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Minutes:

The hearing was opened on SB 2417,

Committee Clerk Signature MM

SENATOR DEB MATHERN introduced bill. The bill intensis to be revenue neutral. Federal

money coming into the Human Services that would put the money where it is intended. It is not

in the Governor’s budget. We are assured of the money coming in. With our ever changing

work force there is a need to have child care at different times of the day. We must do our part to

keep the providers,

BARB ARNOLD-TENGESDAL, ND Assoc. For the Education of Young Children, supports

bill. (Written testimony) Presented amendments, SENATOR KILZER: How many families

and children using child care in our state, MS, ARNOLD-TENGESDAL: About 67%, highest

in the states,

LINDA REINICKE, Program Director for Child Care Resource and Referral, shpports the bill,
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Bil/Resolution Numbor SB 2417

- Hearing Date February 6, 2001

(Written testimony) ROBERTA LEIN, supports bill, (Written testimony). SENATOR
MATHERN: Would these programs be eligiblo for grants? MS. LEIN; Yes. SENATOR LEE;
What are adult needs?

MS. LEIN: Parent neeéls, cducation of providers, where can the adults go to take a break.
SENATOR LEE: What aspect are you focusing on in kitchen and furniture? MS. LEIN: We are
focusing on the cleanliness of food area and safety factor of furniture.

SANDY BENDEWALD, director of Region VI CSCC, provides clarification of the role of

CSCC in this bill, (Written testimony)

Opposition:
LARRY BERNHARDT, Director of Stark County Social Services in Dickinson, opposes

Concerns are (>l) no representation of licensing entity on that committee or oversight group that
would be looking at those. We have a good feel of what are the issues, what are the training
needs, what are the problems in daycare. (2) The intent of the child care development block
grant is to provide daycare assistance for families in ND and the lion’s share of the dollars should
go the families of the state that need assistance in daycare. Caution you to improving daycare
when there are families that can’t afford daycare. We need to leave the discretion to the
department on how those dollars should be spent in ND, so they can meet those needs. Counties

are getting 30% of costs reimbursed to do licensing activities in state. Counties are paying 70%.

The hearing was closed on SB 2417,

rébruary 12, 2001)ape 1, Side A

‘SFNATOR MATHERN moved amendments of 10761.0101. SENATOR POLOVITZ seconded.

B ‘Roll call vote carried 6-0 SENATOR MATHBRN moved DO PASS and REREFER to

| Appropnatlom SENATOR FISCHER seconded the motion. Roll call vote failed 3-3.
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Senate Human Services Committee
Bill/Resolution Number SB 2417 ,]/\'V |

Hearing Dato February-6,2004
SENATOR FISCHER moveda DO NOT PASS. SENATOR KILZER seconded the motion.

Roll ¢all vote carried 4-2. SENATOR KILZER will carry the bill,




10761.0101 Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for

athern
February 1, 2001

Senator D.

‘ PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SENATE BILL NO, 2417

Page 1, line 2, after "care” insert "improvement”

Page 1, line 7, after "care” insert "improvement” and replace "chikdren's services coordinating’
with "chikiren and family services division of the department of human services"

Page 1, remove line 8
Page 1, line 9, remove "collaboration with the state's child care resource and referrat agencies,”

Page 1, line 10, after "care” insert "improvement” and replace "committee” with "early childhood
services administrator”

Page 1, line 11, replace "review" with "improvement grant” and replace "under" with "to
evaluate and monitor the progress of"

Page 1, line 12, replace "review” with "improvement grant”

Page 1, line 19, replace "used for awarding grants and an" with 'Wmm?
mmmm using the children's ;

services coc;rdlnallng committee's system for distributing local grant money. An"

foge [, ltne 2.2, replace *exclvding' with *{uclvding *
/ g 4

. Page 2, line 7, replace 'Prd\)lde” with "Expand or improve the quality of" and replace "services”
with "facilities”

Page 2, line 8, replace "special funds derived from" with “the federal child care and
development fund allocations for fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year 2002"

Page 2, line 9, remove "federal funds and other income®

: ~ Page 2, line 10, replace "children’s services coordinating committee” with "department of
I’ human services"

Page 2, line 11, after "care” insert improvement”

Page 2, line 12, after the period insert "The appropriated funds may not supplant, replace, or
reduce any currently funded programs.”

| Renumber accordingly

10761.0101




Date: Zv//a?///

Roll Call Vote #: [

2001 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. 2. ¢/ //

- Senate HUMAN SERVICES Committee

D Subcommittee on
or
D Conference Commiitice

Legislative Council Amcndmém Number

Action Taken 4 W

Motion Made By 2 Seconded é 2 : ;

Senstors ' No : Senators
Senator Lee, Chairperson Z Senator Polovitz é
Senator Kilzer, Vice-Chaimerson | Senator Mathern
Senator Erbele
Senator Fischer

Total  (Yes) b
Absent B

Floor Assignment
lf tbe vole is on an amendment, briefly indicate intvat:

,&m,t,(,mé /* 74000/




Date: 2/ [0/

Roll Call Vote #: 2

2001 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES
BILL/RESOLUTIONNO. 2 ¢/

Committee

Senate _HUMAN SERVICES
[:] Subcommittee on

or
D Conference Committee

Legislative Council Amendment Number

Action Taken Qo pa,u/ < (e h‘}[b‘*
Motion Made By ‘4&/\ 7?) z gwondw é : . :
y ;

Senators

Senators

Senator Lee, Chairperson

Senator Polovitz

Senator Kilzer, Vice-Chairperson

Senator Mathern

Senator Erbele

-~

Toul  (Yes) __% No
Absent _()

Floor Assignment _&M_ i}a&% e

“If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:




Date: Z//z,«/O/

Roll Call Vote #: 3

2001 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES
BILL/RESOLUTIONNO. ,2 ¢// 7

Senate _HUMAN SERVICES Committeo

D Subcommittee on
or

D Conference Committee

Legislative Council Amendment Number

ationTaken__De_Ng7 Q___w/

| Motion Made By q , B Seconded 2 : ;

Senators s | No : Senatou
Senator Lee, Chairperson Senator Polovitz
Senator Kilzer, Vice-Chairperson Senator Mathern v
Senator Erbele
Senator Fischer

-

\\\\

Total (Yes) o No 2~

"Absent QO

Floor Assignment | : )

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:




REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: 8R-20-3191
Februery 13, 2001 1:02 p.m. Carrier: Kilzer
insert LC: 10761.0102 Title: .0200

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
88 2417: Human Services Committee (Sen. Lee, Chairman) recommends AMENDMENTS
A8 FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends DO NOT PASS (4 YEAS,
2 NAYS, 0 ABSENT AND NOT VOTINQ). SB 2417 was placed on the Sixth order on

the calendar.
Page 1, line 2, after "care” Insert "Improvement”

Page 1, line 7, after "care” Insert “improvement” and replace "children's services
coordinating” with "children and family services divislon of the department of human

gervices"”

Page 1, remove line 8

Page 1, line 9, remove "collaboration with the state's child care resource and referral
agencies,”

Page 1, line 10, after "care” Iinsert "Improvement” and replace "committee” with "early
childhood services administrator”

Page 1, line 11, replace "review" with "improvement grant' and replace "under” with "to
evaluate and monitor the progress of"

Page 1, line 12, replace "review" with "improvement grant”

Page 1, line 19, replace "be used for awarding grants and an" with "use the children's services
coordinating committee's system for distributing local grant money. An"

Page 1, line 22, replace "excluding” with "including”

Page 2, line 7, replace "Provide” with "Expand or Improve the quality of” and replace "services”
with "facilities"

Page 2, line 8, replace "special funds derived from" with "the federal child care and
development fund allocations for fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year 2002"

Page 2, line 9, remove "federal funds and other income”

Page 2, line 10, replace "children's services coordinating commitiee™ with "department of
human services"

Page 2, line 11, after "care" insert "improvement”

Page 2, line 12, after the period insert "The appropriated funds may not supplant, replace, or
reduce any currently funded programs.” ‘

Renumber accordingly
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February 7, 2001

Senator Judy Lee,
Chairperson ~ Human Services Committee

Barb Amold-Tengesdas!
NDAEYC Public Policy Committee

Comments regarding SB2417 -
What this bill will do-

e  Create local partnerships between agencies, child care providers, parents and employers to address child
care needs within their community.

e Doubles the impact of federal dollars by seeking a focal dollar for dollar match.
($5000 in community child care improvement grant money and $5000 local match)

o  Utilizes a small percentage of the new federal CCDF allocation. With over 1.7 million new federal dollars
coming to our state each year and not requiring a state match- there is plenty of money to finance the
activities outlined in this bill while still increasing the county licensing reimbursement and to cover higher

subsidy payments to parents.

e  Support new and innovative ideas within our state that could raise the quality of care for children.
A few examples are:
v" Fund a child care association to provide a CDA class ui v+’ area.
v" Help pay cost to bring tribal child care providers together to discuss what kind of
support (CCR&R, lending libraries, health & safety training etc.) would be necessary to increase
the number of licensed caregivers on their reservation,
v’ Start up summer and after-schoo! programs in school-aged children.

1n response o Department of Human Services comments on SB2417-

It ts important to keep in mind the premise and priorities of the Child Care and Development Fund, which is to
improve the quality of licensed care, retention of child care providers and expand the availability of services (1992
preamble). According to Judy Galloway, our deputy regional administrator for the Office of Early Childhood
Programs, the CCDF final rule published July 24, 1998 expanded the definition of activities that could be included
in quality expenditures. The framework provided by the final rule allowed for states to create a seamless child care
system that meets the needs of children and families within each state, Our current focus on subsidies as the primary
agenda item in meeting the needs of families is out of balance with the more wholistic approach enicouraged by the
original focus of the CCDF funds and the direction the federal government is moving towards in their additional
$817 million in discretionary child care funds. The point is — there is plenty of money to fund all programs at their
current level and increase support to counties for licensing, CCR&R's, wrap-around care by Head Start,
implementation of SB2417 and subsidies. If our state is truly putting 20% or more into quality activities - Why is
the quality of care substandard, or the lack of availability still a problem. Something should change.

In the comments provided to the senate human services committee by the Paul Ronnigan and John Hougen, they
have identified paying subsidies to parents and licensing activities as the focus of CCDF funding. The lack of
support of the quality CCDF funding is the exact reason this bill needs to be passed.

Parental Choice:
It is true that the federal law states that we need to reimburse fee's for relative care if that is the preferred type of

child care chosen by parents. SB2417 does not preclude communities comitg together to apply for grant money to
provide training and education to relative providers, or even conducting activities that make it easy to bring relative
care providers into compliance with licensing standards. What is a concem, is the idea of providing perks or

 incentives to people who have no interest in improving their skills in meeting the needs of children and families.




Licensing activities:

The monitoring of child care in North Dakota does need additiona) funds to increuse Jicensing efforts in county ol
offices. With additional funding should also be the expectation to improve the monitoring of child care regulations.

The licensing activities and expectations of child care providers should be consistent throughout the state. If one
county licensor allows a Mary Kay make-up party as good self-esteem training for a provider in her area, why is this
unacceptable in another county? Consistency should be created throughout the state. If North Dakota sees using
quatity CCDF dollars to pay for county licensing, their must be some value in being licensed - and thus another
argument for not continuing to put such emphasis on paying subsidies to un-regulated care.

Provider compensation;

There seems to be an assumption that retention efforts will be towards increasing salaries of child care providers und
will eventually raise the rates charged to parents. This is untrue. The first step towards better compensation is the
creation of professional development activities that increase the education, training and experience of early
childhood profestionals. Currently, there are few higher education classes available for early childhood
professionals, and no classes on the western half of the state for the Child Development Associates credential. It 1s
the old argument that still holds true ~ providers cannot raise rates, because parents cannot afford to pay more. This
is even more reason to get communities and employers involved to help solve these issues that create a beiter
support system for workforce development. When we have lower standards of compensation for child care
providers, it means less qualified people and poorer quality care for children. In the end - everyone loses.

Decision making power of Department of Human Services:

It is hard to manage at a state level what individual communities sec as a priority. SB 2417 gives resources to local
communities to increase the availubility, affordability of child care. This bill was created not to reduce already low
supponts for child care, which is the reason line 12 on the second page of the bill was put in. Again, this is a bill to
improve the quality of care to children, not increase subsidies payments or regulations. This is one reason for the
oversight commitiee excluding the alrcady well represented efforts that the department of human services sees as
their first two priority areas,

(.
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North Dakora Association for
the Eaucaiion of Young Children
PO Box 6797 » Fargo, ND 681056-5797

February 6, 2001
To: Judy Lee, Chairperson, Senate Human Services Committee
From:; Barb Arnold-Tengesdal

North Dakota Association for the Education of Young Children

Re: Testimony in support of SB2417

The North Dakota Association for the Education of Young Children (NDAEYC) has a
paid statewide rnembership of 356 and a local chapter affiliate membership of
approximately 200 additional people. 7 iocal chapters are in Grand Forks, Fargo,
Jamestown, Bismarck, and Minot, Members represent a variety of jobs in the carly
childhood profession - family and group day care providers, day care center staff and
directors, preschool staff, Head Start staff, Minot and Grand Forks Air Force Base Child
Development Center staff, Child Care Resource & Referral agencies, lab schools from
Higher Education institutions and many other professionals within the field.

Why was the bill developed?

This bill was created in parinership to HB 1381(child care tax credit for employers) asa

child care and workforce support package. Time and again, NDAEYC has heard from

parents, child care providers and employers that there are gaps in our statewide child care
system - and in reality, there is not a system for delivering child care services.

> Parents complained that they could not find the child care they needed, or the quality
they wanted.

» Child Care providers find few incentives to stay in the field and with little adult
interaction, the stress of long hours, few benefits, and low wages it is a difficult field
to work in. Statewide data proves that it is not a viable profession to make a long-
term career commitment.

» Employers find it difficult to hire workers for non-traditional working hours, and
often see how child care disruptions as a cause of problems in the workplace.

North Dakota is on the brink of a child care crisis. Finding trained and qualified early
childhood teachers to meet the growing demands for out of home care has become
increasingly difficuit. Few extended family members are staying home to watch the
children of working parents. We can look around us and see many other states taking
advantage of the economic boom and expanding programs that improve the care for kids.
North Dakota is still not experiencing the boom and our tight state budget does not allow
for new programs devoted to improving our weak child care system. This bill is a unique
way to use collaborative partnerships to generate new funding and new opportunities.




How will the Child Care Improvement Grant Program Work?
In December 2000, congress passed the FY 2001 Consolidated Appropriations Act (P.L.
106-554) which enacts into law provisions of several bills, including the HHS-Education-
Labor Appropriations bill (H.R, 5656). The appropriations law contains additional
discretionary CCDF funds that were added to our original allocation. This is money for
child care and must be used to supplement, not supplant, State general revenue funds.
According to Children's Defense Fund our state allocations are $1,761,308 above our
current allocation for FY 2001 (beginning October 2000). This is new money to our
;tlate. I’l‘hh is over 3 milllon dollars above our current level of spending for the next
ennium.

» This bill would put $500,000 over two years towards the Community Child Care
Improvement Grant Program.

SB 2417 identifies through the amendments an oversight committee tl.ac is convened by
the early childhood services administrator.

Oversight Committee:

This bill creates a committee of 10 people from a variety of agencies who have oversight
of the program and determine the criteria for grant dist:ibution, evaluation and
monitoring of the program. Criticism has been brought forth regarding who the
participants on the committee are, and why economic assistance and county licensors are
not included. Some people have funding the Children's Services Coordinating
Committee's local plans and eliminating the middle layer of administration and oversight.

The CSCC local plans are one small picture of child care in our state. To address this
issue in a more complete way, we should take into account other needs done by other
agencies a3 well, This is the reason for specifying who is on the oversight committee.
Each of the ntembers brings data pertinent to raising quality. Child Care Resource &
Referral (CCR&R) does annual training needs assessment in each region and pulls
together a statewide picture. CCR&R also looks at other retention issues in their monthly
updates with providers, and uses the Clifford, Harms, Cryer rating scales, which
measures the quality of care in centers. Head Start now has new performance standards
and federal mandates about quality that can be shared with the entire state. Head start
federal funding was also increased this year and they had been asked to address the same
issues identified in this bill. The early childhood services administrator and Head
Start collaboration officer represent the interest of the 5 year visioning plan for children
done in October, In creating this visioning plan, 60 people from a variety of disciplines
came together and created a unique vision for services to children and families that
weaves together regulatory, education, social services, parental choice, collaboration, etc.
All this data together will lead this community child car: improvement initiative forward.
This statewide oversight committee is needed to evaluate, monitor and keep track of the
increase in the quality of child care throughout the entire state. The individual CSCC
plans could not give us this bigger picture of how successful the program proposed in SB
2417 has or has not been.




Why not county licensing or economic assistance on the statewide committee?
Because they represen:. the regulatory and reimbursement end of child care -
which is not what this bill is addressing.

tion to CSCC's for funding local collaborative projects,
The regional and tribal Children's Services Cooidinating Committees are great at
bringing together collaborative partners. They also have a workable application process
for distributing grant money within the community. This bill requires a 100% match
from a local funding source, and is designed to bring communities together to wrestle
with how to improve the quality of child care in their area. The match can be from public
or private sources and can be in-kind donations,

Grants awarded based on meeting three targeted needs.
There are three primary needs that have been identified both nationally and within our

state, that must be met if we are to improve the quality of care available to parents. It is
believed that if concerted efforts are made to address these issues, then the quality of
child care available in our state will be raised.

1. Increase the availability and accessibility of licensed care in hard to find areas:

Rural, school-age, infant-toddler, weekend, evening, summer,
2, Retention of qualified child care providers with training, education and compensation.
3. Expand or improve the quality of child care facilities.

The best part of this bili!

In November when the visioning for children planning committee was gathering,
members of the departmeit of human services were very cautious as to the ability to
participate in the implementation of the plan as they felt they could not do anything that
the legislature did not approve. This is the reason this bill has been created. To give a
voice, a foot and financial beginning to the ideas and issues addressed in that plan,

We are creating a local investment in finding answers to the child care crisis. It allows
different regions and tribes to address their unique child care needs without making a
one-shoe-fits-all approach to improving quality. It provides a dollar for dollar match
from local sources- in esseince doubling the money put in towards raising the quality of
child care in North Dakota. Instead of the state using $500,000 - we are collaborating
with local support and putting $1,000,000 towards quality. NDAEYC finds that bold

and exciting!
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Child Care and D.volormont Block Grant (CCDBG)
Allocations for FY 200

Federal fundlngbfor the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)
rose o $4.887 billion in FY 2001, This funding includes two components:
discretionary and mandatory/capped entitiement funds,

Discretionary funds were increased by $817 million, bringing total
discretionary funding to $2 billion In FY 2001, These funds are avallable to

assisiance Tor low-

a ’
funds |s shown in the first table below.

Mandatory/capped entitlement ‘funding rose to $2.667 billion in FY 2001.
This funding stream itself includes two parts-mandatory funds and matching

funds:
Mandatory funds stayed constant in FY 2001 at $1.232 billion.
Stlales wili continue to recelve a fevel of federal funding based

on what they recelved during a period prior to 1998,

Matohln? funds increased by aggroximateiy $200 million over
the previous year, to a total of $1.336 billion in FY 2001. This
was a scheduled Increase included in the 1996 legislation
authorizln? CCDBG. In order to receive the federal matching
funds, states must meet several requiramants. First, states must
continue to exfend a "maintenance-of-effort® level of state
funding for child care based on the amount spent in FY 1894 or
FY 1995, whichever is greater. Second, stales must obligate for
expenditure all of thelr current year mandatory funds, Third,
states must put up state matching funds to draw down the
federal dollars. Therefore, to receive their share of the increase
in federal funding, states will have to provide some additional
matching funds. The match rate is similar to the Medicald match
rate. The state-by-state allocation of these federal funds, and
each state's required match, is shown in the second table below.

o Discretionary Funds Increase FY 2000 to FY 2001
¢ Mandatory Matching Funds Increase FY 2000 to FY 2001

Discretionary Funds Increase FY 2000 to FY 2001
Final Allocations

FUgY | Vi Y
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State o Total ol Total ol Increase in

' -7 ] Bt
Alsbsma $24,170,608]  $41,164,585]  $16,064,887
Algska 2,462,924 4,066,876 1,603,952
Arizona 24,109,239 41,683392| 17,574,153
Arkansas 14,108,936 24,754,995] 10,646,050
Calffornia 140,118,941 233,210,013] 93,091,972
Colorado 12,777,060 21,667,247 8,890,197
Connecticut 8,348,619 14,969,652 6,620,833
Delaware 2,324,302 4,145,779 1,821,477
District of Golumbia 2,004,896 3,332,314 1,327,418
Florida 60,667,098  101,401,071]  40,743.972
Georgla 39,040,010 66,060,2306| 27,020,226
Hawall 4,607,296 7,981,199 3,373,904
Idaho 6,208,409 70,911,269 4,702,860
inols 44,098,996 74,316,122] 30,216,126
Indiana 21,679,660 36,916,950] 15,239,200
Towa 10,686,303 17,864,779 7,268,476
Kanses 10,453,641 17,763,131 7,269,490
Kentucky 21,115,004 35,675,148] 14,460,166
Loulsiana 29,062,478 49,903,862 19,951,404
Mame 4,453,264 7,614,042 3,060,778
Maryland 16,607,667 26,483,277] 10,885,720
Massachusetts 16,944,808 27,391,016] 11,446,207
Michigan 33,442,637 56,873,765] 23,431,228
Minnesota 16,567,676 26,623,506] 10,065,829
Mississippl 19,769,300 34,142,726] 14,373,338
Missour 21,742,006 36,838,779 16,008,773
Montana 3,618,207 6,262,843 2,634,636
Nebraska £,730,023 11,108,174 4,379,151
Nevada 5,872,768 10,067,434 4,194,676
New Hampshire 2,860,507 4,000,237 2,109,730
New Jersey 22,018,871 38,150,186 16,131,315
New Mexico 11,004,633 19,145,650 8,141,017
New York 66,586,268  111,08,679] 45,708,260
North Carolina 33,654,445 66,602,843 22,038,308

@N«tﬂbamw 2,672,494 4,433,802 1,761,308 @
Ohlc 38,066,020 85,046,524] 26,980,495
Okiahoma 17,846,736 31,086482] 13,238,716
(Oregon 12,129,731 20,601,059 8,472,226
Pennsytvania "37,227,367 62,676,667 26,449,200
Puerto Rico 27,163,207 47,744,820] 20,501,622
02/05/2001
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Rhode sisnd 3,002,883 5,237,812 2,144,929
South Carolina 21,216,238 36,012,981 14,796,743
South Dakota ~3,698,840] 5,932,506 2,233,668
Tennessee 24,004,711 41,244,067 17,149,356
111,802,871 190,208,793 76,408,022
11,746,420 20,643,745 8,807,325
- Vermont 1,924,388 3,245,418 1,321,030
8 | Virginia 22,717,260 38,612,741]  16,895481
o Washington 19,334,643 32,045,383] 13,610,740
b West Virginla 8,585,481 15,019,618 6,434,137
@ Wisconsin 17,270,416 29,075,560 11,805,145
[ Wyoming 1,840,145 3,179,647 1,230,502
/ Sub Total States 1,140,148,520|  1,934,000,000| 793,851,480
r TOTAL (including 1,182,672,000 2,000,000,000 817,328,000
states, territories,
3 tribes, Child Care
: Aware toll-freo phone
line, T&TA, research)

Mandatory Matching Funds Increase FY 2000 to FY 2001

Final Allocations

State Federal Federal] Increase in Total State
Matching Matching Federal Match

Funds Funds| Matching] Requirement

FY 2000 FY 2001 Funds FY 2001

Alabama $17,422,447| $20,056,876] $2,634,428]  $8,509,807
Alaska 3.107,472|  3,686,661]  579,178] 2,891,055
Arizona 20,923,161|  25,838,265] 4,916,104| 13,447,621
Arkansas 10,309,236|  12,312,211] 1,812,075| 4,549,212
California 150,086,602| 174,802,428] 24,806,736] 166,361,000
Colorado 16,706,714|  19,046,081| 3,243,267| 19,048,081
Connecticut 13,020,060]  16,860,243]  2,820,203] 15,850,243
Delaware 2,020,216 3,462,180  662,074] 3,482,190
gm“;‘b‘,"f 1,703,217]  1934,962]  140,0458] 1,934,162
Florida 57,071,238] 67,092,063 10,020,827] 62,002,824
Georgla 33,008,773] 0,380,462 6,281,689] 26,616,626
Hawall 4,035250]  6,606,264]  661,014] 4,796,065
idaho 5,486,014]  6,423,762]  037,738] 2664473
THinols 52,250,948] 60,935,056] 6,676,110] 60,935,069
Indiena 24,333,860] 26,708,033] 4,372,083] 17,584,107 ]
lowa 11,242,651 13,116,011 1,873,420] 7,812,716
Kansas 11,016,088]  12,686,165] 10672,070] 8,645,048
Kentucky 15,723,468] 17,060,630| 2,266,173] 7,667,486
ouisiana 16,702,288] 21,073,873 3,181,818] 9,181,484

~ hitpi/icdfweb.vwh.net/childoare/cc_devblookgrant_alloo2001.htm
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Meine 4.510876]  5210,072]  700,096] 2,670,119
Maryland 21,137,881]  24,983,340] 3,856,450] 14,093,340
Massachusetts | 24,039,218]  28,120,402] 4,080,184] 28,128,402
Wichigen 40,032,188| 47,862,750] 6,930,662] 37,332,604
Minnesota 19,847,050] 23,340,956 3,501,006| 22,334,777
Mississippi 12,003,622  14,016,681] 2,012,060]  4,.29,152
Missourl 22,381,627| 26,975,271]  3,503,744| 16,666,200
Montana 3.420,082]  3.075.420]  656,347| 1,467,382
Nebraska 6,000,450]  8,132,242| 1,141,792| 5,335,195
Nevada 7.783.057]  9,666,633] 1.772,676] 9,420,001
u:‘,“'npsh“ 4768426| 5636083 e67,657| 5636083
New Jersey 33,006,730  38,607,625] 6681,896| 38,687,625
New Mexico B,006,008]  0.251,874] 1,185,076| 3,264,541
New York 74.767,882| 65,863,067 11,075,176 85,863,057
North Carolina | 31,636,082]  37,217,632| 5,680,650] 22,359,176
North Dakola 2,403,602  2,868,269]  364.677] 1,225,656
Ohio 46,422,611| 63,006,641 7,693,030] 36,789,305
Oklahoma 13,635991|  16,249,308] 2,413,407 6,560,976
Oregon 13,117,670]  15,375,204| 2.267,634] 10,250,136
Pennsylvanla | 46,680,621] 62,006,606] 7,307,085] 45,840,779
P.serto Rico - - - 0
Rhode Island 3.880.266| 4,686,303  698.127] 3,940,086
South Carolina | 15,467,614|  18,012,346]  2,644,834] 7,668,845
South Dakota 3,117.036] 3,604,305 476,460 1,667,402
Tennessee 21,612,460]  25,367,856) 3,865,308] 14,309,007
Texes 92,052,660 109,400,835 17,348,286] 71,218,011
Utah 11.056,176] 13411,341| 2,165.166] 6,361,533
Vermont 2.107,642|  2,608,002]  310,650| 1,611,286
Virginia 26.811,173]  31,635,080| 4.823.016] 20,377,619
Washington 23,579,617| 27,763,860 4,174,343| 26,987,481
West Virginia 6,041,382|  7.336,704]  1,006412] 2,401,461
Wisconsin 21,121,008]  24,627,173|  3,406,168] 16,840,872
Wyoming 1.046.618]  2.220,301|  282.783| 1,221,620
Sub Total 1,136,217,719] 1,331,747,719| 195,500,000 | 1,026,421,804
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FY 2001 Child Care Appropriations

The FY 2001 Consolidsted Appropriations Act (P.L. 106-554) enacts into law
the provisions of several bills, including the HHS-Education-Labor
Appropriations bill (H.R. 66566).° The new law contains several provisions

relatad to child care and early care and education.

Additional FY 2001 Discretionary CCDF Funds. The FY 2001 appropriations
law contains over $817 million in additional FY 2001 Discretionary CCDF
funds. When added to the amount previously appropriated for FY 2001, total
Discretionary CCDF funding is $2 billion. The law requires that these
additional funds must be used to supplement, not supplant, State general
revenue funds for child care assistance for low-income families. Additionally,
the Conference Report to the Act specifies that funds under the Child Care
and Development Block Grant are to be used to supplement, not supplant,
State and local child care funds. No State match is required to draw down

these Federal dollars.

Earmarks for FY 2001 Discretionary CCDF Funds. FY 2001 Discretionary

CCDF funds include the following earmarks:

e $19.12 million for child care resource and referral and school-aged child
care activities, of which $1 million will be for the Chiid Care Aware toll
free hotline.

e Over $172 million for quality improvement activities, and $100 million to
improve the quality of /infant and toddler zare. These quulity dollars are in
addition to the four percent minimum that States must use for quality.

e 810 million for HHS to use for child care research, demonstration, and

evaluation activities.

0 . In a departure from the past, the
appropriations law did not include an advance appropriation for FY 2002
CCDF funds. However, the conference report notes that the conferees intend
that funding for the child care block grant be at least the current level in FY

2002.
Early Learning Opportunities Act. $20 million is appropriated for HHS to

implemient a new program--the Early Learning Opportunities Act. Funds are to
be used by locel communities for developing, operating, or enhancing
voluntary early learning programs that are likely to produce sustained gains in
early learning. (See more detailed description below).

* Full text of the bill can be found on the Library of Congress' Thomas web-site at

hito://thomas.loc.gov/. Enter the bill number (H.R. 68566} In the search function near the top
of the page.




Head Start. The appropriations law provides a $933 million increase for Head
Start, raising total funding to $6.2 billion for FY 2001. These new funds will
be used to expand enroliment and make significant improvements in quality,
including providing professional development opportunities and enhancing
wages and benefits for staff. ACF is strongly encouraging joint planning of
services to families eligible for both Head Start and CCDF in order to provide

full-day services and reach new populations.

21° Century Community Learning Centers. The U.S. Department of

Education’'s 21* Century Community Learning Centers received a $392 million
increase, bring'iig total funding to nearly $846 million for FY 2001. This
funding includes over $20 million for after-school programs in specific
communities that are named in the conference report. The conference report
also requires the U.S. Department of Education to strongly encourage
applications to be submitted jointly by a local educational agency and a
community-based organization {such as child care providers, youth
development organizations, museums, libraries, and Departments of Parks and
Recreation). The Department of Education plans to make approximately 400
new grant awards with the additional funding. On January 3, 2001, the
Department issued a Federal Register notice inviting applications. Applications
are due by March 30, 2001. For more information see:

Jiww &pps.h

e (o] Educators. The appropriation
law provided $10 million for a new initiative to train early childnood educators
and caregivers in high-poverty communities. The focus will be on professional
development activities to further children's language and literacy skills to help
prevent them from encountering reading difficulties once they enter school.
We anticipate that the U.S. Department of Education will award these funds

through a grant competition.

Loan Forgiveness for Child Care Providers. For the first time, funds have been

provided (41 million) to the U.S. Department of Education (ED) for a
previously-authorized student financial assistance loan forgiveness program for
child care providers. The conference report discusses plans to examine the
estimated number of borrowers and amounts eligible to be foregiven to help
make certain that sufficlent funding is available for this program in the future.
The conferees also direct ED to ensure that information about the availability
and benefits of this program is provided to all potentially eligible borrowers.

- Gampus Child Carg. Funding for campus-based child care (the U,S.
Department of Educ~tion’s Child Care Access Means Parents in School
program) increased by $20 million to a total of $25 million.
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Technical Assistance Grants. As part of Social Services and Income

Maintenance Research, the appropriations law provides $2.5 million for grants
to qualified private, non-profit intermediaries to demonstrate the provision of
technical assistance to child care providers to improve the quality and supply
of child care facilities in low income communities and to document the

changes.

Title . The appropriation for the U.S. Department of Education inciudes over
$800 million in additional funding for Title | - Education for the Disadvantaged
programs. This increase includes an additional $100 million for Even Start,
raising the program's total appropriation to $250 million.

TANF Transfer to Social Services Block Grant. For FY 2001, the appropriations

law chariged the cap on the percentage of Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) funds that can be transferred to the Social Services Block
Grant (Title XX). The new cap is 10 percent of TANF funds awarded to the
State in FY 2001 (rather than the previously-specified 4.25 percent). The
overall limit on the percentage of FY 2001 TANF funds that can be
transferred to CCDF and Title XX remains at 30 percent.

Child Care Safety and Health Grants. FY 2001 funds were not appropriated

for the child care safety and heaslth grants recently authorized by the
Children's Health Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-310). However, the authorization

remains in place with the possibility of future funding.

Child and Adult Care Food Program. The Miscellaneous Appropriations section
(M.R, 5668) of P.L. 106-654 changed elicibility requirements for the U.S.

Department of Agriculture's Child and Adult Care Food Program. Effective
December 21, 2000 through September 30, 2001, a private organization
(e.g., for-profit child care provider) can participate in the food program if at
least 256 percent of the children served by the organization are eligible for free
or reduced price lunch. (Previously, the law required that 25 percent of
children receive Title XX Soclal Services Block Grant funds in order for a

private organization to be eligible.)
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Early Leaming Opportunities Act

$20 million is appropriated for HHS to implement a new program--the Early
Learning Opportunities Act (although funding is authorized for significantly
higher amounts through FY 2005). Funds are to be used by local
communities for developing, operating, or enhancing voluntary early learning
programs that are likely to produce sustained gains in early learning for young
children (from birth to the age of mandatory school attendance).

Use of Funds. A grantee is required to use funds for three or more of the
following activities:

o Helping parents, caregivers, child care providers, and educators to increase
their capacity to facilitate the development of cognitive, language
comprehension, expressive language, social-emotional, and motor skills,
and promote learning readiness;

¢ Promoting effective parenting;

Enhancing early childhood literacy;

Developing linkages between early learning programs within a community
and between early learning programs and health care services for young
children;

* Increasing access to early learning opportunities for young children with
special needs, including developmental delays, by facllitating coordination
with other programs serving such young children;

¢ Increasing access to existing early learning programs by expanding the
days or times that the young children are served, by expanding the number
of young children served, or by improving the affordability of the programs
for low-income families.

¢ Improving the quality of early learning programs through professional
development and training activities, increased compaetition, and recruitment
and retention incentives, for early learning providers; and

¢ Removing ancillary barriers to early learning, including transportation
difficulties and absence of programs during nontraditional work times.

Grantees must also: coordinate with local educational agencies to support
school readiness; ensure that activities and services are developmentally-
appropriate; provide benefits for children cared for in their homes as well as
children placed in the care of others; and use sliding scale fees for any
programs or services that require payment.

Awarding EFunds. In keeping with the statutory language, since the
appropriation is less than $150 million for FY 2001, HHS will award grants

- directly to Local Councils, on a competitive basls, to pay the Federal share of
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the cost of carrying out early learning programs. (If the appropriation exceeds
$150 million for a fiscal year the law requires that HHS allocate funds to
States, and States would award funds to Local Councils). Local Councils will
consist of local agencies, parents, and other stakeholders and community
leaders. The law establishes some basic requirements related to local
applications. HHS shall provide technical assistance and monitoring to Local

Councils as necessary.

Amounts Reserved for Indlan Tribes, Alaska Natives, snd Native Hawaiians.

Of the total funds, 0.5 percent is reserved for Indian Tribes, and 0.5 percent
is reserved for Regional Corporations and Native Hawailan entities.

Federal Share. The Federal share is 85 percent for the first and second years

of the grant, 80 percent for the third and fourth years, and 75 percent for the
fitth and subsequent years. The non-Federal share may be contributed in cash
or in kind. Funds must be used to supplement, not supplant, other Federal,

State and local public funds.

Performance Goals. Local Councils will biennially assess community needs
and resources, develop performance goals, and report annually on progress. |f
HHS determines there is not sufficient progress, a performance improvement

plan will be required.

Administrative Costs. HHS may use not more than 3 percent of the amount
appropriated to pay for administrative costs, including the monitoring and
evaluation of State and local efforts. Not more than 3 percent of the funds
recelved by a Local Council can be used for administrative costs.

Coordination. HHS and the U.S. Department of Education {ED) must develop
mechanisms to resolve administrative and programmatic conflicts between
Federal programs that would be a barrier related to coordination of services
and funding. Equipment and supplies purchased with these funds are not
restricted tu children enrolled or otherwise participating in the program carried
out under the Early Learning Opportunities Act.
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Rogaricg Senmle B 2417

Chairperson Lee and Members of the Committee:

I am Linda Reinicke, a Program Director for Child Care Resource & Referral.
represent the statewide network of Child Care Resource & Referral (CCR&R) offices
located in non-profit agencies in the state’s eight major cities. We are funded by the
Department of Human Services (Federal Child Care Development Fund), foundation
grants, and community resources. Lutheran Social Services is the host agency for
CCR&R in western ND and my employer.

Child Care Resource & Referral 1) helps parents find child care 2) supports the
start-up of center and home-based child care businesses 3) trains child care providers 4)
and works with employers and communities to address their child care needs. Our work
with parents, providers, and communities affords us a comprehensive picture of child
care throughout the state, We see SB 2417 as an asset to building the supply and quality
of child care, and we voice our support for SB 2417,

Based on our work with parents and providers, we see these child care challenges:

1. Building and maintaining the supply of child care is difficult (see

attachment). There are approximately 1,700 licensed child care facilities in

~ ND. In 2000, 348 providers, one or in five providers, closed their businesses,
During that same time period 281 new providers opened businesses. However,
the net loss was -67 previders and a loss of 677 spaces in the state’s licensing
capacity. Data shows the Williston and Jamestown regions have the higheat
turnover. Most often, turnover is atiributed to a limited ability to generate
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opemiomlcosts(mmsts consume 70% of budgets, yet staff salarics are

- pear minimum wage) 2) limited ability to ask parents to pay more for the care

they receive, (parents are already paying 20-40% of the family's income for
child care) and 3) after staff is paid, little remains for needed equipment or to
rencvate and expand.

Building and maintaining the supply of infant care is particularly difficult,
yet, the need is high. Last year CCR&R provided referrals for 5,762 children
of which 2,412 (almost halfy were for children under age two. Again, the
ability to generate an adequate income is a core issue. Our state has a
commitment to doing what is best for infants by enforcing a low provider-
child ratio. Our infants deserve care that is there for them when they need it,
and with infants, that is most of the time. Low ratios, however, hardly
generate dollars needed to cover staff salaries, and, when a program, center-
or home-based, needs to adjust the budget, infant care is most likely the first
expense to be eliminated.

Evening, weekend, or shift-work care also generates limited income, Parents
working late-hour shifis at nursing homes or weekends at focal mini-marts are
presented with few or no options for good licensed care.

With the Community Child Care Improvement Grants, an additional resource is
available for communities to address their specific child care challenges. CCR&R will be
available to assist individuals or communities interested in starting a child care business

or current programs interested in increasing their licensing capacity or program quality.

We urge your support of SB 2417, Thank you.

¢




- Raglon 1 (Wiliiston)

Region 2 (Devils Lake)

 Reglon 4 (Geand Forks)
-Region 5 (Fargo)

Rogion & tlamesionn)

Ragior: 7 (Blemarck)

Region 8 (Dickineon)
Totel

Reglon 1 (Williston)
Region 2 (Minch)
Ragion 3 (Devils Lake)
Region 4 (Grand Forks)
Raglon 5 (Fargo)
Region 8 (Jamestown)
Region 7 (Bismarck)

Region 8 (Dickineon)
Yotal

158

135
1,710

Jul-98

3.804
1,351
4,739
8,682
2,507
5,345

1,632
28975

Daim by Child Care Resource & Referral

Drops

{22)
{53)

@
(42)
(81)
49)
(59)

(28)
(348)

(308)
827

47
(600)

(587)
(470)

(327)
{4,100)

6-Feb-01

sucmcmmmmform
(July 1999 - June 2000)

Providers
Jun-00
1 468
M4 193
11 90
3 214
92 487
28 135
49 336
25 132
281 1,843
Capacity
Jun-00

216 735
853 3,720
123 1,427
330 4,489
1,117 8,873
232 2,142
508 5,381
248 1,551
3423 28,298

L)
(19)

®

(23)
(10)

3)
(67)

(90)

a7
78

(270)
191

(365)

81)
(677)
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 Testimony for SB2417
Regional/Tribal CSCC Response

My name is Sandy Bendewald and | am the director of the Region VI
CSCC. | am here today representing the regionaltribal CSCCs as
the chair of the State CSCC legislative committee.. | am not here
today to either speak in favor of or against the bill, but rather to
provide clarification on the role of the CSCC in this bill.

The regionaltribal CSCCs are listed in the bill as the entity to
distribute grant funding to local grantees. We do have granting
processes in place that could be used to award the child care grants
as listed in this bill. The procedures have been developed to insure
there is not conflict of interest when the decisions are made. The
CSCCs also have in place procedures to monitor the grants once

awarded.

The CSCCs do award grants for other state entities. We have
awarded grants for the Division of Mental Health and Substance
Abuse as well as for the Department of Health. The contracts
between the CSCCs and the state departments outline the guidelines
and what type of grants can be awarded. In both of these cases the
state departments have approached the local CSCCs asking of their
interest and willingness to award the grants. The majority of the
CSCCs do choose to enter into the contract because it addresses

issue and concerns in their five year plans.

The child care issues in this bill in addition to many early childhood
issues not in the bill, are of concern to the CSCCs and are included in

the five year plans. My assumption is, if this bill passes, most if not
all, CSCCs would be willing to enter into a contract to award the

grants.
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m m“ Shakisspeare, Grand Forls 08303 (775-447))

" Testiasony o bebolf of 5B 3417

Child care in intimately roleted w0 We found that out the hard way in Grand Forks in 1997, following &
complote shutdown of child care during the fleod. X's not an experience I would wish on anyons, | 1 would

hope that the Toasons learmad could be applied in planncd and insightfu] ways 10 the boaefit of children, familics,
and communitics, 3B 24)7 would allow comumunitics across North Dakota to take advaniago of

swployers,
knowledpe gained in the uftermath of disaster.

A1 11 years working on bohalf of children and funiliss es 8 North Dakota citlzen, § was tsppod 1o becoms 8
mombor of (he Workforce Subcormities of dhe Mavor's Task Force on Busivess Redevclopraent in May 1997, As
immedinte flood recovery neods worc resolved, our work gradually became focused on recognition of the ongoing
1ola servod by ohild cure In sustaining a siable, productive 1sbor force. The Child Care Task Forco was formed to
serve a1 & catalyst In addresting child care and workforce [ssues, and a stratogic business plan was crealed,

88 2417 would crable us, a8 well as others in Uhe staie Aicing U same challenges, to advence ehild care initintives
that overcomw basriers 10 workforce developmant, ‘

One of the most significant basrices 10 parents a3 employses Is finding ratiabla child care. National murveys show
that 60% of familics arc not confident thelr child care will bo in place six moaths from now. In & Orand Forks
survoy, 16.1% of parents roporied that It was difficult 1o find child curo, Tn the 2000 Grand Forks Region Labor
Market Study, 27% of pareats indicated problems finding child carc during the time of day they needed scrvioes,
88 2417, iu targeting availubility and uccessiditity of child care, would allow communities to address the twin
trends (T fewer licsneed child care providers, and decreasing availabllity of services during non-traditional hours

and for very young children.

A second major obstacle for parcnis sccking child care s the guality of the child cars options avallable to them,
Quality matters, as confirmed by numerous pieces of research clting greater academic parformance and more
posilve mother-child relationships as a result of high quality child care. Yet, many parests have lo choose
botween insufficiont care for their children and terminating cmployinent. A nationwide survey found that an
alarming 30% of parents had an cxperience so bad they had 10 stop using that child care provider altogether. Local
research describes many child care disruptions due to peor qualicy care--diapers not changed all day and children
Playing in the strest, not to mention lack of nurtwrance and inwilectual stimulation.. Tn the 2000 Labor Market
Study, 0% of rcapoudents Indicated » problem finding quality care they could afford. While parental cholce
should be a guiding principle in finding child care, it can only work If rgal chofces are availsble. 8B 2417, in
seeking 80 {mprove (he quality of child cane, would beier position North Dakota parents to find the mess desirable
care for their chitdren, rather than the feast wadvairoble.

Plaally, workdforcs peaductivity is affected en o daily basis by lack of efMctive childoure, Over half the parents in
netiona) pol! indicated that prebicms with child zare afiecicd theie ability to do thelr job well, and working mothers
wisocd four Al duys snd twelve partial duys of work cvery six months duc 1o child care dificulties. A Grand
Forks svady mirvess thees figures, with 49.1% of respondenis yevealing thet child care probloms had crested some
probloms for them in thelr jobe. B 2417 would ensbie Grand Porks and communitios 4cress the state 10 maks
Mmm-wnanmnm“mw'M
pooductiviyy Daliota's lobor foeee.

$8 2417 provides an epporiunisy for North Dakate 10 cahance bath child carc and weridoecs dsvelopment. Tt docs
nﬁumm,:&dmnmwmwﬂumﬂmhmh
WPRemiC developmont, woif-ouificioncy, childres's achiovement, and CommuRity invcoument. Many other
otes hove poagrams ia plucy to alleviete current child core and werkforce incrassing rocruitment and
sramion of basinousss and worers alile. T uryt you 16 suppent thia bl 60 Nerth 400 onporionte the same

g




BASIC COMPONENTS OF QUALITY OF LIFE FOR EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
PROGRAMS

Theima Harms proposes 3 basic components of quality in programs serving children:

1. Protection of chilkdren's health and safety and prevention of abuse and neglect.
2. Building relationships with children, parents, extended family, and community
3. Opportunities for stimulation and leaming from experiencs.

No one component is more or less important than the others, It takes all 3 to create a quality
program,

\, Protection
A. Heaith
1. Nutrition
2. Sanitation
3. Personal Hygiene; seif-help
4, Measures to reduce infectious diseased In group settings
8. Parent Education materials and referrals
B. Safety
X 1. Precautions to avoid injury from mishaps
2. Supervision
3. Prevention of abuse and neglect
4. Parent Education

Buikiing Relationships
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Infant/Toddler Program

Furnishings & Display




Personal Care & Routines

Infant/Toddler Program
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Learning Activiti

Infant/Toddler Program




Interaction

Infant/Toddler Program
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Program Structure
Infant/Toddler Program
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Adult Needs

7=Excellent
5=Goaod

3=Minimal

1=Inadequate

Infant/Toddler Program




