School program. A chain of
roken,

DPs are especially high when placed next to other spending by
name of economic development, Yet ECD is rarely considorsd
CCN{ measure.

increment financing and other subsidies have recently been used
] store and an entertainment center 1 downtown Mi;mcapoiis,
corporale headquarters o suburban Richficld and a computer

n St Paul, Can any of these projects, which combined represent




an estimated quarter of

public refurn on invest

moving businesses wilhi

fhe business o SUTVIVE,
negative,

As our lawmal
nrofessional sports stad

build hcw hasebatt and 1

a billion dollars in public subsidics, stand up w a 12 percent
nent? From the state’s point of view, if the subsidy is simply
n the state, the public return s zevo. H the subsidy is required for

the risk-adiusted public return is net merely small bui could be

ers aeview proposals to build or improve the state’s major
ums, let’s not make the same mistake. The varions proposals to

ootball stadiums and inyprove the current basketball stadium fotal

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

ECDP? How does a new stadium reduce erime, jncrease carnings and potentially break a

chain of poverly? We g

much higher public retutn,

H

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

Proposal: Minnesot ¥ r;umda(i(m Jor Early Childhood Development

isn™t bori i a vacuum. For several years the state of Minnesota has sponsored initias ves

to help prepare child

Bducation, or BECFE, §

en for kindergarien, specifically, Barly Childhood Family

thool Readiness and state-funded Head Start programs. These

programs oflen work together in supporting early childhood development.

ECFE provides shipporl to parents and theiy children from birth until kindergarten

enrellment (o promote

offers clagses oy pasen

he hewlthy growth and development of chiidren. The program

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




Conehision
The conventional  vig
headquarters, office toy
arenas. In this paper,
development iist should
investment from carly
working public schools,
W ereate the Minngsota
way toward ensuring (b
time they reach Iu'ndcr!:{a§
Granted thal in (¢
sum, which may mean

able fo fully fund the o

impact on the quality of

wof economic  development typically includes company

ers, entertainment centers, and professional sports stadiums and
we have argued that in the future any proposed  ceonomic
have early childhood development at the top, The return on
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